Draft Bridging Island Plan
Post-consultation report: Part 1 and 2
Minister for the Environment

Ministerial foreword
Since my election as Minister for the Environment three years ago, one of my principal aims has been
to deliver a new Island Plan which improves the future of our Island and community. The development
of an Island Plan is a huge task, requiring the production of an extensive evidence base to help identify
how and where we need to make changes to ensure that Jersey remains a wonderful place to live;
ensure sustainable development that will try to meet the needs of the community, whilst achieving a
balance of the future economic, environmental and social needs of the island in a way that is right for
Jersey, and which reflects our vision, our Island Identity and aspirations.
In usual circumstances, this would have been a tough task. Normally, a new Island Plan will establish
planning policies to guide the next decade of development in Jersey. However, the Covid-19 pandemic
has surprised and overtaken us, but we have been determined not to let it overwhelm us. Covid,
together with the effects of Brexit which are still coming to light, has created huge uncertainty,
presenting challenges in producing such a long-term plan. The certainty we all seek has been taken
away from us and is unlikely to return for a few years. Despite this, it is still essential that we make our
best efforts to plan for the future and make changes for the better to help address our major problems
of housing and community needs.
It was acknowledged by Government that because of the uncertainty, it was decided that instead of a
10-year plan, I would present a shorter-term ‘bridging Island Plan’, and members on the whole
concurred with this approach during the in-committee debate last autumn. I am delighted to report
that our project team has risen to the challenge and delivered the draft plan, with the support of the
Council of Ministers who ensured the required resources were allocated.
This shorter-term plan, which will be in place until 2025, will ensure we can make significant progress in
areas that desperately need to be addressed, such as improving the supply, quality, and affordability of
homes for islanders, and to take strong action towards reducing our carbon emissions arising from new
development as part of the gestation of our Carbon Neutral Roadmap which is due to be considered
by the States Assembly in 2022. We must start to address the changes needed ahead of the long
overdue population policy. Unless we remedy historic inaction to manage the unsustainable increase in
our population, it is inevitable Jersey will change for the worse, the quality of island life will deteriorate,
and our special character will be lost forever. The draft bridging Island Plan as planning policy seeks to
play a part in this respect as we have to make inroads into our shortfall in housing supply and start
meeting the backlog of unfulfilled need.
Despite being shorter-term, the draft bridging Island Plan is fully comprehensive. It makes significant
progress in setting policies to improve our urban areas and protect and conserve our world-class rural
and coastal landscapes, our marine environment and unique built heritage. It also presents a
comprehensive framework to understand different parts of the Island and sets policies for the type of
development we should be encouraging or discouraging where it detracts from the special place which
Jersey is. Jersey’s character and identity is unique and the new placemaking policies we are proposing
in the plan will encourage architects and developers to ensure that in future their developments
respect that fundamental requirement. At the same time, we need to make better use of the land
available to us to meet our community needs whilst protecting our unique local character and identity.
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I am very confident that the Bridging Island Plan will help us to take Jersey forward in these challenging
times and provide an excellent staging post for future Ministers to build the next 10-year plan. It is a
very well-balanced plan which faces up to some incredibly difficult issues, such as the need to re-zone
land to provide affordable family homes, and to provide an appropriate framework to consider perhaps
the biggest and most important public infrastructure project ever embarked upon in Jersey: the
development of Our Hospital. Above all, it sets the path towards a sustainable future.
To deliver this draft Plan, we needed to make legal changes to ensure that the proper consultation,
examination, and ultimate debate of the Plan could be accommodated in a shorter timeframe. The
changes in process have required a phenomenal amount of work to be done in a compressed
timescale. I have been impressed with the level of commitment shown by everyone involved in the
Island Plan team and I want to give my thanks to the qualified planners in the Strategic Planning, Policy
and Performance: Place and Spatial Planning team leading the review, and for the support provided by
our lead partners, ARUP; other specialist consultants who have produced the vast evidence base; my
fellow States Members; and members of public who have given so much of their time to be involved
with the process and propose their amendments. Everyone has worked incredibly hard to contribute to
this during what has been a very challenging time for everyone. For this, I am extremely grateful. And
want to record my thanks: the Island Plan is a team effort.
The consultation on the draft Plan since its publication has been a huge success. Despite the challenges
of delivering such a major consultation event whilst in the midst a global pandemic, we have seen
more people than ever before taking the time to have their say. We are at a critical stage of the review
programme now, and the healthy challenges provided through the consultation and proposed
amendments by members, means that we can go into the examination phase of the programme with
all the issues identified.
I now present my response to the draft Bridging Island Plan consultation, which signals the start of the
examination phase of the programme. At this point, I confidently hand the plan, its evidence base and
all the valuable contributions, to the appointed independent planning inspectors for their review and
consideration ahead of the examination in public hearings scheduled for later this year.
This rigorous and highly scrutinised process means that together we can ensure that the Plan - which is
ultimately approved by the Assembly in Spring 2022 - is the right plan for our Island; a plan which we
can all be proud of and one which will guide Jersey towards a bright and sustainable future.

Deputy John Young
Minister for the Environment
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Part 1: Introduction and context
This report has been produced as part of the development of the draft Bridging Island Plan in response
to the 12-week public consultation and initial States Member amendments period undertaken between
19 April and 12 July 2021.
It provides a summary of the key issues raised during the consultation including the proposed States
Members amendments to P.36/2020. It also provides an initial response and a schedule of proposed
modifications to the draft Bridging Island Plan that the Minister for the Environment has set out
following consideration of the issues raised.
The publication of this report signals the formal start of the examination phase of the process to
develop an Island Plan, which is a critically important period of independent and objective scrutiny that
the draft Bridging Island Plan must undergo before the plan is ultimately considered and debated by
the States Assembly.

Context
Jersey’s current land-use plan, the Revised 2011 Island Plan, reached its 10-year specified period in June
2021. In 2019, the Minister for the Environment launched a review of the Island Plan, with the intention
to provide a new 10-year plan within the 10 years of the previous Island Plan being adopted by the
States Assembly, as would normally be required by Law1. However, as a result of the uncertainty caused
by the Covid-19 pandemic, coupled with the Brexit transition, it was no longer considered possible – or
right – to proceed with the development of a long-term plan. In response to this, the proposed
duration of the Island Plan has been shortened to three years, in order to act as a bridging Island Plan
between two longer-term plans [the extant Revised 2011 Island Plan and a subsequent Island Plan for
the 2025-2034 period].
The development of a Bridging Island Plan provides a unique opportunity to bring forward policies to
address known challenges in ways that are attuned to the post-pandemic response and recovery
period, and to prepare strong, ambitious foundations for the island’s next long-term plan, from 2025.
Under Jersey’s plan-led system, the Island Plan is the primary consideration in any planning-related
decision. The preparation of a draft Island Plan – whatever its intended period may be – requires
extensive research, wide-ranging public, political and stakeholder involvement, and independent
examination, before it becomes the new Island Plan for Jersey.
Because of its significance, the process by which a draft Island Plan must be developed is set out in
primary and secondary legislation. To accommodate the development of the Bridging Island Plan,
changes to the legal framework have been necessary. These changes have not diminished the rigour of
consultation and examination that a draft Island Plan is required to undergo but have streamlined the
sequence of events by requiring the draft Plan to be lodged with the States Assembly earlier in the
plan-making process. These law changes enable a three-year plan, instead of a 10-year plan, to be
created. The procedures to develop a Bridging Island Plan have been established by the following
legislation:

1

Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 2002
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•
•

Planning and Building (Jersey) law 2002, as amended by the Covid-19 (Island Plan) (Jersey)
Regulations 2021
Planning and Building (Covid-19 Bridging Island Plan) (Jersey) Order 2021

It is under this legislative framework that the draft Bridging Island Plan is being developed, examined,
amended and ultimately approved by the States Assembly.

Form of the draft Bridging Island Plan
The form of a draft Island Plan is specified by the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 20022. The draft
Bridging Island Plan is therefore expressed in two parts:
•

•

Part 1: the draft Bridging Island Plan, as a written statement of the Minister’s policies in respect
of the development and use of land together with a reasoned justification of each of those
policies.
Part 2: the proposals map, which illustrates the Minister’s proposals for the development or use
of land on a geographical basis. This map exists as a single map in digital form3, and four maps
when expressed in print form:
1.
Proposals map Part A – planning zones
2.
Proposals map Part B – flood risk
3.
Town Inset map Part A – planning zones
4.
Town Inset map Part B – flood risk

The process to develop the Bridging Island Plan
The process to develop the Bridging Island Plan involves a number of different stages, as described in
table 1 below. This process commenced prior to the Covid-19 pandemic and, therefore, spans the
transition from developing a ten-year Island Plan, to the development of a shorter three-year Bridging
Island Plan.

2
3

Article 4, Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 2002
Draft Bridging Island Plan proposals map, digital version (ArcGIS, Esri)
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Stage

Actions

Stage 1:

•

Scoping and
research

•
•
•

Stage 2:
Develop
draft Island

•
•

Plan
•
•
•
Stage 3:
Independent
examination

•
•

•

Stage 4:

•

States
approval
•
•

Scope and develop the
evidence base
requirements
Commission reports and
studies
Explore initial strategic
issues and options
Develop Sustainability
Appraisal

Date

Key documents and publications

Summer 2019

•

Summer/Autumn
2020

•
•

Strategic issues and options
consultation
Consultation response report
In-committee debate and
associated reports

Consider responses to
Winter 2019
strategic issues and options
Autumn/ Winter
Undertake Sustainability
2020
Appraisal on options and
policy development
Review evidence base
Member and stakeholder
engagement
Develop draft plan

•

Call for sites consultation

•

Core evidence base reports and
studies published
Preferred strategy report
published

Public consultation on draft Spring 2021
Bridging Island Plan
Draft Bridging Island Plan
lodged for States
Members’ amendments
Inspectors’ review of draft
Island Plan and associated
Summer / Late 2021
evidence, States Members’
amendments and public
consultation responses

•

•

Independent examination in
public and associated consultation
activity
Inspector's report published

Minister and States
Members consider
Inspectors' report and
possible further
amendments
States debate and adopt
Island Plan
Bridging Island Plan
becomes new policy for
planning decisions

•

Adopted Island Plan published

Early 2022

•

•
•
•

Draft Bridging Island Plan
published and Lodged au Greffe
Public consultation on draft
Bridging Island Plan
Outcome of Call for Sites and final
evidence base reports published

Table 1: process to develop a new Island Plan

The key stages, from the point of announcing the draft Island Plan, to the point at which the Plan
becomes approved, are described in Figure 1 below:
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Figure 1: Key stages of the Island Plan review programme

Sustainability Appraisal
Jersey, as an independent jurisdiction, has its own legal framework for developing an Island Plan and is
not, therefore, bound by plan-making requirements established outside of Jersey. There are, however,
recognised good plan-making practices established elsewhere that the island can benefit from, by
applying those practices locally, in a proportionate and meaningful way.
The Minister for the Environment is required to develop an Island Plan that is sustainable. In order to
consider the relevant sustainability issues surrounding a range of reasonable options available for the
future development of Jersey, and to assess the individual and cumulative effects of policies and
proposals laid out by the plan, it is considered right that the development of the draft Bridging Island
Plan is both informed and supported by a robust and proactive sustainability appraisal (SA) process.
This process enables mitigation and avoidance measures to be established and opportunities for
enhancements to be identified.
The form of sustainability appraisal adopted for the draft Bridging Island Plan has a number of
similarities to the approach to SA required by law in the UK, and which incorporates the requirements
of the EU SEA Directive. It is important to be clear, however, that Jersey has adopted its own approach,
and has tailored it to the development of the draft Bridging Island Plan and its associated delivery
programme. The approach also recognises the linkages between the environmental and human
dimensions of Jersey and seeks to align to the long-term aspirations of islanders identified in
Government of Jersey Common Strategic Policy, and the aims of Future Jersey, which is expressed as a
long-term community vision and more latterly, has evolved into the Jersey Performance Framework.
The sustainability appraisal of the draft Bridging Island Plan, and preceding assessment of alternatives,
was undertaken independently by AECOM Ltd. The SA reports were issued for an eight-week
consultation period, running in parallel with the main draft Plan consultation.

Core evidence
As part of the process to develop the draft Island Plan, a number of studies have been undertaken, and
reports published. These reports form part of the core evidence base which has informed the
development of the draft Bridging Island Plan and include:
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Evidence base documents

Date published

Minister for the Environment key reports
Strategic Issues and Options: findings report

11 December 2019

Island Plan Review in-committee debate report (R.66/2020)

14 July 2020

Island Plan Review in-committee debate: output summary (R.166/2020)

5 October 2020

Preferred Strategy Report

23 October 2020

Specific studies
Jersey Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment (ILSCA)

16 October 2020

Jersey's Coastal National Park Boundary Review

24 February 2021

Historic Environment Review

18 February 2021

Employment Land Study

24 March 2021

Objective Assessment of Housing Needs

24 October 2019

St Helier Urban Character Appraisal

31 March 2021

Public Realm and Movement Strategy Stage 2

31 March 2021

Public Realm and Movement Strategy Stage 3

31 March 2021

Jersey Landscape Sensitivity Assessment (2020)

19 April 2021

St Helier Open Space Survey Results (2018)

11 April 2018

St Helier Open Space Audit (2018)

22 April 2021

St Brelade Character Appraisal

21 April 2021

Infrastructure Capacity Study

15 April 2021

Minerals, Waste and Water

14 April 2021

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment

19 April 2021

Housing and other call for sites assessments
Housing land availability and assessment of sites

21 April 2021

Protected and natural spaces: assessment of sites

21 April 2021

Employment land: assessment of sites

21 April 2021

Community facilities and open space: assessment of sites

21 April 2021

Impact assessments
Children's Rights Impact Assessment

20 April 2021

Bridging Island Plan: Viability Note

21 April 2021

Draft bridging Island Plan: Sustainability Appraisal

19 May 2021

Draft bridging Island Plan: Sustainability Appraisal Non-technical summary

19 May 2021

Draft bridging Island Plan: Sustainability Appraisal Technical annex

19 May 2021

Additional information published
Existing and proposed Coastal National Park area comparison map
Table 2: List of published core evidence

The Minister for the Environment has also produced key documents which have framed the
development of the draft Bridging Island Plan at key points in the review programme:
1. Strategic issues and options consultation
The Government of Jersey held a public consultation, over a three-month period, from 10 July
2019 to 11 October 2019, on the strategic issues and options the island is facing, providing
islanders with an opportunity to have their say.
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The consultation was structured around four areas: the spatial strategy; a sustainable island
environment; a sustainable island economy; and sustainable island communities. This was
published in two formats:
1. a shorter summary paper (with 27 questions).
2. a full technical paper (with 47 questions)
In total, 2,254 responses were received to the consultation from a variety of sources. The
Strategic Issues and Options: findings report was published following the consultation on 11
December 2019.4
Whilst this consultation and report was produced prior to the Covid-19 pandemic, a large
proportion of the issues addressed remain to be wholly relevant to sustainable planning,
regardless of the uncertainties that have since been presented. On this basis, the consultation
and report remain an important part of the evidence base for the Bridging Island Plan.
2. In-committee debate
In July 2020, the Minister for the Environment proposed that an in-committee debate be held,5
to discuss the development of a Bridging Island Plan in the States Assembly. This provided all
States Members with an opportunity to discuss, and express their views about the key planning
challenges that a short-term Bridging Island Plan needs to address and the changes that were
necessary to enable the delivery of a Bridging Island Plan. The discussion was informed by a
report,6 which included reference to the outcome of the earlier Strategic Issues and Options
consultation. presented by the Minister for the Environment, and was followed by an outcome
summary report7.
3. Preferred Strategy Report
Having considered the views raised during the Strategic Issues and Options consultation in
2019; the views of the States Assembly raised during the in-committee debate in 2020; the
wider established priorities of government; and the emergent evidence base, the Minister for
the Environment developed and published a Preferred Strategy Report8 for the Bridging Island
Plan. This report establishes a high-level vision and a planning assumption for the Bridging
Island Plan, setting out its strategic policy framework; the spatial strategy for development; and
an analysis of housing needs and delivery mechanisms. The Preferred Strategy was considered
and endorsed by the Council of Ministers.
Beyond the core evidence base, the draft Bridging Island Plan draws from a vast range of other key
evidence, including statistics produced by Statistics Jersey, international standards and obligations, key
strategic policy documents published by the Government of Jersey and decisions of the States
Assembly.

Strategic Issues and options: findings report
An in-committee debate is a formal discussion held in the States Assembly, but is without a vote or decision.
6 Island Plan Review in-committee debate report (R.66/2020)
7 Island Plan Review in-committee debate: output summary (R.166/2020)
8 Island Plan Review: Preferred Strategy Report
4
5
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Examination in public
The examination in public (EiP) is an important part of the process to develop an Island Plan.
Independent planning inspectors are appointed to undertake the EiP, where they will hear the views of
islanders who have raised issues about the draft plan, and ensure the draft bridging Island Plan is
adequate and meets the requirements of the law.
It is a legal requirement for the Minister for the Environment to appoint independent inspectors, who
must meet the specific criteria set out in the Planning and Building (Covid-19 Bridging Island Plan)
(Jersey) Order 2021 (the Order), where it is also specified that the Minister must set terms of reference
for the appointed inspector and assistant inspectors.
Intelligent Plans and Examinations Ltd have been appointed to undertake the examination in public of
the draft bridging Island Plan. The appointed planning inspectors are:
• Lead Inspector, Keith Holland BA (Hons) Dip TP MRTPI ARICS
•

Assistant Principal Inspector, Geoff Salter BA MRTPI

•

Assistant Senior Inspector, Derek Stebbing BA (Hons) DipEP MRTPI

It is at this point in the programme, following the Minister for the Environment’s publication of the
post-consultation report, that the examination in public begins and the appointed inspectors take
control of the programme to carry out their duties in accordance with the Order, and their specified
terms of reference.
The terms or reference formalise the key tasks and commitments that the inspectors must undertake as
part of their appointment and should be read alongside the further headings of ‘assessing the
adequacy of the draft Island Plan’ and ‘timescales and programme delivery’, as set out further below in
this report.

Inspector’s terms of reference
The appointed inspectors are required to:
1. consider, by way of an examination in public, whether the draft Island Plan furthers the purpose
and intent of the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 2002 (Article 4 (3)), and will provide for the
orderly, comprehensive and sustainable development of land in a manner that best serves the
interests of the community, and is otherwise considered adequate.
2. conduct the examination in public in accordance with the requirements of the Planning and
Building (Jersey) Law 2002, as amended by the Covid-19 (Island Plan) (Jersey) Regulations 2021,
and the Planning and Building (Covid-19 Bridging Island Plan) (Jersey) Order 2021, involving:
a. collation and consideration of representations made in relation to the draft
bridging Island Plan
b. scheduling and holding of any necessary informal resolution meetings, administrative
meetings, technical seminars and site visits
c. the leading of the examination, including all necessary public hearings
d. the provision of a report to the Minister for the Environment,
outlining the recommendations arising from the EiP process. This shall be provided
in an efficient and timely fashion, having regard to the need for the report to
be thorough, comprehensive, transparent and accessible within the requirements of the
Order and these terms. The report must include:
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i.

a written summary, including any recommendations to the Minister for the
Environment as to how the draft bridging Island Plan should be amended in
order to satisfy the requirements at (1); together with any supporting justification
having regard to public representations and States Members' amendments.
ii.
a comment on the relative merits and/or challenges of each States Member
Amendment, as proposed prior to the Examination taking place. This may
include a recommendation for the Amendment to be accepted or rejected.
3. be available to conduct a subsequent examination, should this be required, in relation to any
specific matter that may require further examination, upon invitation by the Minister for the
Environment. This shall be in accordance with the principles adopted and applied to the initial
examination in public.
4. In all of the above, to work to meet the programme objectives and deadlines established by the
Minister for the Environment, which may include making necessary adjustments to the EiP
programme.
5. In all of the above, to have regard to previous decisions of the States Assembly and any
legislation that may be applicable.

Assessing the adequacy of the draft Island Plan
To provide a framework for the examination of the Island Plan, the Minister for the Environment has
described a number of adequacy considerations, against which the Island Plan and its supporting
evidence base shall be assessed by the inspectors:
• the Island Plan, overall, meets the purposes contained within the Planning and Building (Jersey)
Law 2002, and that in particular that it provides for the orderly, comprehensive and sustainable
development of the land which best meets the needs of the community, without undue harm
to the natural environment.
• the Island Plan, overall, is based on proportionate evidence and assessment of development
needs.
• the Island Plan, overall, adopts an appropriate strategy for sustainable development, having
regard to a range of plausible scenarios.
• the Island Plan, overall, is capable of delivery.
• the Island Plan, overall, is otherwise consistent with the Government of Jersey’s wider strategic
objectives and decisions of the State Assembly.

Timescales and programme delivery
A key responsibility of the appointed inspectors is to ensure that an effective process is undertaken
within the terms of the Order, in such a way that is both time and administratively efficient, but without
undermining the integrity of the process. This is of particular importance to ensure that the EiP does
not preclude the draft bridging Island Plan being debated on its agreed date.
The debate of the Island Plan is due to take place during a sitting of the States Assembly in Spring
2022. The final date for the receipt of the inspector’s report must be fixed, taking into consideration the
statutory process for States Member amendments to be lodged, as specified by the Regulations. This
process needs to begin 10 weeks prior to the final agreed debate date and this process will be
triggered by the Minister’s publication of the inspector’s report, which is expected in January 2022.
An independent programme officer, Helen Wilson (Helen Wilson Consultancy Limited), has been
appointed to support the administration of the examination.
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The programme to deliver the examination will be announced by the inspectors. It is to be noted that
during the examination, representations can only be made to the appointed inspectors, in the manner
described by the Order, and the inspectors will announce when such further representations can be
made.
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Part 2: Consultation summary
Procedural matters
The draft Bridging Island Plan consultation was undertaken in accordance with the relevant
requirements of the Planning and Building (Covid-19 Bridging Island Plan) (Jersey) Order 2021.

Announcement of the draft Bridging Island Plan
The draft bridging Island Plan public consultation was launched on Monday 19 April and remained
open for the statutory 12-week period, closing at 23.59pm on 12 July 2021.
The public were notified of the consultation through various platforms, including printed and broadcast
media, social media and the Government of Jersey website. The team leading the Island Plan review
hosted various physical and virtual public engagement events, including webinars, planner surgeries
and parish hall drop-in events, each of which sought to explain the scope and substance of the plan,
and to inform the public as to how they could further engage with the process.
There were three ways that members of the public could submit their comments about the draft plan:
• online: through the Citizen Space consultation platform at
haveyoursay.gov.je/consult/islandplan
•

email: to the Island Plan Team at islandplan@gov.je

•

post: to Island Plan Review team FREEPOST 505, 19-20 Broad Street, St Helier, Jersey, JE1 1A

All responses received via email and through the post were manually input into the online consultation
platform and published for other members of the public to view. A key reason for doing this was to
meet the statutory provision for members of the public to provide comment on other representations
already raised in the consultation.
Every reasonable effort was made to ensure that the inputting of representations to the online portal
was done in such a way that made it clear what the representation was seeking comment on, where
this was possible.

Lodging of the proposition and opening of the initial States Member amendment period
The draft Bridging Island Plan was lodged with the States Assembly, as a proposition, on 19 April 20219
to coincide with the announcement of the publication of the draft plan and the commencement of the
statutory consultation period. The lodging of the plan triggered the opening of a 12-week States
Member amendment period, where States Members were able to propose amendments to the draft
plan. Amendments to amendments could also be made during this time.
States Members were also able to use the consultation platform to submit representations in the same
manner as members of the public, if they wished to do so.

9

Proposed draft Bridging Island Plan Proposition: Island Plan 2022-2025: Approval (P.36/2020)
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Electronic and hard copies of the draft plan and core evidence base
Copies of the draft Bridging Island Plan, the associated proposals maps and the core evidence base
were made available at the following locations:
Documents

Online copy

Draft Bridging Island Plan

View online

Proposals Maps

View online

Evidence base

View online

Hard copies
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

each of the 12 parish halls
Jersey Public Library
States Information Centre
each of the 12 parish halls
Jersey Public Library
States Information Centre
each of the 12 parish halls
Jersey Public Library
States Information Centre

Additional hard copies of the plan were made available for members of the public upon their request
to the Island Plan Review team.

Sustainability Appraisal consultation
The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the draft bridging Island Plan was published on 18 May 2021, four
weeks after the announcement of the Plan. This period of time, following the initial announcement of
the plan, allowed the final assessment of policies to be undertaken and reported on, with earlier drafts
of policies having already been considered by the SA consultants. Comments were invited on the SA
reports for a period of 8-weeks as an addition to the Bridging Island Plan consultation. Opportunity to
comment on the SA also ended on 12 July 2021.

Summary of public engagement activity
To support the draft Bridging Island Plan consultation, a number of public events were held over the
course of the 12-week period. These events were primarily intended to provide an opportunity to
explain the scope of the plan, answer questions and provide guidance as to navigation of the plan and
its evidence base and, to inform the public as to how they might further engage with the process.
The public event schedule had to be designed in a way that could accommodate public health
guidance for events taking place during the Covid-19 pandemic. This meant providing more sessions
online than might have otherwise been the case prior to the pandemic, and having risk-assessed
control measures for in-person activities.

Online webinars
In the first six weeks of the consultation, the Island Plan Review team hosted a series of online
webinars, focussing on the key chapters of the Plan. Each webinar lasted 1-1.5hrs and included:
• an overview of the draft plan
• a breakdown of each of the policies and proposals contained within the chapter in focus
• advice about how to get involved in the consultation and how to attend the Parish Hall events
or the planner surgeries
Overall engagement was positive, with 254 people attending across the 10 webinars that were hosted.
The webinars were advertised on the Government website, social media and through EventBrite.
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Recordings of each of webinar were posted online for those who were not able to attend.
Thematic webinar topic

Link to webinar recording

Housing

Housing webinar recording

Economy

Economy webinar recording

Historic environment

Historic environment webinar recording

General development

General development webinar recording

Travel and transport

Travel and transport webinar recording

Natural environment

Natural environment webinar recording

Community infrastructure

Community infrastructure webinar recording

Minerals, waste and utilities

Minerals, waste and utilities webinar recording

Minimising waste and environmental risk

Minimising waste and environmental risk webinar recording

Managing emissions

Managing emissions webinar recording

Planner surgeries
Those who attended the webinars, and others who requested to meet with officers to discuss individual
issues, were invited to book one-to-one online meetings with a member of the Place and Spatial
Planning team. The surgeries were scheduled by theme and were typically held on the Friday after the
respective webinar was held. These online sessions allowed for more complex matters to be discussed.

Parish roadshow
A roadshow event was held in every parish at the local parish hall or community centre, hosted by
members of the Island Plan Review team. The events were informal drop-in style and included pull-up
banners of the proposals maps, the review process, and information as to the different ways to engage,
supported by the draft plan together with a complete set of the evidence base. Each event was held
during what were considered to be accessible hours covering working hours, evenings and weekends.
These events were advertised in the Jersey Evening Post, local radio and on the Government of Jersey
website and social media channels and were considered to be well-attended in light of the
circumstances surrounding the Covid-19 pandemic, with between 20-60 attendees, per session.

Youth engagement
In recognition of the importance of engaging young people in the development of a plan which will
affect their lives and future, it was essential that the views of young people were sought as part of the
consultation and following on from the series of events held during the earlier Strategic Issues and
Options Consultation in 2019.
In collaboration with Jersey Youth Service and Jersey Youth Parliament, a targeted session to talk about
the draft Bridging Island Plan and its objectives and evidence base was held. Given the complex nature
of the draft Bridging Island Plan, bespoke factsheets were developed and shared in advance of the
event to support the young people in understanding how the Island Plan is relevant to them, and the
issues that they might care about. This event was widely publicised with posters circulated through the
youth service, to secondary schools and also promoted through social media.
An open invitation was also sent to all secondary schools in Jersey, offering a personalised session on
the Island Plan, where this could support their education aims and/or civic participation. Unfortunately,
Minister’s response to the consultation: Part two | 12

due the timing with examinations and rising Covid-19 cases in schools, only one school (Jersey College
for Girls) was able to engage.

Town pop-up event
Towards the end of the consultation, a pop-up event was held in Broad Street, in the centre of St
Helier. This event was aimed towards increasing the visibility of the consultation and reminding people
that it was not too late to have their say. This event was well-attended with a constant stream of
passers-by stopping to ask questions about the consultation and the draft plan.

Social media activity
During the consultation period, a total of 33 posts were shared across the Government of Jersey’s
Facebook, Twitter, and LinkedIn social media sites which were liked, commented upon and shared by
members of the public. These posts typically made announcements, provided information as to the
events schedule and, in the final month of the consultation, a campaign of ‘did you know?’ posts. The
‘did you know?’ posts focused on both contentious issues and those issues where it was considered
that a lower-than-expected level of public or media interest had been shown. This was to ensure key
issues had been appropriately exposed, and that reminders were given as to where comments could
be made, with direct links to the consultation portal.

Consultation portal and introductory videos
The consultation portal, hosted on the Citizen Space platform, offers a simplistic and accessible
platform for users. Citizen Space meets the standards set out in the Web Content Accessibility
Guidelines V2.1 AA, resulting in the platform being easy to understand and operate, especially for those
with alternate needs (e.g. those who use screen readers). However, the accessibility of the consultation
portal was considered to be inherently reduced due to the scale of the plan and number of policies to
be addressed. Alternative portal options were explored but none were felt able to match the quality of
Citizen Space for user experience and presentation. Mitigating measures were put in place to ensure
that members of the public had the best possible experience when engaging with the portal, including:
• the addition of explanatory videos on how to use the platform located throughout the
consultation platform
• short introductory videos were recorded and published within the consultation portal. These
recordings offered a non-written summary as to the policies and key issues addressed in each
chapter with the aim to improve the accessibility and visibility of the content, allowing the
broad content of the chapter to be understood before deciding to engage with the chapter
content.
Given the high rate of response to the consultation, the portal and number of fields in the
questionnaire was not found to be of any detriment to the consultation.

Response profile of the consultation
In total, the consultation received 705 public responses, with 80% of these being submitted in the final
week of the consultation period (5 to 12 July 2021). A total of 60 States Member amendments were
proposed during the period, and one amendment to an amendment.
Public representations are published online, and lodged States Member amendments at
www.statesassembly.gov.je. A summary of these representations is also provided later in this report.
Minister’s response to the consultation: Part two | 13

The public responses included over 2,000 comments which were made in relation to specific issues and
policies in the draft plan, the proposals map, Sustainability Appraisal and evidence base. Compared to
previous Island Plans, this response rate represents an approximate 50% increase in engagement.
The vast majority of responses were submitted by interested individuals (3/4), followed by agents and
developers (1/8):
An interested individual
An agent/developer
Part of an interest group or charity
Other
Prefer to not say
0

100

200

300

400

500

600

The profile of responses, based on location, is fairly representative of the population distribution in
Jersey. There is no consistent correlation between higher and lower engagement rates relative to where
development is due to take place. As might be expected, there was a higher rate of participation from
the parishes of St Mary and St Peter, correlating to the proposed safeguarding of field MY966 for
minerals extraction (which is located in the parish of St Mary, and abuts the parish boundary with St
Peter), but then 6% lower engagement in the parishes of St Helier and St Saviour, where the majority of
rezoned sites are proposed as strategic extensions to those parishes. It is noted that 7% of respondents
did not live in Jersey, with 87% of those non-Jersey residents living in the UK.
Parish

dBIP consultation

2011 Census

Consultation

breakdown

responses

population distribution

Population
representation

St Helier
Grouville
St Brelade
St Clement
St John
St Lawrence
St Martin
St Mary
St Ouen
St Peter
St Saviour
Trinity
Not applicable

28%
7%
7%
4%
2%
6%
7%
5%
7%
9%
8%
3%
7%

34%
5%
11%
9%
3%
6%
4%
2%
4%
5%
14%
3%

-6%
+2%
-4%
-5%
-1%
=
+3%
+3%
+3%
+4%
-6%
=
N/A

The most popular issues in each of the parishes largely followed a pattern which could be expected
based upon the nature of planning issues that the draft plan raises, in and around each area. This
includes:
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•

•

•

•

•

•

half of respondents from St Helier, Grouville and St Saviour commented on the housing
chapter followed next by a third commenting on either the community infrastructure chapter
(particularly CI3 – Our Hospital and proposal – St Helier Country Park) and La Gigoulande
Quarry/ proposed minerals safeguarding area field MY966.
over one-third of responses from St Ouen focused on the topic La Gigoulande Quarry /
proposed minerals safeguarding area field MY966 field, followed next by the proposed
designation of field O630 as protected open space, which was commented on by a quarter of
all respondents in the parish.
half of all responses received from residents of St Martin commented on the proposed
changes to the Coastal National Park area, where it is proposed to extend the designated area
across a large proportion of the parish.
over half of all responses from St Lawrence, Trinity, St Clement were in respect of La
Gigoulande Quarry/ proposed minerals safeguarding area field MY966. Whilst there is not an
immediate geographical link to La Gigoulande Quarry, the higher proportion of responses on
this topic is perhaps due to the lesser degree of contentious issues arising from the draft plan in
those parishes which may have otherwise been the focus of comments (i.e. no housing sites
have been proposed).
responses from St John and St Brelade were equally split between designation of Les
Quennevais as a secondary centre, La Gigoulande Quarry/ proposed minerals safeguarding
area field MY966, Our Hospital and proposal St Helier Country Park.
over one-third of all comments made about La Gigoulande Quarry / proposed minerals
safeguarding area field MY966 were from residents of St Peter and St Mary.

Figure 2 below shows a visual representation of the most common response themes, by parish:

Figure 2: Most common response themes by parish

All chapters of the draft Bridging Island Plan received comments in the consultation. The most
commonly commented on chapters were:
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•

•
•

•

Minerals extraction and solid waste disposal (38% of all responses), where almost all
comments (97% of the chapter total) were made in relation to the safeguarded minerals site of
field MY966 / La Gigoulande Quarry.
Housing (30% of all responses), where around half of all comments in the chapter were in
relation to the proposed affordable housing sites in St Helier and St Saviour.
Policy PL5 - Countryside, coast and marine environment and Proposal - Change permitted
development rights in the Coastal National Park were commented on by 11% of responses
(where comments were related to the proposal to extend the Coastal National Park boundary),
and Policy CI3 - Hospital and associated sites and infrastructure was commented on by 7%
of all responses
Utilities and strategic infrastructure and Minimising waste and environmental risk were the least
commented on chapter.

Minister’s summary of main issues raised in the consultation
Navigating the Minister’s response
All representations received as part of the draft Bridging Island Plan have been considered and
reported on in Part 3: Minister’s statement responses; Part 4: Summary of consultation responses; and
Part 5: Summary of States Member amendments.
•

Part 3: Minister’s statement responses provide individual reports on key or complex issues
raised in the consultation, where a single response is provided to summarise the
representations raised in relation to a matter (including those representations made in the form
of States Member amendments) and the Minister’s initial response.
Each statement response provides a recommendation as to what the Minister feels the
inspector might wish to consider in the examination of the issue, and also provides an
indication of the Minister’s present position as to what action he might be minded to take in
response to the issue raised (the Minister’s intention).
Where the Minister is minded to take his own action to amend the plan in response to the issue
raised this has been indicated and also registered in Part 6: Minister’s proposed modifications
schedule.

•

Part 4: Summary of consultation responses provides a breakdown of representations made
to the consultation by chapter, and where possible, is grouped by relevant policy or theme.
Comments have been provided by the Minister in relation to the points made, which may be
unique comments, or may refer to a relevant statement response.
Every endeavour has been made to ensure that this summary represents the consultation
responses made as fully as possible. However, it should be noted that where several policy
issues were raised in a consultation response, these will often have been addressed in different
Statement Responses so that overall reporting in clearer.
All representations in the schedule have a link to the portal where the full original response can
be found. Where complex attachments have been submitted without the ability to summarise
(using the respondents own words) these have not been included in the summary response. It
is stressed that in cases where the representation does not appear in the schedule, it has
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nevertheless been considered and is published on the gov.je/islandplan website, and has also
been provided to the appointed inspectors.
•

Part 5: Summary of States Member amendments provides a schedule of the States Member
amendments proposed during the initial representations period.
The schedule indicates whether or not the Minister is minded to accept; partially accept; or is
not minded to accept the amendments proposed, and points to the relevant statement
response.
Links to the full States Member amendments are included in the schedule.

•

Part 6: Minister’s proposed modifications schedule provides a summary of amendments to
the draft Bridging Island Plan which the Minister is presently minded to make and includes a
justification for wanting to do so.
The amendments are highlighted as being either ‘minor’, which means they are deemed to be
without material consequence; or ‘substantive’ which is where the Minister believes the change
will be of some consequence. Only the Minister’s own proposed amendments are included in
this schedule and it, therefore, does not include potential changes where the Minister has
indicated support for amendments proposed by other States Members.

Main matters arising from the consultation
There are a number of main matters which have been identified by the Minister for the Environment in
considering the representations received during the consultation on the draft Bridging Island Plan.
Whilst the plan, in its entirety, will be considered by the independent planning inspectors during the
examination period, it is important that the Minister highlights the main matters to the inspectors. This
is to support the understanding of what areas might be the focus of the examination, and in particular,
the matters which should be heard during the examination in public hearings.
The identification of main matters has had particular regard to any representations made about:
a. the adequacy of particular policies, and of justifications given for policies, that are of
significance to the island;
b. issues involving significant controversy; and
c. any alleged conflicts or tensions between the draft Bridging Island Plan and other policies of
the States.
The below summarises those key matters which have been identified, which should be read in
conjunction with the Minister’s list of statement responses that deal with the individual policies or
themes, including relevant States Member amendments:
1. Spatial strategy: Whether or not the proposed spatial strategy, which will involve the
continued densification of existing built-up areas; some limited rezoning of land; and a
generally restrictive approach to the development of the coast and countryside, represents an
appropriate and sustainable approach to development in Jersey, having regard to the
alternatives considered through the Strategic Issues and Options consultation, and
Sustainability Appraisal.
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2. Housing supply: whether or not the methodology and assumptions made in the identification
of housing requirements for the supply period of 2021-2025 are reasonable.
3. Allocated housing sites:
a. whether or not the approach taken to identify potential housing sites, through the call
for sites process, was adequate
b. whether the approach to scoring, assessment and site selection was reasonable
c. whether the sites proposed for re-zoning in Policy H5 represent the best possible sites
for that purpose, having regard to the available options and representations received
through the consultation (including those States Member amendments)
d. whether or not any of the additional, unallocated sites, raised through the consultation
(including those States Member amendments), may provide potentially suitable
alternatives to any of the allocated sites in the draft plan, having regard to the housing
supply requirements by tenure type (in particular, affordable homes for rent or
purchase, over-55’s and/or right-sizing or, open market), and sustainability relative to
the spatial strategy, landscape impact and availability of local infrastructure.
4. Housing policy framework: whether or not the plan, taken as a whole, provides an adequate
framework for the delivery of a range quality homes to meet identified local needs, in
appropriate locations.
5. Supply of minerals: whether or not the evidence base developed to consider the future supply
and demand potential for mineral resources is adequate, and whether or not the adopted
strategy for minerals supply and safeguarding in the plan is appropriate and the most
sustainable option, in light of the evidence.
6. Coastal National Park: whether or not the proposed extension of the Coastal National Park
area is appropriate and whether or not the policy framework of the plan provides an
appropriate and proportionate response to its protection.
7. Marine Park and marine biodiversity: whether or not the policy framework of the plan
provides an adequate approach for the consideration of development in marine areas and
marine biodiversity, having particular regard to the Minister’s intention to develop a marine
spatial plan, and the vires of planning legislation in Jersey.
8. Managing emissions: whether or not the plan takes appropriate and deliverable steps to
reduce carbon emissions arising from new development, in light of Jersey’s commitment to
become carbon neutral and the status of the Carbon Neutral Roadmap, which is under
development.
9. Economic development: whether or not the plan provides a sufficient framework, in light of
present uncertainties, to meet the needs of a sustainable island economy, with particular regard
to industrial land supply and support for the local tourism industry.
10. Our Hospital: whether or not the plan provides an appropriate framework for the
consideration and delivery of a new hospital, in the location approved by the States Assembly
(Overdale), having regard to the impact of development here, and issues raised about the
consideration of alternative locations.
11. St Brelade’s Bay: whether or not the plan provides an appropriate framework for the
consideration of development in St Brelade’s Bay, having regard to the spatial strategy and the
Minister’s intent to develop an improvement plan for the area. And also, consideration as to the
potential affects arising from the high number of States Member amendments made in relation
to this particular part of the island, having regard to individual property rights and the integrity
and balance of the plan as a whole.
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12. Viability and deliverability: whether or not the draft plan, taken as a whole and in relation to
individual policies, ensures that development is viable and that the requirements, placed both
upon the developer and the Minister for the Environment, are deliverable.
13. States Member amendments: having regard to the status of States Member amendments, the
benefits, or implications or each amendment, should they be accepted.
14. Minister’s modifications: whether or not the substantive modifications proposed by the
Minister in response to the consultation, or for any other reason, are appropriate.

Communicating new substantive issues and further representations
As part of the process to examine the draft Bridging Island Plan, the inspectors will invite further
representations in relation to certain matters, as determined by the inspectors. Article 10 of the
Planning and Building (Covid-19 Bridging Island Plan) (Jersey) Order 2021 limits these representations
to be made only by:
a. a Member, or member of the public, who has submitted an initial representation; and
b. any other person invited by the inspector to do so
The Minister requests that in considering who may be invited to make further representations, where
an initial representation has not otherwise been made, the inspectors consider how they might
appropriately allow new representations where they relate to new issues of significance which were not
raised in the draft Bridging Island Plan consultation. These matters are considered to be:
1. sites which have the potential to become included in the draft Bridging Island Plan which might
include, but not be limited to, those highlighted in the Minister’s statement responses;
2. any new and substantive matter raised by States Member amendments or the Minister’s
proposed modification schedule related to issues, areas or sites.
The inspectors may wish to consider further limitations to ensure that those representation are made
by persons with a legitimate interest in the matter, if considered necessary.

See separate documents for:
• Part 3: Minister’s statement responses
•

Part 4: Summary of consultation responses

•

Part 5: Proposed response to States Member amendments

•

Part 6: Minister’s proposed modifications schedule
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan
Relevant policies
N/A
Summary of representations received
A number of representations have raised the issue of population growth including the need for an
effective population policy and questions as to whether or not it is appropriate to be producing an
Island Plan whilst there is such uncertainty around population growth and an absence of Census
data.
Minister’s detailed comments
The Minister is required, by law, to present a new Island Plan to the States Assembly within 10-years
of the previous Island Plan being adopted. The Minister presented the draft Bridging Island Plan to
the States on 19 April 2021, in time for the maturing of the 10-year specified period of the 2011
Island Plan (29 June 2021).
The uncertainty caused by both the Coronavirus pandemic and the recent Brexit transition make it
harder to plan for the future. Normally, the Island Plan would provide a ten-year planning
framework, but because many issues – particularly around population change and future economic
outlook – are uncertain at present, this Island Plan covers a shorter three-year plan period, 20222025. After this period a new longer-term plan will be put in place. The basis and justification for
the Bridging Island Plan is explained in the introduction to the draft Bridging Island Plan, and also
in the Preferred Strategy report published in 2020.
The Bridging Island Plan provides a unique opportunity to bring forward policies to address known
challenges in ways that are attuned to the post-pandemic response and recovery period, and to
prepare strong, ambitious foundations for the island’s next long-term plan, from 2025. The timing
of the Bridging Island Plan means that the development of the longer-term Island Plan can take
into consideration major new evidence and policy, which does not yet exist.
Perhaps the key policy issue this relates to is population. Controlling population growth is a
longstanding problem for Jersey, and an issue which has been very difficult to resolve. This was a
key issue before the pandemic and Brexit, and both of these factors have meant even greater
uncertainty as to what the future population of Jersey might look like. This, coupled with an aged
Census, has meant that the draft Bridging Island Plan has needed to make a reasonable
assumption about population change over the plan-period. The approach to developing this
planning assumption, and the factors that were taken into consideration are clearly explained in the
Minister’s Preferred Strategy Report1, and in the introduction to the Draft Bridging Island Plan2.
It is essential that the Island Plan makes adequate provision to meet both the needs of the
community – that being the community here today, and the community we expect to be here over
1
2

See P. 9-20 Island Plan Review – Preferred Strategy Report (2020)
See P.17-22 Draft Bridging Island Plan (2021)

1
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the course of the plan period. It is not for the Island Plan to determine the shape or size of that
community. The Minister notes and generally agrees all the arguments raised to the importance of
effective population and migration controls, but considers that it is not the role, or vires, of a land
use plan to establish that control.
The long-term sustainability of the island’s resources are, without doubt, dependent upon
sustainable population change. A recent in-committee debate in the States Assembly sought to
highlight some of these issues, including the impact upon public services and utilities, housing,
education and health, pensions, and public finances3. Work to develop a population policy, having
regard to the complex considerations of sustainability is continuing, with a proposed policy
expected to be published by the end of 2021. The publication of Jersey’s 2021 Census findings is
due in Spring 2022.4
The draft Bridging Island Plan specifically includes strategic proposals which will respond to the
Census findings and population policy. The development of a long-term planning assumption for
Jersey, and an infrastructure roadmap will be key to ensure that the development of the
subsequent, long-term Island Plan can appropriately respond to the needs of the community,
further into the future than what is possible at this time in the Bridging Island Plan.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the inspector considers the principle of pursuing a Bridging Island
Plan and in that context, also the approach taken and assumptions made in the development of a
planning assumption.
Minister’s intention
The Minister does not intend to make any changes in relation to the principle of a Bridging Plan,
or the planning assumption upon which the plan has been based.

Developing a common population policy: in committee debate R.41/2021
It is of note that the 10-year Census cycle has historically been out of sync with the development of Island Plans.
Whilst it remains out of sync with the Bridging Island Plan, the existence of a short-term plan means that the
development of the subsequent plan will become helpfully aligned with an up-to-date census.
3

4

2
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR02 - Demand for residential and nursing care homes (elderly persons)
Relevant policies
Policy H6 – Supported Housing
Strategic Proposal 1 - Development of a long-term planning assumption
Strategic Proposal 5 – An infrastructure roadmap for Jersey
Summary of representations received
•

Field MN688: seeking more certainty from the land-use decision-making framework to
allow for a care home development in a green zone location.

•

Field L875a St Lawrence (Methodist Homes Association) proposing a 60-bed residential
care facility (including dementia).

•

Tabor Park, St Brelade, which is seeking the provision of open market homes, adjacent to
an existing facility (this is also considered separately, as a housing proposal: see SR26:
Provision of affordable homes)

Minister’s detailed comments
Context
The 2016 Population Projections1 found that, by 2035, the number of Jersey residents aged over 65
could reach up to 30,000 (depending on the changes migration could bring), which could account
for 29% of the total population. As of 2019, 17.1% of Jersey’s population was aged 65 and over.
Jersey has a significant number of residential care and nursing home beds relative to the size of its
population, for example when compared to UK comparable regions (approx. 374 people in Jersey
and 134 people in the UK per 10,000 population aged 65+). The present and historic social care
model in Jersey is reliant on residential care, which is a high dependency model of healthcare with
limited options for long-term care that support independence. This model has been recognised as
not in the best interests of islanders, and changes to the approach form a key component of the
Jersey Care Model (JCM)2.
The overarching aim of the Jersey Care Model is to transform health and social care, in order
to improve Islanders’ physical and mental health and wellbeing. To achieve this, it proposes
adopting a patient-centred approach whereby care is financially sustainable, safe and
accessible, being provided in the places where people need it the most.
The Objective Assessment of Housing Needs (2018) (OAHN)3 considers long-term housing
requirements in a ‘policy-off’ context, which means that the projected requirement of homes is
based on historic trends and modelling, and this does not account for policy interventions that may
otherwise influence demand. In this context, the report highlights that the ageing demographic of
1
2

Jersey population projections 2016 release, Statistics Jersey
Jersey Care Model proposition: P.114/2020
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Jersey means that there will be a growth in the need for older person’s accommodation. The 2011
Census had identified 983 residents living in care homes (583 with nursing and 400 without
nursing), representing 14.8% of island residents aged 75 and over.
The OAHN highlights that over the period end-2020 to end-2030, the number of residents aged 75
and over is projected to increase from 8,500 (in 2020) to 12,000 in 2030, under a +1,000 inmigration scenario. Applying the 14.8% figure to this increase in population results in a need for
520 additional care home bed-spaces, or 52 each year. The OAHN made this projection on +1000
migration scenario as the most probable position at the time; it is a ‘policy-off’ assumption,
(meaning it does not account for policy decisions that may impact demand) and was modelled
without an appreciation for what the migration effects of Covid-19 and the Brexit transition might
be.
Taking account of these effects, the draft Bridging Island Plan established its own planning
assumption for population change, at +800 persons a year until 2025. This assumption takes
account of a migration scenario of +700 per year, and natural growth at +100 per year (births
minus deaths). The projected requirement identified by the OAHN is not, therefore, aligned to the
BIP planning assumption.
Adjusting the OAHN figure (which suggested +52 beds per year on a+1000 migration scenario) to
the +700-migration scenario would not make a significant difference to the projected bed space
demand because migration patterns lead to minimal change to the older persons population in
Jersey. Therefore, the ‘policy-off’ assumption for additional care home beds for the supply period
of 2021 to 2025 would be approximately 260.
Current bed capacity and occupancy
The latest Health and Community Services records highlight that there are presently 999 beds
available across elderly nursing and residential care homes across the island (1/3 nursing 2/3
residential care), with 24 vacancies (8 nursing care and 16 residential care). This present position
aligns with the findings of the 2011 Census which recorded 983 living in care homes. This suggests
that there has been no increase in bed capacity - or evidence of a significant change in demand in the last 10 years.
Potential future demand
Between the period 2010 to 2040, the numbers of islanders over 65 is expected to rise from 15,000
to almost 30,000. As older adults tend to require more services - and often need a range of
services - it is reasonable to expect that the demand on residential and nursing care beds will
increase, unless there are interventions to deliver care in a different way.
•

present bed capacity and occupancy rates indicate that there is little capacity in the system
to withstand a significant increase in demand for both residential and nursing care beds.
This, however, has been a relatively stable position over the last decade, despite the
increase in older people population that has been happening over the same period.

•

the latest available data derived from Social Security indicates the number of long-term
care (LTC) claims by those aged 65+ was 1052 in 2019, an increase of approximately 10%
over the previous 5 years. LTC contributions are a good indicator of care requirement
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trends, but do not account for private patients who either do not meet the criteria or have
elected not to join the scheme. Nevertheless, the 10% increase does not appear to have led
to a measurable increase in bed space requirement over the same period.
•

adult social care referrals show a different picture with total new referrals being made
nearly doubling over the last 10 years: 873 in 2011, and 1629 in 2020. This trend qualifies
that whilst there is an increase in care requirements being experienced beyond the rate that
might have been expected, this has not led to an equivalent, or measurable, increase in bed
space demand.

It is evident that the projected demand indicated by the OAHN and actual change being seen in
demand is not correlating. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that it is unlikely that a sudden and
unmanageable surge in demand in bed space will be seen in the short-term, in the context of
recent change.
In the medium to long-term, and as the older population continues to increase, it is still possible
that the increased number of older people will lead to some kind of increase in bed-space
demand. This increase, however, is intended to be met through the delivery of the Jersey Care
Model, which seeks to manage increased demand for residential and nursing care and aims to
reduce residential care placements by 70% and nursing care placements by 46%.
The JCM recognises that it is important to keep elderly people connected and independent at
home as long as possible to avoid early admission to a care home. Often, loneliness and inability to
cook/ look after their home are contributing reasons for choosing a care home but these should be
addressed differently through for example, community integration and activities, lunch clubs, home
care and cleaning services. These services should be the focus before providing a care home
solution. To support this, the JCM aims to increase the domiciliary home-care market to enable
people to stay independently at home and building more care homes may act to dis-incentivise
this market shift as the care home market is likely to be more lucrative than the home care market.
Planning requirement conclusion
Whilst there exists little capacity in the system for growth, care-home bed spaces have been stable
over the last 10 years and it is reasonable to assume that any near-term increase in demand will be
moderate. As a result of this, it is expected that any such increase in demand will be met through
the redevelopment of land within the existing built-up areas, such as the redevelopment of old
hotel stock. Sites within built-up areas and in close proximity to community facilities should also be
considered a priority before rural locations, so as to ensure that community integration of care
home residents remains possible.
In the absence of evidence to support significant demand or that requirements cannot otherwise
be met from the redevelopment of sites within the built-up area, it is not considered necessary or
sustainable to rezone land in the countryside for this purpose in the Bridging Island Plan.
Into the longer-term, it is accepted that the position of demand may change. It is therefore
considered appropriate to undertake further, more comprehensive, work to re-evaluate medium to
long-term requirements for residential and nursing care demand, which could be delivered
through the development of both the long-term planning assumption and the infrastructure
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roadmap for Jersey (See ‘Strategic proposal 1 - Development of a long-term planning assumption’
and ‘Strategic proposal 5 – An infrastructure roadmap for Jersey’ in the draft Bridging Island Plan).
This work can then reflect on the efficacy of delivery mechanisms being implemented for the Jersey
Care Model and the findings will inform the development of the subsequent Island Plan, where any
identified medium to long-term requirements can be addressed.
Minister’s recommendation
1. No identified requirement for land to be designated for residential and/or nursing care use
over the Bridging Island Plan period.
2. Further work to be undertaken to understand long-term care bed requirements as part of the
development of a long-term planning assumption (Strategic proposal 1) and infrastructure
roadmap (Strategic proposal 2).
Minister’s intention
The Minister is not minded to make any change to the draft plan.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 03 - Les Quennevais - role and development
Relevant policies
Strategic Proposal 4 – West of island planning framework
Policy SP2: Spatial strategy
Policy PL2: Les Quennevais
Policy ER1: Retail and town centre uses
Policy ER4: Daytime and evening economy uses
Policy EO1: Existing and new office accommodation
Policy H2: Density
Summary of representations received
• p.36-2021 amd.(32) Connétable of St Helier; p.36-2021 amd.(43) Deputy Tadier; and p.362021 amd.(45) Connétable of St Brelade
• undermines spatial strategy of previous Island Plans, which have worked.
o why undermine this, especially when the vitality and viability of St Helier (town
centre) is under threat from other challenges?
• all parts of the island warrant a planning framework
o why prioritise Les Quennevais?
o the creation of a secondary centre is unsustainable: it would undermine the primacy
of St Helier would exacerbate traffic problems (e.g. Beaumont)
o would draw retail and hospitality uses out of the town
• enabling evening economy uses would cause anti-social behaviour
•
•
•
•
•

safeguards are required to avoid over-development and to secure investment
the Sustainable Communities Fund should benefit other communities, as well as Town
the draft plan should not encourage higher density development in Les Quennevais: it will
happen anyway
what is needed is a masterplan, not a planning framework
economic development should be enabled throughout the built-up area, not just the
defined centre for Les Quennevais

Minister’s comments
A number of representations and amendments have been submitted in relation to the issue - of
defining Les Quennevais as the island’s secondary centre - which challenge the strategic principles
which underlie this element of the plan; some of the detailed implications of it; or seek assurance
or mitigation of its potential impact. These are addressed below.
Strategic concerns: spatial strategy
Les Quennevais already serves as the island’s de facto secondary centre providing a range of public
and private facilities and services to residents in the west of the island. The further development of
Les Quennevais - through the redevelopment of existing buildings and land that is already
developed - is considered, both from an island-wide and local perspective, to be entirely
sustainable. Encouraging the provision of more local opportunities for employment, retail and
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leisure, together with the provision of more homes – within the existing built-up area – serves to
make best use of already developed land and reduce the need to travel for goods and services.
The draft plan does not, however, propose the unfettered growth and redevelopment of Les
Quennevais in a way that seeks to undermine the primacy of St Helier as the island’s principal
commercial hub, for both employment and retail use. The draft plan sets out a defined spatial
extent for economic development at Les Quennevais and proposes limits on floorspace for both
office and retail use that might be encouraged here, together with a requirement for an
assessment of impact on any larger development that might have implications for the primacy of St
Helier. This is not encouraging ‘out of town’ development but urban development and
regeneration.
Les Quennevais offers a choice of transport options, benefiting from an excellent bus service and
dedicated cycling and walking facilities to St Helier. Existing vehicular traffic congestion at
Beaumont already serves to influence travel behaviour. Enhanced employment opportunities and
local retail provision at Les Quennevais can help reduce journey distances and promote more
active travel.
On this basis, the concerns expressed that the policies in the draft plan relating to the enabling of
the provision of new retail, office and daytime and evening economy uses (at Policy ER1: Retail and
town centre uses; Policy ER4: Daytime and evening economy uses and Policy EO1: Existing and new
office accommodation) are not considered to undermine the island’s sustainable development, or
to undermine the vitality and viability of St Helier as the island’s primary centre.
They seek to encourage investment – in the form of development – to renew the urban fabric,
vitality and attractiveness of Les Quennevais as a place to live, work and visit; and to ensure that
this centre helps to meet the local community’s needs, whilst complementing the role of other
centres in the island.
Strategic concerns: density of development
It has been a component of successive recent Island Plans to encourage the optimal use of land
when it is developed or redeveloped, to ensure that we can continue to protect the island’s coast
and countryside. This does not, however, mean that sites should be over-developed, but rather
that they are developed in a way that optimises the density of development whilst having regard to
the local character of the area; neighbouring uses; and the capacity of the local infrastructure.
Much of Les Quennevais was developed in the 1960s, largely in the form of suburban housing
estates, at relatively low densities of development. Because of this, where opportunities arise for
land to be redeveloped, there is scope for it to be developed in a more efficient way – at higher
densities - whilst still having regard to the character of the area: recent developments, such as
those at Belle Vue/Ernest Briard Crescent demonstrate the forms of good quality homes that can
be delivered at higher densities. The draft plan sets out a proposal – Proposal 20: Minimum density
standards – for the development of supplementary planning guidance to establish minimum
density standards for residential development in different parts of the island, including Les
Quennevais, which will be the subject of consultation with key stakeholders, including the parishes.
This will inform the application of Policy H2: Housing density, that will seek to ensure the delivery
of a design-led approach to new housing development at optimum densities for each site.
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On this basis, the concerns expressed that the policies in the draft plan, and their supporting
justifications, relating to the delivery of higher densities of development (at Policy SP2: Spatial
strategy and Policy PL2: Les Quennevais) are not considered to undermine the island’s sustainable
development. Neither are they considered to threaten the quality or character of Les Quennevais
as a place to live, work or visit. Rather, they seek to encourage investment – in the form of
development – to renew the urban fabric of Les Quennevais and, through the mechanisms
currently available to the planning system (such as planning obligation agreements) to mitigate the
impact of development upon the local community and to secure investment in local community
infrastructure.
The Minister acknowledges the potential role of the proposed Sustainable Communities Fund to
help deliver improvements to other parts of the island’s built-up area: this is already acknowledged
in the preamble to the proposal.
Future development opportunities
There appears to be a consensus that the development of a longer-term plan for Les Quennevais,
engaging the local community and key stakeholders in an assessment of its strengths and
opportunities, and areas of development and need, would be a worthwhile exercise. Whilst
undoubtedly valuable throughout the island, Les Quennevais and the airport are considered to be
areas that represent for opportunities for growth and development related not just to housing but
also the provision of employment land that might help contribute to a wider range of island
objectives. It is for this reason that Les Quennevais is considered to be deserving of a greater
priority.
The process of developing a plan for an area is often as valuable as the outcome. Engaging those
with an interest and stake in a place is critical to help shape a more sustainable, resilient and robust
future for it – whether that is in the form of a planning framework or a masterplan.
The ability of the Minister for the Environment to develop a new planning framework for Les
Quennevais will be dependent upon the priority and resources afforded to it relative to other
commitments arising from the approval of a new Island Plan. The Minister would envisage that this
would be undertaken during the plan period, to inform the subsequent Island Plan Review, rather
than by 2023.
Any proposed change to the defined centre for Les Quennevais, as proposed in the draft plan,
should properly emerge from the development of a planning framework for the area.
Daytime and evening economy uses
Given the changing nature of retail and the function of shopping centres, including Les
Quennevais, the Minister for the Environment considers it appropriate that the draft plan enables
the provision of non-retail activities to help support their attractiveness and vitality as places to
visit.
It is acknowledged that evening economy uses can have adverse implications for neighbouring
uses in particular, which is why the policy provision in the draft plan seeks to ensure that their
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development is only supported where they do not have an unacceptable impact on those
neighbouring uses.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends the planning inspector notes his comments and to
consider the role of Les Quennevais as proposed in the draft plan.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to accept the proposed change, sponsored by the
amendment from Deputy Tadier (p.36-2021 amd.(43)), which would see the following changes (in
red).
The Minister would, instead, seek to develop a planning framework for the west of the island
during the bridging plan period to inform the next Island Plan Review.
Strategic Proposal 4 – A west of island planning framework
The Minister for the Environment will prioritise the development of a planning framework for
Les Quennevais and adjacent areas, including Jersey Airport.
Strategic Proposal 4 – A west of island masterplan
The Minister for the Environment will bring forward a masterplan for Les Quennevais and
adjacent areas, including Jersey Airport, in consultation with key stakeholders, no later than
May 2023.
The Minister for the Environment is minded to accept the proposed change, sponsored by the
amendment from Deputy Tadier (p.36-2021 amd.(43)), which would see the following changes (in
red). The draft plan already acknowledges (in the penultimate paragraph on p. 78) that a proportion
of the fund would be allocated to other parts of the island:
Proposal – Sustainable Communities Fund
Recognising the challenges to secure the sustainable future development of Town and other parts
of the island’s built-up area, a Sustainable Communities Fund will be established and funded
through a land development levy, subject to approval by the States Assembly.
Work to design and introduce the Fund will take place over the plan period of the bridging Island
Plan.
The viability of the proposed Fund will be assessed and arrangements for the governance and
allocation of the Fund, including the role of Parishes, will be set out when it is proposed.
As part of this work, restrictions will be put in place, through regulations, to ensure that developers
are not charged twice for the same infrastructure.
Should a mechanism also be introduced to deliver a proportion of affordable homes on all housing
development sites, restrictions would also be put in place to ensure that contributions to the
Sustainable Communities Fund were viable, proportionate and appropriate in light of the
contribution made by the delivery of affordable homes.
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to accept any of the proposed changes, sponsored
by the amendment from the Connétable of St Helier (p.36-2021 amd.(32)), which would see
reference to Les Quennevais removed from all of the following policies;
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•

•
•
•
•

in Policy SP2: Spatial strategy, in the second paragraph, the words “Development will
also be focused within the secondary main urban centre of Les Quennevais” should be
deleted;
in Policy PL2: Les Quennevais should be deleted;
in Policy ER1: Retail and town centre uses, all references to Les Quennevais should be
deleted;
in paragraph b. of Policy ER2: Large-scale retail the words “the defined centre at Les
Quennevais” should be deleted;
in paragraph b. of Policy EO1: Existing and new office accommodation, the words
“the defined centre at Les Quennevais” should be deleted;

and the following proposal being deleted:
• Strategic Proposal 4: A west of Island planning framework should be deleted
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to accept the proposed change, sponsored by the
amendment from the Connétable of St Brelade (p.36-2021 amd.(45)) which would see reference to
Les Quennevais removed from the following policy
•

in Policy ER4: Daytime and evening economy uses, part 1., the words “, the defined
centre at Les Quennevais” should be deleted
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 04 - Policy GD3 – POA's Driveways
Relevant policies
Policy GD3 – Planning obligation agreements
Summary of representations received
P.036/2021 (46) Driveways
• when development is undertaken, construction traffic can have a detrimental impact upon
local highway infrastructure, both public and private
• planning obligations should be used to affect the restoration of any infrastructure that is
adversely affected through wear or damaged as a consequence of development.
Minister’s comments
The Minister acknowledges that the activity of development can have an impact upon the local are,
and that local highway infrastructure can be damaged by heavy construction traffic.
Island Plan policy can be used to expand upon the basis for the use of planning obligation
agreements, but the issue is essentially an operational matter, and the use of planning obligations
is established in law.
The Minister is, however, content to give emphasis to this matter on the face of the policy.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes the comments
made.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is minded to accept the proposed amendment to Policy GD3,
which would result in the following changes (in red).

Policy GD3 – Planning Obligation Agreements
Planning obligation agreements (POAs) will be entered into where they are:
•
•
•

necessary to make development acceptable in planning terms;
directly related to the development; and,
fairly and reasonably related, in scale and kind, to the development.

Their use may be:
•
•
•

•

to limit the use and occupation of the development in order to meet a specific
identified need;
to ensure that restoration of land, including infrastructure, or other specific activity takes
place, at a specified time;
to secure the delivery of infrastructure or services, as may be deemed necessary, and
which may include development on-site, off-site, or by way of a financial contribution
that can otherwise secure its appropriate delivery; or
for any other lawful reason that will ensure that the policy objectives of the Island Plan
can be met.
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Where there are cost implications associated with POA requirements, reasonable negotiations
may take place in order to agree the means by which the requirements are to be delivered.
Negotiations should not, however, lead to a lesser value outcome, and the agreed means must
fully address the issues that will otherwise exist.
The developer will be required to meet the legal costs associated with making the POA.
Where the necessary terms of agreement cannot be agreed, planning permission will be
refused.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 05 - Disability inclusion - strategic and general policies
Relevant policies
Policy SP3: Placemaking
Policy SP7: Planning for community needs
Policy GD1: Managing the health and wellbeing impact of new development
Summary of representations received
P.036/2021 (23) Disability inclusion – clauses
• more explicit consideration of disability and inclusion in strategic and general policies of the
plan;.
Minister’s comments
The need to give explicit consideration for people with disability is already recognised throughout
the plan and is also referenced in at least two of the policies proposed to be amended (Policy SP3
and SP7) where the proposed alterations represent something of a tautology i.e. inclusive design,
by definition, embraces the need to design for all forms of desirability.
The Minister, however, recognises that the planning system needs to be inclusive and is content to
give emphasis to the issue.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes the Minister’s
comments.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is minded to accept the proposed amendment and, as a
consequence of the amendment, to support the following changes (in red).
Policy SP3 – Placemaking
All development must reflect and enhance the unique character and function of the place
where it is located. New development must contribute to the creation of aesthetically pleasing,
safe and durable places that positively influence community health and wellbeing outcomes,
and will be supported where:
1.

it is responsive to its context to ensure the maintenance and enhancement of identity,
character and the sense of place;
2. it is environmentally responsible and sustainable through optimisation of resource
efficiency;
3. it enhances and optimises the provision of green infrastructure by integrating existing
and incorporating new natural features into a multifunctional green network that
supports the quality of place;
4. it achieves the highest standards of accessible and inclusive design having regard to the
needs of those with disabilities, is well connected, and creates successful and
comfortable public and private spaces, active frontages, streets and links for all, that
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5.
6.

7.

8.

work as social spaces, supporting wellbeing and healthy living, and enabling successful
integration into a place;
it makes provision for all modes of transport in a way that prioritises and supports
active travel choices, and where such provision is well-integrated into the development;
residential development provides housing types and tenures that reflect local housing
need and market demand, designed and planned for the long-term; and provides good
quality internal environments that are comfortable, resilient and adaptable;
it is appropriate relative to the capacity of the local community and social infrastructure;
and it supports and enables the provision of new or enhanced facilities, where
necessary, to enable communities to thrive; and
where required, it has been informed by engagement with the local community.

Policy SP7 – Planning for community needs
All new development must be able to demonstrate that it is helping to meet the identified
needs of our community, both in the short and long-term. In particular:
•

•

•

•

•

•
•

residential development must make a positive contribution to the island’s housing
stock, by delivering homes at optimal densities in sustainable locations, of the right
type, tenure and size;
new homes must be of a good design, standard and specification that is capable of
adaptation to meet the changing needs of individuals and families, including those with
disabilities and additional needs;
the design of new development should contribute to the sense of place; and support
and enable the creation of sustainable communities where people can know their
neighbours and have a sense of belonging;
development must make a contribution to physical infrastructure or community facilities
where improvements are identified as necessary to meet an impact arising from the
development;
development must be located and designed to avoid environmental risks and, where
necessary, demonstrate how measures to minimise and mitigate any impacts arising
from identified environmental risks have been incorporated, as far as reasonably
practicable;
development must be designed in a way that reduces the potential for crime and the
fear of crime; and
new or improved public infrastructure will be supported where it is required and will be
resilient to future, changing needs.

Policy GD1 – Managing the health and wellbeing impact of new development
All development proposals must be considered in relation to their potential health, wellbeing
and wider amenity impacts, and will only be supported where:
1.

the development will not unreasonably harm the amenities of occupants and
neighbouring uses, including those of nearby residents, and in particular, will not:
a. create a sense of overbearing or oppressive enclosure;
b. unreasonably affect the level of privacy to buildings and land that owners and occupiers
might expect to enjoy;
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c. unreasonably affect the level of sunlight and daylight to buildings and land that owners
and occupiers might expect to enjoy; or
d. adversely affect the health, safety and environment of users of buildings and land by
virtue of emissions to air, land, buildings and water including light, noise, vibration, dust,
odour, fumes, electro-magnetic fields, effluent or other emissions.
2. it has regard to, and seeks to avoid or mitigate, the impact of the development on the
needs of people with disabilities;
3. in the case of land that is known, or suspected, to be contaminated, the developer has
or will carry out a satisfactory investigation into the condition of the site and is required
to undertake the appropriate treatment, remedy or removal of the contamination, at
the appropriate time.
Consideration of these impacts will be made in light of all relevant supplementary planning
guidance, as may be published by the Minister for the Environment.

16

Draft Bridging Island Plan: Post-consultation report
Part 3: Minister’s statement responses
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 06 - St. Brelade’s Bay - Community participation
Relevant policies
SP3 – Placemaking
Proposal 7 - Guidance for community participation
GD2 – Community participation
GD9 – Percent for art
Proposal 10 - Percent for art supplementary planning guidance
Summary of representations received
P36/2021 (59) – Community participation
The amendment is in three parts, each dealing with proposed changes to various strategic
proposals and policies in the draft plan.
(a) Proposed amendment to Proposal 10 - Percent for art supplementary planning
guidance, making specific reference to matters of procedure
(b) Proposed amendment to SP3 – Placemaking, seeking to add provisions relating to the
provision of evidence of support from stakeholders in any area affected by development
(c) Proposed amendment to Proposal 7 - Guidance for community participation, seeking to
specify some of the requirements of the guidance associated with evidence of engagement
with various parties, and its voracity, where it is provided as part of the planning application
process.
The specific objectives of the amendment might be summarised as follows:
• the percent for art policy needs to allow public consultation on the art/ design
• the percent for art policy should be subject to an independent valuation process.
• guidance on community participation shall
o discourage developers or their agents from stating they have consulted with any
person or group without providing relevant and accurate details of their response
to the final proposals, and
o ensure minutes of pre-application meetings are published or, as a minimum,
statements by developers' agents suggesting they have been given certain advice
by Planning or its Director (such as in the Wayside application) are checked and
publicly approved by the relevant representative of Planning.”
Minister’s detailed comments
Part (a) of the proposed amendment seeks to add specific procedural requirements to the
preparation of supplementary planning guidance relating to public art, as outlined (in red) below..
Proposal – Percent for art supplementary planning guidance
The Minister for the Environment will publish updated supplementary planning guidance to
support the delivery of public art through new development.
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Such Guidance shall include a procedure for the independent verification of the valuation
process and an opportunity for neighbours and members of the public who are likely to
experience proposed art regularly to review and comment on the proposed installation on
the planning register
The Minister considers that the requirement for an independent valuation verification of a percent
for art contribution to be unduly onerous, unnecessary and unjustified. Policy GD10: Percent for art,
seeks to secure approximately 1% of the total construction cost of the development as a
contribution and, therefore, already contains some flexibility in terms of the value of any such
contribution.
The Minister is of the view that securing a percent for art contribution that upholds and applies the
principles of public art, where there is clear artistic input into the design of a building or a space
which contributes positively to local character, identity and sense of place is of primary importance,
as opposed to defining the exact value of any such scheme.
This part of the proposed amendment also seeks to ensure that the public can comment on public
art proposals. These are operational issues associated with the planning application process and
are dealt with by the existing legislation for the publication of planning applications and most
appropriately dealt with by operational practice guidance issued by the IHE (Regulation).
Part (b) of the proposed amendment seeks to amend a strategic policy of the plan, and to
introduce a specific requirement that development proposals must demonstrate evidence of
community support, as outlined (in red) below.
Policy SP3 – Placemaking
All development must reflect and enhance the unique character and function of the place
where it is located. New development must contribute to the creation of aesthetically
pleasing, safe and durable places that positively influence community health and wellbeing
outcomes, and will be supported where:
1.
2.
3.

4.

5.

6.

it is responsive to its context to ensure the maintenance and enhancement of
identity, character and the sense of place;
it is environmentally responsible and sustainable through optimisation of resource
efficiency;
it enhances and optimises the provision of green infrastructure by integrating
existing and incorporating new natural features into a multifunctional green
network that supports the quality of place;
it achieves the highest standards of accessible and inclusive design, is well
connected, and creates successful and comfortable public and private spaces, active
frontages, streets and links for all, that work as social spaces, supporting wellbeing
and healthy living, and enabling successful integration into a place;
it makes provision for all modes of transport in a way that prioritises and supports
active travel choices, and where such provision is well-integrated into the
development;
residential development provides housing types and tenures that reflect local
housing need and market demand, designed and planned for the long-term; and
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provides good quality internal environments that are comfortable, resilient and
adaptable;
7. it is appropriate relative to the capacity of the local community and social
infrastructure; and it supports and enables the provision of new or enhanced
facilities, where necessary, to enable communities to thrive; and
8. where required, it has been informed by engagement with the local community it
has evidence of support of the local community in the immediate vicinity and
representative bodies or local environmental groups generally associated with the
relevant area.
The Minister wholeheartedly supports community engagement and access to the planning system,
and has been instrumental in opening access to the planning application process in Jersey,
including the introduction of third party appeals. The objective of both the Island Plan and indeed
the island’s planning legislation, is to ensure that development proposals are exposed to
appropriate levels of public and stakeholder scrutiny, and that decision-makers take all
representations into account.
It is these decision-makers who act on behalf of the whole island community in determining
planning applications and will do so on the basis of all the material considerations before them,
which will include having regard to the views of the local community in the immediate vicinity or
area of the application. The Minister does not, therefore, consider it to be right or appropriate to
make a decision on any development proposal conditional upon evidence of support from the
vicinity of an application site.
Part (c) of the proposed amendment seeks to specify some of the requirements of the guidance
associated with evidence of engagement with various parties, and its voracity, where it is provided
as part of the planning application process as outlined (in red) below.

Proposal – Guidance for community participation
The Minster for the Environment will publish practice guidance to:
1. support developers in undertaking, responding to, and reporting pre-application
community participation during the development of large-scale development
proposals.
2. explain the various ways in which members of the public may participate in the
planning application process, at its different stages. This will include details of how
the process remains open, transparent and accessible for all.
Such guidance shall:
a. discourage developers or their agents from stating they have consulted with any
person or group without providing relevant and accurate details of their response
to the final proposals, and
b. ensure minutes of pre-application meetings are published or, as a minimum,
statements by developers' agents suggesting they have been given certain advice
by Planning or its Director (such as in the Wayside application) are checked and
publicly approved by the relevant representative of Planning.
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The Minister is of the view that the issues raised are essentially about openness, transparency and
accessibility, and are already appropriately addressed by the provision of the proposal where it
states that the guidance ‘will include details of how the process remains open, transparent and
accessible for all’.
The voracity of evidence provided as part of a planning application is not a matter for Island Plan
policy or guidance, and is an issue that can be scrutinised and assessed through the existing
planning application process.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister invites the planning inspector to note the comments made.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to accept part (a), (b) or (c) of the proposed
amendment.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 07 - Policy GD7 - Tall buildings
Relevant policies
GD7 – Tall buildings
Summary of representations received
• P.36/2021 (48)
• the Plan’s spatial strategy concentrates development within the town of St. Helier,
consequently, there is increased pressure to build higher buildings.
o tall buildings do not improve quality of life generally
o the States agreed the following when the 2011 Island Plan was debated and
approved:
‘Tall buildings, defined as those either above five storeys in height, will only be permitted
where their exceptional height can be fully justified, in a Design Statement, in urban design
terms. Development which exceeds the height of buildings in the immediate vicinity will not
be approved’.
notwithstanding the Policy in the 2011 Island Plan, development heights have increased,
• the response to the pandemic suggests office buildings need not accommodate as many
people driving down the requirement for tall buildings.
Minister’s detailed comments
The effect of this proposed amendment is highlighted (in red) below, and essentially seeks to
reduce the height limit for buildings within the policy provision in the draft plan, from eight to five
storeys.

Policy GD7 – Tall buildings
Proposals for tall buildings are those where it is two or more storeys above the prevailing
contextual height or over 18m (or four-six storeys) high.
Proposals for the development of a tall building will only be supported where:
•

it is well-located and relates well to the form, proportion, composition, scale and
character of surrounding buildings and its height is appropriate to the townscape
character of the area. In Town this should considered relative to the St Helier Urban
Character Appraisal (2021) building height guidance;

•

it does not unacceptably harm longer views and context at street level;

•

it incorporates the highest standards of architecture and materials;

•

it has ground floor activities that provide a positive relationship to the surrounding
streets, and public realm;

•

it does not adversely affect the locality in terms of microclimate, wind turbulence,
overshadowing, noise, reflected glare, privacy and amenity of surrounding buildings;

•

it contributes to improving the permeability of the site and wider area; and

•

its height can be fully justified in a design statement.
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Development of a tall building of over eight five storeys within Town will only be supported in
exceptional circumstances and where the overall benefit to the community will demonstrably
outweigh any adverse impacts.
Development of a tall building of over eight five storeys will not be supported outside of Town.
The Minister supports the sentiments behind this proposed amendment, such that the impact of
taller and larger development needs to be appropriately considered relative to its context. He also
acknowledges that the impact of the pandemic, and the changes that it has brought to ways of
working in particular, may reduce the demand for office floorspace.
The Minister is of the view, however, that the proposed amendment is unduly restrictive and
onerous, for the following reasons.
First, the draft plan seeks to direct most of the island’s development to existing built-up areas and,
in so doing, seeks to ensure the most efficient use of land that is already developed. Where land
and buildings are redeveloped, the draft plan explicitly encourages redevelopment which, where
appropriate, increases the development yield, whether of homes or floorspace, from the site. The
potential to increase the height of buildings can help to pay a role in this.
The Minister is acutely aware, however, that there is a need to give emphasis to the context of a
site and its capacity to accommodate taller and larger buildings. To manage the obvious impacts of
this higher density and taller buildings Policy GD7 sets out what a tall building is in its context
alongside urban design and design quality tests to ensure any such proposals are judged carefully
to mitigate impacts.
The policy framework that is set out in GD7 is informed by and relies upon work that has been
undertaken to assess the urban character of St Helier having regard to its capacity to
accommodate change, particularly in relation to the height of new buildings. The policy makes
explicit reference to this work, which will be adopted as guidance to inform its application and will
seek to ensure that taller buildings are only accommodated in those parts of the town best able to
accommodate them.
From this work, it is clear that St Helier has evolved and grown and now presents a range of
building heights. The height of the historic town is around 3-3.5 storeys, but 20th Century additions
have grown much taller in places, up to 14 storeys in a few notable locations, and in places like the
waterfront and the Esplanade development at 6-8 storeys has become the norm.
The Minister, however, considers that it is important to set a height threshold to ensure that tall
buildings do not damage or degrade the character of Town. In the draft Island Plan that has been
set at eight storeys having regard to approvals under the 2011 Island Plan and the research and
conclusions of the St. Hellier Urban Character Appraisal, with anything over this height requiring
the need to justify its exceptional height. Setting this threshold too low will serve to undermine the
policy objectives of the plan.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the inspector considers the efficacy of Policy GD7 to manage the
height of tall buildings.
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Minister’s intention
The Minister is not minded to accept the amendment, and to maintain Policy GD7: Tall buildings,
as drafted.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 08 Policy CI1 - Capacity of education estate
Relevant policies
CI1 – Education facilities
H3 – Provision of homes
H5 – Provision of affordable homes
Proposal - Review of the education estate’
Strategic Proposal 5 - An infrastructure roadmap for Jersey
Summary of representations received
A number of representations have raised the capacity of the education system as a key issue
surrounding the development proposed and envisaged by the draft Bridging Island Plan. In
particular, concerns have been raised about:
• St Helier primary school capacity and adequacy
• St Saviour primary school capacity
• St Martin primary school capacity
There are two relevant proposed States Member amendments to P.036/2021, which seek to
address the needs of the education estate in and around St Helier:
• Amendment 06 (Deputy Inna Gardiner): Government sites and education estate.
• Amendment 08 (Deputy Robert Ward): Jersey Gas Site: Tunnell Street, St Helier
Minister’s detailed comments
The Minister for the Environment commissioned the Infrastructure Capacity Study (2020) (ICS)
which forms a key evidence base for the draft Bridging Island Plan. This study considers the existing
and future infrastructure capacity of early years, primary, secondary, special educational needs,
tertiary and higher and adult education and skills settings. Officers from Children, Young People,
Education and Skills (CYPES) supported the development of the ICS.
The ICS considers the current (as at 2019) capacity levels of each setting, and both its physical and
operating capacity (i.e. how many pupils the building can accommodate, and how many pupils can
be accommodated based on existing staffing levels).
The ICS highlights that Jersey is well-served by existing education facilities and that there are no
significant shortfalls in capacity, when taken across the primary education system as a whole. Some
individual primary schools are, however, at or near capacity and may not have space on site to
expand; there is also the risk of increasingly unsustainable travel patterns for pupils to access
available school places, particularly where school catchment areas require adjustment in order to
balance placement allocation. Greatest pressures exist in primary schools in the town area.
Whilst school catchment areas1 exist, the actual allocation of school places also takes into
consideration whether the pupil has a special educational need and must access a specific school;
has brothers or sisters already in the school; are living in the secondary school catchment area
1

Catchment areas are geographically defined based on population and demographic estimates. School catchment
areas have not been updated for 15 years.
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(which is wider), has put forward another request supported by a good educational reason for
attending a non-catchment school. It is therefore most often the case that school places are not
allocated on a purely geographical basis, and there are other individual drivers for allocation that
help to ensure that school places are allocated both sustainably and responsively to individual
needs.
Demographic modelling is routinely undertaken CYPES to monitor future requirements for school
places as far as practically possible. Whilst there has been a recent bulge in demand for primary
school places, birth rates have dropped in recent years and the net migration level for children
remains close to zero - meaning demand for primary school places will likely be less in the shortterm. However, because of natural demographic fluctuations, it remains difficult to undertake longterm planning for primary school places beyond around three years.
Direct engagement has been undertaken between planning policy officers and officers from CYPES
to better understand the nature of impact that might be reasonably expected from the
development envisaged by the draft Bridging Island Plan. It is only possible to model the education
requirement where the location and characteristics of development are available. This means
CYPES have only been able to model requirements of the Bridging Island Plan based on the
development already expected in and around town, and the proposed rezoned sites – the
remaining development expectation is not possible to model until such time that planning
applications are made.
The CYPES modelling confirms that across all housing sites proposed in the plan, the likely impact
on catchment schools is expected to be approximately 2 spaces per primary year group, and 5
spaces per secondary year group. CYPES are content that whilst this may place additional pressure
on schools which are already at capacity (in particular at Springfield, Plat Douet, First Tower and St
Luke’s schools in and around the town area), the additional school place requirement may be
partially balanced by the reduced birth rate in recent years, or otherwise be met through redistributing pressure across schools to the nearest catchment areas, and allocating places based on
individual choice rather than catchment area alone (as is presently the case). Details of the
proposed rezoned sites impact study are found in the annex to this statement response.
As the current pressure on St Helier primary schools is well-recognised, the ongoing review of the
education estate is presently focused on this area and at the time of writing this statement, an
options study is being undertaken by the Minister for Infrastructure. The outcome of this study is
expected to be published prior to the draft Bridging Island Plan being debated.
The needs of education, both in terms of teaching capacity and the need to resolve historic issues
of inadequate outdoor space provision are recognised in the draft Bridging Island Plan, and the
Minister welcomes the fact that work is being undertaken by the Minister for Education and the
Minister for Infrastructure to properly address primary needs in the town area. However, as the
draft plan suggests, it is not possible to designate sites in the plan for education use where sites
have not yet been identified as being suitable for that purpose. It is appropriate that the
identification of appropriate sites is led by the Minister for Education with the Minister for
Infrastructure. The Minister for the Environment will continue to provide appropriate planning
support to this process.
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Should the work to review the primary education estate in St Helier be concluded before the draft
Bridging Island Plan is adopted, there will be opportunity to make specific provision in the plan for
this purpose. The Minister for the Environment notes that a planning designation for this purpose is
unlikely to be entirely necessary, because all sites being considered are understood to be within the
defined built-up area and therefore, the plan is already generally supportive of new education
facilities on any such site that may arise in town, but such sites will require choices between
education, housing and essential community support infrastructure, all of which are very important.
It should be noted that in addition to the Minister for the Environment providing active support to
the Minister for Education and Minster for Infrastructure (as indicated by Proposal - Review of the
education estate’), the Minister also intends to incorporate education facilities into the
development of Strategic Proposal 5 - An infrastructure roadmap for Jersey, which will provide
additional support to ensure that the future needs of the entire education estate can be more fully
considered in the development of the subsequent Island Plan (2025-235), which will have regard to
the changes in how education is delivered in the Island, and any such implications this may have
upon future spatial requirements.
In light of concerns surrounding the primary education estate in St Helier, two States Member
amendments have been proposed to Policy CI1 – Education facilities:
•

Amendment no.6 (Deputy Inna Gardiner) proposes that the wording of Policy CI1 is
changed to include a new paragraph that seeks to prevent the development of States of
Jersey or States-owned companies land if there are identified needs for the primary school
education estate, which are to take priority over any alternative development. The
amendment seeks this to be echoed within the Places chapter (Policy PL1 – Development in
Town and PL3 – Local centres).
The Minister considers that amendment no.6 is with good intention, but also notes it has
the potential to prevent development from taking place on publicly owned key sites
committed for other purposes in and around St Helier whilst the needs of the education
estate are unresolved. In this context, the Minister also notes that since the closure of the
consultation, a relevant proposition which sits outside of the draft Bridging Island Plan and
planning process has been lodged, debated and agreed by the States Assembly. (P.43/2021
AMD), which is of a very similar effect to amendment no.6. This proposition makes specific
provision in relation to Rouge Bouillon primary school, and also that no site in government
ownership that is suitable for a modern standard primary school in St. Helier and St. Saviour
should be allocated for another purpose until the strategic review of the education estate
of St. Helier and St. Saviour is completed, and sites are allocated and approved for modern
standard primary schools according to the educational needs of these Parishes.
The Minister agrees that resolving the needs of primary schools in town is of utmost
importance and is pleased that the Assembly has agreed proposition P.43/2021 (as
amended) to ensure that the identification of a site(s) can happen as quickly as possible.
The Minister wishes to reserve position on amendment no.6 into the draft Bridging Island
Plan as it is hoped the effect of P.43/2021 will be that a suitable site(s) is identified in the
near future and able to be included into Bridging Island Plan and thus negating the need
for amendment no.6.
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•

Amendment no. 8 (Deputy Rob Ward) proposes that the Jersey Gas site in St Helier is
safeguarded for the development of a future primary school. The amendment does not
seek to change the proposed designation of part of the site for the provision and
enhancement of open space (CI6 – Provision and enhancement of open space), and the
amendment indicates a school and extension to the town park could be developed
together.
The Minister considers that whilst amendment no.8 is also made with good intention, and
supports the potential use of the Jersey Gas site for this purpose in principle, the Jersey Gas
site is within scope of the review of the education estate and therefore, the bringing of this
amendment is considered to be premature to the conclusion of that work. As with
amendment no.6, it is the Minister’s view is that the conclusion of the review of the St
Helier primary school estate should be reached before acting to safeguard this site by a
change to policy CI1. The Minister wishes to avoid forcing the development of a school on a
site which may transpire to be less favourable than other sites and options being explored
but will be supportive of the amendment should this site ultimately be selected.
The implications of this amendment being taken forward would mean the prevention of the
development of affordable homes, as envisaged by Supplementary Planning Guidance:
Jersey Gas Site2 and accounted for within the 2021-2025 housing supply estimate, and may
also have implications for the provision of public open space.

Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the inspectors consider the issue of primary school education
capacity in relation to the proposed housing sites in the draft Bridging Island Plan, including
whether or not the intention of ‘Proposal - Review of the education estate’ is a reasonable means
to ensure the needs of education can be appropriately accommodated as they arise, and
incorporated into the development of the subsequent Island Plan. The Minister also recommends
the inspector consider and provide a recommendation as to the relative benefits and/or disbenefits
of the proposed amendments number 6 and 8 to P.36/2021.
Minister’s intention
It is the Minister’s intention to maintain the position set-out in Policy CI1 – Education Facilities and
‘Proposal - Review of the education’ pending the conclusion of the review of the education estate
presently being carried out for St Helier primary schools. Upon such conclusions being made, the
Minister for Environment will reconsider whether amendments to Policy CI1 – Education facilities
should be made in order to ensure needs of the primary education estate can be appropriately
secured through the Bridging Island Plan.

2

Supplementary Planning Guidance: Jersey Gas Site (2019)
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SR 08 – Annex - proposed housing sites impact study:
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 09 - Policy CI1 - Field H1256 – Mont à L’abbé increase in safeguarded
education site designation
Relevant policies
CI1 – Education facilities
Summary of representations received
No representations have been received in relation to this site, however, the Minister for the
Environment has had further dialogue with officers from the Infrastructure, Housing and
Environment (IHE) department in relation to the spatial requirements for delivering the needs of
the school.
Field H1256:

Ministers detailed comments
The main assessment of this site is set out in the ‘Community facilities and open space: assessment
of sites’ report1. This report establishes that in order to cater for the future requirements of the
school, 70% of field H1256 would be required.
As further work to consider the delivery of the site has been undertaken by IHE, it has been
established that whilst their original site requirements for a secondary SEN school of 12,000sq.m
Community facilities and open space: assessment of sites’, available at:
https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Planning%20and%20building/R%20Community%20facilities%20and%2
0open%20space%20assessment%20of%20sites%20ND.pdf
1
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(70% of the site) was accurate, the remainder of the land (100% of the site) could cater for the
extension of outdoor space for the existing Primary SEN school, offsetting a potential loss due to
the need to deliver an adequate access to the new school. This additional space provision on
H1256 would support a better outcome for both the primary and secondary school.
There may also be additional educational and/or health related requirements for the site which
have not yet been fully established, but those which IHE believe would be appropriate to include
within the safeguarded land area.
The Minister has already established that as the only available land adjacent to the school, field
H1256 presents a one-off opportunity to achieve the aspiration to extend the school and achieve
an integrated campus. The Minister is satisfied that the safeguarding of the remaining 30% of the
site would remain to be acceptable in planning terms, and that the justification provided by IHE for
the additional spatial requirements is reasonable and will support the delivery of a better outcome
for both the primary and secondary school.
The Minister maintains the need to deliver an appropriate landscape buffer to the south of the site
in particular, but is satisfied that can be appropriately dealt with as a landscape consideration
within the provisions of Policy NE3 – Landscape and seascape character.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the inspector considers the position in relation to field H1256 and in
doing so, has regard to the reasons provided to justify the need to increase the designation, and
the Minister’s support for such.
Minister’s intention
It is the Minister’s intention to pursue an increase in the designation made for Mont à L’abbé
school within the provisions of Policy CI1 – Education facilities with a consequential amendment to
the proposals map. (see Modification schedule).
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure
Relevant policies
CI2 – Healthcare facilities
CI3 – Designated our hospital and associated infrastructure
CI4 – Community facilities and community support infrastructure
CI1 – Education facilities
CI5 – Sports, leisure and cultural facilities
Summary of representations received
A number of representations have been received in relation to the proposed designation of ‘Our
Hospital’ site, together with other matters relating to the hospital such as alternative site
considerations, infrastructure requirements and matters which are considered to be detailed
development control issues (i.e. matters to be dealt with through the planning application process).
The below points summarise the key themes and issues that have been raised:
Site identification and alternatives
• Statements and questions as to how the Overdale site was selected as the preferred site for
‘Our Hospital’.
• Concern that the site includes land which was not agreed as part of the compulsory
purchase proposition (P.129/2020)1
• Requests for the alternative development of Warwick Farm to be excluded from the draft
Bridging Island Plan until plans for the new hospital at Overdale have received planning
permission.
• Requests for the alternative development St Saviour’s Hospital to be excluded from the
draft Bridging Island Plan until plans for the new hospital at Overdale have received
planning permission.
General principles
• The development of the Our Hospital site should not be granted ‘highest priority’ in the
Plan, as it should be tested equal to all other planning issues.
• Objection to the designation of Overdale for the hospital site with no other purpose
allowed, with their being a need to allow flexibility to repurpose Overdale to other uses.
Associated infrastructure and enabling development requirements
• The proposed road alterations are not proven to be necessary and will cause significant
harm.
• New locations have not been found for the bowling club and crematorium, and there are
few available sites on the island that are suitable for their relocation.
• There is no mention in the draft plan of repurposing Les Quennevais old school for a
medical facility.

1

Proposition P.129/2020 ‘Our Hospital Project: acquisition of Land at Overdale’
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Other detailed development control matters
• Concern that development will destroy the last two agricultural fields near town (Fields 1550
and 1551).
• All listed buildings, places and heritage interest in and around the Our Hospital site should
be protected.
• Concern about the amount of travel and transport infrastructure being proposed, when a
sustainable transport plan has not been produced.
• The scale, massing and height of the development will cause significant harm to the
character of the area and nearby residents.
• Demolition of all buildings at Overdale, whether those in use or not in use, should not take
place until all services at Overdale have been transferred to Les Quennevais
Ministers detailed comments
In order to provide some structure and clarity in responding to the key issues raised through the
consultation, the Minister for the Environment’s statement response is structured as per the
groupings outlined above:
Site identification and alternatives
The draft Bridging Island Plan seeks to adopt the decision of the States Assembly to identify
Overdale hospital and surrounding land as the site for the new hospital, referred to as ‘Our
Hospital’.
The Council of Minister’s presented proposition P.123/2020 ‘Our Hospital site selection: Overdale’2
to the States Assembly. This proposition sought approval of Overdale as the preferred site for
Jersey’s new Hospital, to be delivered within the boundaries illustrated on the plan in Appendix 1 to
the report accompanying the proposition. This proposition was agreed, as amended, by the States
Assembly (37 for, 6 against, 4 absent, 1 abstention, 1 declaration of interest)3.
In response to the concern that the proposed designation of the site in the draft Bridging Island
Plan includes land that had not been agreed by the States for compulsory purchase, it is important
to be clear that the draft plan seeks to adopt the plan specified in proposition P.123/2020, in
appendix 1 to the report accompanying this proposition. The compulsory purchase proposition to
the States Assembly (P.129/2020) has not been used to inform the designation. Site assembly and
land acquisition issues are not for inclusion in the plan, however it is noted that the Minister does
have compulsory purchase powers which can be exercised to deliver the site, if required. The
Minister for the Environment is not presently in a position where it is considered that the use of the
powers are necessary, with the detailed requirements of the site not yet formally established, and
whilst land acquisition negotiations are ongoing between the developer and landowners.

Proposition P.123/2020 ‘Our Hospital site selection: Overdale’ and associated proposed amendments
The Minister for the Environment declared an interest and abstained from participating in the development of the
Council of Ministers’ position and ultimate Assembly vote, to ensure a conflict was not created with regard to the
planning decision making powers vested in the Minister by the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 2002, and the
independence of the planning process from the States Assembly maintained.
2

3
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The proposition which identifies the site (P.123/2020) provides context and justification as to why a
new hospital site is necessary, the site selection process that has been undertaken, in addition to
information about the evaluation outcome.
The site selection process was undertaken by the Our Hospital team and involved a ‘call for sites’
where islanders were asked to identify additional sites to be considered through the site evaluation
process. Parameters for the minimum building footprint requirement and timescales for delivery
were established through a clinical assessment of needs and the Citizens’ Panel then developed
and approved the criteria which would be applied as part of a sequential test, with support from
Health and Community Services staff to ensure clinical requirements were addressed. The final
stage involved shortlisting by a selection panel.
Five sites were shortlisted as a result of this process:
• Fields to the North of Five Oaks
• Millbrook Playing Fields and fields to the North
• Overdale and nearby fields
• People’s Park
• St Andrew’s Park, First Tower
Detailed feasibility studies were undertaken to identify each of these sites’ challenges and
opportunities, which left the final shortlisted sites as Peoples Park and Overdale. Taking into
account all of the clinical, locational, environmental and economic and social impacts of the new
hospital the final two sites, the Our Hospital Political Oversight Group and the Council of Ministers
concluded that Overdale should be taken forward as the proposed site and moved to propose this
to the Assembly. The Our Hospital Site Shortlisting Report (July 2020) is appended to P.123/2020,
which provides detailed technical assessments of the shortlisted sites.
A significant amount of work has evidently been undertaken to evaluate a vast range of potential
sites for the new hospital (82, plus site assembly combinations). The criteria used to evaluate sites is
considered comprehensive, which addresses key planning issues and constraints that need to be
raised when considering site suitability. Given the significant and comprehensive nature of the
process undertaken identify suitable options for the Our Hospital site – and notwithstanding the
complex and specialist nature of the clinical requirements that drive the baseline site requirements
- it is not considered necessary, or reasonable, to re-undertake this work as part of the
development of the draft Bridging Island Plan. The Minister has accepted the decision of the
Assembly to agree Overdale as the preferred site and notes the further information in respect of
alternative sites and evaluation.
A number of representations have been received calling for St Saviour’s Hospital4 and Warwick
Farm5 to be safeguarded as reserve sites for the hospital. Whilst these sites have some public
support for use as the hospital site, it is essential that whichever site is identified for the
development is capable of meeting the requirements of the hospital. Neither of these sites made it
to the selection panel’s shortlist of preferred sites and the Minister is therefore satisfied that the
sites do not meet the requirements for the hospital. As such, the Minister disagrees that these sites
St Saviour’s hospital is indicated for future supply of affordable homes
Warwick Farm is indicated for a future country park within ‘Proposal - St Helier country park’ and ‘Policy CI6 –
Provision and enhancement of open space’
4
5
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should be safeguarded as alternative sites for ‘Our Hospital’ and stands by their future uses
proposed in the draft Bridging Island Plan.
The Minister is clear that the appropriate future use of St Saviour’s Hospital should be considered
through the development of a detailed asset management plan, led by the Minister for
Infrastructure. The future use of Warwick Farm as country park, whilst an ambition of the plan, will
still require release from its current economic use and funding, which will require a further decision
of the States Assembly before the development of the site as a country park could be brought
forward.
General principles
The Minister appreciates that given Jersey’s geography and limited size, there is no perfect site that
can accommodate the hospital without planning challenges that will need to be overcome, or
accepted. Having regard to the extensive history and challenges the hospital project has faced and
the urgent need to replace the existing hospital facilities, it is considered right that the plan
recognises the need to give the development of Our Hospital the highest priority. The need for a
new hospital is in the island’s strategic interest to secure the long-term health and wellbeing of
islanders.
The indication that the site will be given ‘highest priority’ in Policy CI3 will not cause the remaining
policies of Bridging Island Plan to fall away. The plan and all its policies will remain to be applied in
the whole, as they are required to be. The use of the term ‘highest priority’ and the tests which
then follow in the policy are designed to guide the decision maker in the application of a ‘public
interest test’, where the strategic need for the development of a new hospital is recognised as
being in the best interests of the community. The considerations of this policy will be used to help
determine whether or not the impacts of the development identified through other policies of the
plan outweigh the potential public benefit, when the detail of the proposal is assessed. Further
guidance on the application of the public interest test is addressed in the adopted guidance ‘Our
Hospital: Supplementary Planning Guidance: Advice Note’ (2020)6
Concerns have been raised that Policy CI3 states the alternative use of land designated as part of
the ‘Our Hospital development site’ will not be supported. However, as already explained, the plan
exists to be applied as a whole and given the existing Overdale site is already in hospital and
healthcare use, the alternative development of the site [should it be proposed] would also be
subject to the tests of Policy CI2 - Health care facilities.
Policy CI2 provides a sequential test for the redevelopment of healthcare facilities where it must be
demonstrated that the site is no longer required for a healthcare or other community uses, before
the site can be developed for alternative purposes. If for whatever reason the use of Overdale for
‘Our Hospital’ was no longer required, then this would be considered as part of the sequential test
of Policy CI2. Whilst this would create a policy conflict with the designation made by Policy CI3, it
would rest with the decision maker to judge whether the alternative development of the site would
be appropriate and in the best interests of the community.

6

Our Hospital: Supplementary Planning Guidance: Advice Note’ (2020)
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Associated infrastructure and enabling development requirements
Representations to the plan have raised a number of concerns surrounding associated
infrastructure and relocation of services that will be required as part of the development of Our
Hospital. Policy CI3 and its preamble text acknowledges there will be a need for associated
infrastructure and enabling development in order to deliver the new hospital, including new access
road infrastructure and relocation of services. These requirements will be considered with particular
regard to this policy, in addition to the requirements of Policy GD4 – Enabling and linked
development. The nature and scale of such enabling development and infrastructure will therefore
need to be tested for their necessity and appropriateness, when a decision on a planning
application is being made.
The relocation of existing services and other affected facilities, such as the bowls club and
potentially, the crematorium, would also be considered under the provisions made by their
respective thematic policies. Crematorium facilities are recognised as ‘community support
infrastructure’ and are therefore provided for by Policy CI4 – Community facilities and community
support infrastructure, and bowls facilities would be provided for by Policy CI5 – Sports, leisure and
cultural facilities. Both of these policies are supportive of new development within the built-up area
and allow development outside the built-up area where this is proven to be appropriate and
necessary. Therefore, despite concerns being raised that these facilities are not adequately
provided for in the draft Bridging Island Plan, the Minister considers the plan to make sufficient
provision to accommodate the requirements. At the time of writing this statement, the exact nature
of impact upon these facilities has not been confirmed - nor a solution identified - and therefore,
the plan isn’t able to respond to the requirements with explicit provisions.
With regard to concerns raised that the Les Quennevais school site is not identified in the draft
plan to accommodate the relocation of existing Overdale services (as presently intended), the
Minister considers there to be adequate policy provision in the plan to enable the relocation to
take place. The repurposing of the school site to a healthcare facility would be considered in the
context of Policy CI2 – Healthcare facilities, and CI1 – Education facilities:
• Policy CI2 supports the development of new healthcare facilities within the built-up area,
where the Les Quennevais school site is located.
• Policy CI1 requires the redevelopment of Les Quennevais to be subject to a sequential test,
meaning that before alternative redevelopment of the site will be supported, the site must
be proven to be surplus to education and/or wider community needs. The need to relocate
Overdale services is recognised as a community need and therefore, the principle of
repurposing Le Quennevais for this healthcare use would be compliant with Policy CI1.
Other detailed development control matters
A large number of the representations received in relation to Our Hospital raise issues that are
considered to be detailed development control matters. The Minister considers the issues not
relevant to the designation of the Overdale site, which only establishes the principle of the
development. It is appreciated that as the detailed plans for ‘Our Hospital’ are being developed
concurrent to the development of the draft Bridging Island Plan, it can be difficult to detach the
points of detail from the points of principle.
Detailed considerations relating to matters such as sustainable transport planning, design, heritage,
impact on skyline views and vistas, and neighbouring amenity are all vitally important, and these
will be addressed when planning application is being considered. The Minister for the Environment
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considers there to be an appropriate and comprehensive policy framework in the draft Bridging
Island Plan to test and challenge these issues, to make sure that the ultimate development reaches
the best possible outcome for the site, surrounding area and needs of the hospital.
As with most complex planning applications, the Minister recognises that it is unlikely the final
scheme will be able to flawlessly address all of its planning issues. There will naturally be competing
policies to consider. The determination of the scheme will be required to balance the potential
impacts and effects of the development, with the community benefit. To support this consideration,
as described earlier in this statement, there are tests within Policy CI3 that seek to ensure that the
best possible outcome can be achieved.
With regard to concerns raised about the sequencing of planning applications and development, it
is important to be clear that the planning process can only deal with planning issues. Therefore,
considerations such as the health impacts of demolition activity, or the delivery of associated
infrastructure – both of which are planning matters - will be tested under the framework of the
plan; however, any matters such as programme and financial risk associated with development
sequencing – which are not planning matters, will not be tested by the plan and are matters of
concern for the project sponsors.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends the planning inspector considers the issues raised through the
consultation, and in doing so, has regard to the decision of the States Assembly to identify
Overdale as the site for ‘Our Hospital’.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to change the designation and policy frameworks
as proposed in the draft Bridging Island Plan.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 11 - Policy CI4 - Community facilities and community support
infrastructure amendment
Relevant policies
CI4 - Community facilities and community support infrastructure
Summary of representations received
One States Member amendment has been made in relation to this policy:
• Amendment 10 (Deputy Robert Ward): Nelson street carpark
In summary, this amendment seeks to:
a.) Insert the following to policy CI4:
“To address specific deficiencies in the provision of youth facilities, the following site is
safeguarded for use as a youth facility. The alternative development of this site will not be
supported unless it can be demonstrated that it is no longer required for this purpose:
Nelson Street car park /The Old Fire Station site: Nelson Street, St. Helier”
Map:

Minister’s detailed comments
The Minister welcomes the Deputy’s amendment to further emphasise the need to deliver youth
facilities, as has already been recognised in the preamble to Policy CI4 in the draft plan.
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As the proposed Nelson Street site is within the built-up area, there is no specific planning need to
make this designation as Policy CI4 already provides explicit support for this type of development
in the built-up area.
The Minister does however recognise the benefit of designating the site to provide more assurance
as to the delivery of this much needed facility, which is ultimately the responsibility of the Minister
for Infrastructure.
On this basis, the Minister would be minded to accept the amendment, as read.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the inspector considers the proposed amendment and the
Minister’s position in relation to it.
Minister’s intention
In respect of amendment 10, the Minister would be minded to accept the amendment, as read.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 12 - Policy CI5 - Field MN727 - Proposed sports and leisure site
Relevant policies
CI5 – Sports, leisure and cultural facilities
Summary of representations received
A representation has been received seeking the designation of field MN727 in St Martin to a sports
and leisure site, to provide an indoor cricket venue with supporting health, fitness and wellbeing
activities to include studios, a modern equipped gymnasium, toilets and shower rooms.
Proposed site:

Minister’s detailed comments
Field 727 is an agricultural field situated to the south of Rue de la Maitrerie, west of St Martin’s
village. The land lies within the green zone, entirely remote from the defined village centre.
The Minister does not consider it appropriate to designate this land for a new sports and leisure
facility, owing to its unsustainable location and the significant harm that such a facility would have
on the character and nature of this rural area, including the loss of agricultural land.
Proposed policy CI5 is clear that the Minister wishes to focus new large-scale sports and leisure
facilities within the primary and secondary centres, or within the sites designated as sports and
leisure enhancement areas. Not only is the site not within, or near, the primary or secondary
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centres, it would also go significantly beyond the sites already identified as sports and leisure
enhancement areas in the draft Plan, where each site proposed for designation is either within the
built-up area, or immediately adjacent to it with the land already in sports and leisure use.
Whilst the Minister seeks to ensure the draft Bridging Island Plan is able to accommodate all sports
facilities to the benefit of islanders, this is not the right location for a sports and leisure facility. It is
acknowledged that there are existing cricket facilities to the east of the of field MN727, but this
alone cannot be the justification to significantly intensify a sports and leisure use in a rural location,
where such a rural location is not justified for the type of activity intended on the site.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the inspector considers the proposed designation of field MN727,
and in doing so, has particular regard to the purpose and intent of the spatial strategy (SP2), the
places chapter (PL5), and the aspirations for the appropriate delivery of sports and leisure facilities
(CI5).
Minister’s intention
It is the Ministers intention to disregard this proposed site for the reasons set out in the detailed
comments of the statement response.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 13 - Land to the south of Strive, St Peter (fields P789B, P898 & P789A)
Relevant policies
CI5 – Sports, leisure and cultural facilities
CI6 – Provision and enhancement of open space
Strategic proposal 4 – A west of island planning framework
Summary of representations received
•

two representations (Jersey Sport and Strive) have been received seeking the designation of
land to the south of ‘Strive’ (a private health and fitness facility) (fields P789B, P898 and
P789A) in St Peter as a sports and leisure enhancement area within Policy CI5.

•

map supplied by Jersey Sport as part of their representation:

•

Strive: [View full response]

Minister’s detailed comments
Proposed Policy CI5 is clear that the Minister wishes to focus new large-scale sports and leisure
facilities within the primary and secondary centres, or within the sites designated as sports and
leisure enhancement areas. The land to the south of Strive is immediately adjacent to the already
identified ‘sports and leisure enhancement area’ at the Jersey Rugby club. Therefore, the
assessment of the site can be broadly aligned to that of the Jersey Rugby Club site in the

42

Draft Bridging Island Plan: Post-consultation report
Part 3: Minister’s statement responses
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

‘Community facilities and open space: assessment of sites’ report1 , with the exception that the land
identified in this representation for fields P789B, P898 and P789A is not already and in sports use,
and the impact of such a designation would therefore be materially different.
Fields P789B, P898 and P789A are agricultural fields which are in believed to be in active use.
As the previous site assessment for the Jersey Rugby Club establishes, there are known aspirations
for the further development of this area for sports use, and potentially, the development of an
Island Stadium. Plans for this are not sufficiently developed to allow the Minister to consider the
type of impact that a broader designation for this use may entail, but the Minister does
acknowledge that due to the proximity to the secondary centre, sports use in this area could have
some sustainability benefits, and in particular, benefits to the community and economy of Les
Quennevais and wider west of the island.
With specific regard to the proposed designation of P789B, P898 and P789A, the Minister
acknowledges the potential benefits of developing the land to the south of Strive, particularly as it
is suggested to include the development of netball courts which would meet an identified need,
and also that the private investment would reduce the pressure on Government to fund and
develop these facilities on an alternative site, as is set out in the representations made by both
Jersey Sport and Strive.
Whilst the land is flanked to the north and east by existing sports use, the land is not in a sports use
and therefore a designation to as a ‘sports and leisure enhancement area’ is not considered
appropriate, not least due to the agricultural and green zone status of the land. However, in
recognition of the potential benefits that the development of this land could bring for sports in
Jersey, the Minister would instead consider identifying the area as a ‘sports and leisure area of
potential’. This designation would identify the area for potential sports and leisure growth, but
which will only be supported where the public benefit and contribution to local sport is proven to
outweigh the loss of agricultural land and any such wider impacts.
This designation would involve inserting the following words into Policy CI5 - Sports, leisure and
cultural facilities, after “5.) Key opportunity sites in the Southwest St Helier Planning Framework
Area.”, insert:
“The development of sports and leisure uses may also be supported in the identified sports
and leisure area of potential (St Peter), but only where the public benefit and contribution to
the viability and success of local sports can be proven to outweigh any loss or harm to the
landscape and agricultural land.”
The Minister proposes that this designation is identified as a symbol on the proposals map, and not
a site boundary. This is because whilst the identified fields have been put forward, the spatial
requirement has not been confirmed, and therefore, there should remain flexibility to test the
appropriate area/land parcels though any future planning application:

1

Community facilities and open space: assessment of sites’
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Whilst the Minister notes the ambition raised by Jersey Sport to embrace a wider area for growth
into the longer term as a west of island sports hub (as highlighted by the red line on Jersey Sports
proposed map), in the absence of a clear plan – and therefore demonstrable benefits - there is
insufficient basis for this to be included in the Bridging Island Plan and potential loss of agricultural
land and impact upon landscape character not yet justified. This ambition may however be
considered in the development of the subsequent Island Plan, and/or the development of a west of
island planning framework, should the ambition progress further.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the inspector notes the representations raised in respect of these
fields, and also the Minsters expressed support to include the land as an area of potential.
Minister’s intention
It is the Minister’s intention to amend policy CI5 to include land in the vicinity of P789B, P898 and
P789A as a ‘sports and leisure area of potential’, as set out in the statement above and in the
Minister’s proposed modifications schedule.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 14 - Policy CI5 - Springfield sports and leisure enhancement area
Relevant policies
CI5 – Sports, Leisure and cultural facilities
Summary of representations received
•

a States Member amendment (See: Amendment 08 (Deputy Robert Ward): Springfield
development) in relation to the designation of Springfield as a sports and leisure
enhancement area, seeks to amend the text of condition attached to the designation as
follows:
3. Springfield Stadium – but only where the redevelopment maintains or increases the
proportion of freely accessible outdoor space for use by the public or increases the
proportion of freely accessible public green space’.

•

Jersey Sport have submitted a representation seeking the entire replacement of the
condition attached to the designation, as highlighted in red:
3. Springfield Stadium – "but only where the redevelopment or expansion can
demonstrate it is essential to ensure the stadium can continue to meet the need of
football on Island and to ensure the stadium can comply with the required ground
standards or to function as a sport and fitness venue. The development scheme must
also demonstrate any loss of green space is minimised and offset by community activity
within the programme of the expanded/altered venue

Minister’s detailed comments
The Minister notes that since the end of the consultation, a separate proposition has been lodged
and debated by the States Assembly, which is material to the consideration of the Springfield
designation in Policy CI5. P.67/2021 Springfield – Protection of amenity space and facilities1, lodged
by the Connétable of St. Helier, requested:
“the Minister of Infrastructure, and the Minister of Economic Development, Tourism, Sport
and Culture –
(a) in respect of Springfield Park –
(i) to maintain the same amount of open amenity green space and tree planting in
the grounds of Springfield Stadium in the course of upgrading the pitch;…”
This proposition was agreed by the States Assembly and, therefore, the Minister has considered the
representations made to the draft Bridging Island Plan consultation having regard to this recent
decision.
The Minister notes that part (a)(i) of P.67/2021 has a similar effect to amendment no.9 proposed to
the draft Bridging Island Plan, insofar as it seeks to ensure that the amount of open, green space is
maintained on the site when works are carried out. The Minister notes the Assembly has effectively
confirmed its support for Amendment no.8 by their agreement to P.67/2021, and confirms that the
1

Proposition P.67/2021 Springfield – Protection of amenity space and facilities
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spirit and intent is also agreed from a plan and placemaking perspective, which has been explained
in the assessment of the site in the “Community facilities and open space: assessment of sites”
report 2 .
In respect of Jersey Sport’s request for the condition attached to the Springfield designation to be
replaced in light of their aspiration and need to further develop the site in response to success and
progression of the Jersey Bulls football team, the Minister disagrees with the reasons provided in
the representation that the condition proposed in the draft Bridging Plan would “sabotage” the
need for Springfield to continue to act as the only football stadium in the island. Setting aside the
recent decision of the assembly (which is wide in its scope and beyond the relevant planning issue
highlighted above), the Minister is confident that the requirement of Policy CI5 can be incorporated
into future plans for the development of the site, and it would rest with the developer to consider
how the needs of both the football club and wider public can continue to be accommodated on
the site.
Whilst Springfield does serve as the island’s only football stadium, it is also a building and outdoor
space which is, and always has been, a multi-user facility which benefits the wider public of Jersey,
and in particular, the residents of the north of Town area.
The Minister is supportive of the development of sports and leisure facilities in the island and has
sought to positively respond to pressing need for new and improved facilities though the draft
Bridging Island Plan. By virtue of the designation as a sports and leisure enhancement area,
support is given for the further development of this site for any related purpose, with the
application of a condition to the designation very specifically recognising that there are competing
pressures in this area of Town related to increasing community access; pressures which Jersey
Sport are cognisant of in the wider work that they do
The Minister therefore cannot accept Jersey Sport’s proposed change to the condition, but does
highlight that should the condition set-out in Policy CI5 prove to be problematic in the
development of plans to improve the football facilities at Springfield, that there exists sufficient
flexibility in planning decision making process to consider whether or not there are over-riding
considerations, or mitigating factors, that may justify a reduction in the amount of open space
available on the site.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the inspector considers the designation of Springfield as a sports
and leisure enhancement area, and the representations raised in relation to the condition attached
to this designation.
Minister’s intention
The Minister is minded to accept amendment no.9, as read, with the effect of altering Policy CI5 as
follows (in red):
3. Springfield Stadium – but only where the redevelopment maintains or increases the
proportion of freely accessible outdoor space for use by the public or increases the
proportion of freely accessible public green space’.

2

Page 29-31, Community facilities and open space: assessment of sites’
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 15 - Policy CI5 - FB Fields - proposed sports and leisure enhancement
area
Relevant policies
CI5 – Sports, Leisure and cultural facilities
Summary of representations received
Jersey Sport have submitted a representation seeking the designation of FB Fields, La Grande
Route de St Clement, St Clement as a sports and leisure enhancement area, within Policy CI5.

Minister’s detailed comments
The Minister welcomes the request to include FB Fields as a sports and leisure enhancement area,
and recognises the significant opportunity that the regeneration and improvement of this wellestablished sports site can provide, particularly for the east of the island which has an
acknowledged deficiency in sports and leisure facilities to serve its population.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the inspector considers the designation of FB Fields as an additional
sports and leisure enhancement area within Policy CI5.
Minister’s intention
It is the Minister’s intention to amend Policy CI5 to include FB Fields, La Grande Route de St
Clement, as a sports and leisure enhancement area.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 16 - Policy CI6 - Provision and enhancement of open space - field J371,
St John
Relevant policies
Policy CI6 – Provision and enhancement of open space
Summary of representations received
A States Member amendment has been received seeking an additional designation to be made by
Policy CI6:
• Amendment 33 (Connétable of St. John): Field J371, St John
In summary, this amendment seeks to:
(a) Introduce the words ‘or enhanced’ to Policy CI6
(b) Designate Field J371, La Rue Gombrette for the provision of new or enhanced open space.
Site map:

Minister’s detailed comments
The site lies within the defined built-up area and is also designated as protected open space, within
both the extant Island Plan and the proposed Bridging Island Plan. The land in question is in
agricultural use, and therefore, Policy ERE1 - Protection of agricultural land would also apply when
considering a change of use.
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As the site is both within the built-up area and designated as protected open space, the
development of the site for public space would not be a particular challenge to those polices. The
matter of the land being in agricultural use would however be a particular point of consideration,
where the proposed public space would have to demonstrate the loss of agricultural land is
outweighed by the benefit of the development. Furthermore, any proposed parking on the site, as
alluded to in the amendment, would need to be considered as to how this would be consistent
with the need to promote sustainable travel.
A designation for the provision and enhancement of open space would not override these
considerations, as the plan must be taken as a whole. Indeed, the loss of good agricultural land
and the new parking provision would need to be tested how this balances with the public benefit.
Therefore, on the basis of the site already being in the built-up area and designated as protected
open space, the Minister considers it appropriate to leave the site without an additional
designation, and to test any future proposal that may be brought forward by the Parish based on
its relative merit and compliance with the plan.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the inspector considers the proposed amendment and the
Minister’s position in relation to it.
Minister’s intention
The Minister is not minded to accept amendment 33.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 17 - Warwick Farm/ St Helier Country Park amendments
Relevant policies
Proposal - St Helier Country Park
Policy CI6 – Provision and enhancement of open space
Summary of representations received
Two States Member amendments have been made in relation to this policy:
• Amendment 31 (Connétable St Helier): St Helier Country Park
In summary, this amendment seeks to:
a.) Introduce a specified time for the development of the country park to take place, namely,
upon the expiry of the site’s present lease in January 2023.
b.) To require the Council of Ministers to establish a project board to develop proposals to be
included in the next Government Plan in order that the St. Helier Country Park can be
delivered during the period covered by the Bridging Island Plan
c.) Require the development of the country park to reflect an investigation and report by the
Council of Ministers on opportunities to incorporate adjacent areas of countryside into the
park in the future, in line with the map below:

• Amendment 47 (Deputy Kirsten Morel): Warwick Farm
In summary, this amendment seeks to:
a.) Delete Proposal [25] – St Helier Country Park in its entirety
b.) Remove the specified safeguarding of the site in Policy CI6 – Provision and enhancement of
open space
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Minister’s detailed comments
Amendments 31 and 47 are considered to be directly opposing in their objectives in relation to the
future of Warwick Farm. Amendment 47 seeks to challenge the principle of its designation in
favour of its retention in employment use, and Amendment 31 seeks to commit the development
of the park to a defined time, and establish both a project board and a specified scope.
Background and policy context
From a land use perspective, it is the responsibility of the Minister for the Environment to develop a
plan which represents the sustainable use of land, in a manner which best serves the interests of
the community. Employment land uses are vitally important for the community and so is sufficient
recreational amenity space – especially in parts of the island which can be of benefit to town
residents. The Minister has provided a reasoned justification for the designation of the site for
future community use in both the ‘Community facilities and open space: assessment of sites’
report1 and in the draft Plan.
The reason for establishing the proposed use in the Bridging Island Plan is to set the expectation
for the sites next use, thus allowing both funding and planning permission to be obtained during
the Bridging Island Plan period. The draft Bridging Island Plan acknowledges that the site is
presently leased, and that the development of a country park should be upon cessation of this use.
The community assessment of sites report also states that “given the site is presently leased for
horticultural use, the designation should be made on the basis of its next use, when the site
becomes available”. Therefore, the draft plan allows appropriate flexibility for the development to
happen at the right time, which should have regard to any impact associated with displacing the
employment use. The States of Jersey, as owner of the site, will need to decide when this
appropriate time may be.
The present lease holders operate a hemp farm from the site which requires specific infrastructure
for its operation, meaning a relocation may not be straightforward.
It is noted that the present lease for Warwick Farm ends in 2026 and this has a development breakclause available on 1st January 2023, only. This break-clause requires the States of Jersey to have
served notice 12 months in advance of this date, meaning that notice must be served by 1st January
2022 (before the Bridging Island Plan will be approved). This amendment will therefore not be
debated in time for the desired effect to be given.
The occupants of the site will be well-aware of the uncertainty surrounding the longevity of their
lease as development aspirations have centred on this site for several years, however, the
exercising of the break-clause must be for a clear purpose with overriding public benefit. The
principle of developing the site as a country park will not have been agreed, scoped or funded by
January 2022, and therefore, it is most unlikely that the clause can be exercised. It should be
emphasised here that the lease arrangements on this site are a matter of concern to the States of
Jersey as a responsibility administered by the Minister for Infrastructure, and that the Island Plan is
not the correct vehicle to determine what happens to a lease, in any event.

1

‘Community facilities and open space: assessment of sites’ (p.41-42)
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The Minister acknowledges that the displacing employment use may create pressure for additional
structures in the countryside, if appropriate existing premises are not found by the occupying
business. The Minister does however note that there is approximately 155,000 sqm of glass housing
in Jersey, with only around half of that being actively used for production in the last 12 months. This
means there is notable potential for under-used sites in horticultural use on the island which could
be accessed, even if this requires some redevelopment to ensure they are to the standard required
for the business.
To support the continuation of the business operation of the present occupant, there is an
enabling development policy in the draft plan (Policy GD4 – Enabling or linked development2),
which could be appropriately used to support the development of alternative facilities for the
hemp farm, to enable the delivery of Warwick Farm as a country park as a key community
infrastructure project.
The draft Bridging Island Plan also establishes a positive set of principles to ensure that the needs
of businesses which support or diversify the rural economy can be met, including:
•

Policy EI1 – Existing and new industrial sites and premises, which will be supportive of
new industrial premisses where this supports rural diversification; or make use of existing
buildings.

•

Policy ERE2 – Diversification of the rural economy, which will support diversification of
the rural economy where the development is within the built-up area, or in the case of
development outside the built-up area, the nature of the proposed use genuinely
necessitates and is appropriate to its proposed location; and it will complement and
support an existing business, contributing to the maintenance of the rural economy.

•

Policy ERE5 – New or extended agricultural buildings, which will support new agricultural
buildings will only be supported where they are clearly demonstrated to be incidental and
essential to the viability or running of the holding; where existing buildings on the holding
or within reasonable proximity of it – as may be available for purchase or lease – cannot,
with or without adaptation, be used for the proposed purpose; and, they are well-related to
existing buildings and is appropriate in scale, location, design, material and colour to
minimise its visual impact and to integrate with the character of the area.

Response to amendments lodged
It is on the basis of the above that the Minister considers there to be sufficient flexibility in the draft
Bridging Island Plan to ensure that the development of a country park takes place at a time which
is appropriate, and that there is adequate provision to ensure that any such displaced business
activity can be accommodated elsewhere. The Minister is therefore not minded to accept
Enabling or linked development is the term given to a development proposal that is in a location outside of a
principal development site but which is demonstrated to be necessary to make the principal development viable, or
to manage or mitigate a planning impact of the principal development. Examples of enabling or linked development
include where additional development is required to enable a development that will lead to a significant
environmental, community or economic benefit to the island, such as the delivery of key public infrastructure
projects.
2
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amendment 47 in its entirety, and retain the proposal for the next use of Warwick Farm to be a
country park, to the benefit of the community.
In respect of Amendment 31, the Minister appreciates the desire of the Connétable of St Helier to
ensure that the site is brought into a beneficial community use as soon as possible. The matter of
the extant lease is important, but must be a matter handled outside of the Bridging Island Plan. A
more appropriate vehicle to have this important discussion may centre around the Government
Plan to establish a prioritisation to deliver the site at a given time, and secure funding for the
project to go ahead.
The Minister also notes that the amendment asks for the development of a country park to
commence in 2023 ‘upon expiry of the lease’, but this lease does not expire until 2026, and also
that the point of being able to exercise the break-clause will have passed by the time the
amendment is debated. The Minister is therefore minded to not accept Amendment 31 (a) in its
present form.
With regard to the remaining parts of amendment 31:
•

Part (b), which would require the Council of Ministers to establish a project board to
develop proposals to be included in the next Government Plan in order that the St. Helier
Country Park can be delivered during the period covered by the Bridging Island Plan.

The Minister is generally supportive of amendment 31 part (b) as the establishment of a project
board can usefully consider how to appropriately deliver the site, having appropriate regard to the
issue of the extant lease, consider the role of enabling development, and to make use of the
Government Plan as an appropriate vehicle to prioritise the work and source the necessary funding.
However, due to the timing and issues highlighted in part a), the Minister is not presently minded
to accept on the basis that it is unlikely to be deliverable.
Part (c), which would require the development of the country park to reflect an
investigation and report by the Council of Ministers on opportunities to incorporate
adjacent areas of countryside into the park in the future.
The Minister is supportive of the amendment 31 (b), as this would be consistent with the Minister’s
aspirations set out in the Countryside Access Strategy (2016).
•

Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the inspector considers the proposed amendment and the
Minister’s position in relation to it.
Minister’s intention
In respect of amendment 47, the Minister would be minded to not accept the amendment, in its
entirety.
In respect of amendment 31 the Minister is not minded to accept (a) and (b) and would be minded
to accept part (c)
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 18 - Policy CI7 - Field O630 - protected open space designation
Relevant policies
CI7 – Protected open space
Summary of representations received
• A number of representations have been received in support of the proposed protected
open space designation for field O630 in St Ouen.
• a representation has been received from the landowner (St Ouen’s Parish) objecting to the
proposed protected open space designation for field O630.
• a proposed States Member amendment (no.11) (Connétable Richard Buchanan), seeking the
removal of the protected open space designation from field O630.
• no public objections have been received.
Minister’s detailed comments
Both the landowner objection and proposed states member amendment no.11 incorrectly highlight
the Infrastructure Capacity Study (ICS) and 2008 Outdoor Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study
(the 2008 study) as being the basis for the proposed designation of protected open space of field
O630. The Minister for the Environment contends that neither of these reports form the basis for
the proposed designation, but it is noted that they do have some thematic relevance:
•

the ICS considers the need for parks, amenity greenspace, play space and natural
greenspaces across the island broadly: it measures the potential additional requirement for
open space based upon anticipated population growth, and only ascribes this to
settlement-type, not specific parts of the Island. This finding is therefore of no direct use in
the determination of open space requirements in specific parts of the island.

•

the standards alluded to in the 2008 study and mentioned in both the Parish of St Ouen
representation and proposed amendment no.11, have not been used as a basis to measure
and justify the need to protect field 0630. These standards have not been tested or
qualified for adoption in rural areas, but its noted they have been tested and qualified for
adoption in the Town area which is more dependent on the need for a balanced supply of
a range of public spaces (see Policy CI6 – Provision and enhancement of open space and its
preamble text, and also St Helier Open Space Audit (2018)). The point raised in these
representations highlighting that a prescribed standard for St Ouen’s village wouldn’t be
appropriate due to the nature and proximity of rural and coastal areas is agreed and is the
reason why standard has not been used for the assessment.

The explanation of the basis of the proposed designation of field O630 is set out on page 45-46 of
the ‘Community facilities and open space: assessment of sites (2021)1. This assessment explains how
the site was suggested for protection through the Minister for the Environment’s ‘Call for Sites’
process and explains the reasons why this request was agreed and the protection of the site as an
important open space proposed. This report should be referred to for further information.

1

Community facilities and open space: assessment of sites (2021)
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The primary basis of the representations received against the designation proposed in the draft
Bridging Island Plan is that the Parish (as the Parish administration and landowner), believes the
land would be better used for the development of homes for older parishioners. The Minister
highlights that at a size of 0.14Ha, the land would make only a minimal contribution to housing
supply, which will be further limited due to the proximity of neighbouring properties to the north
and east. The Minister also highlights that the draft Bridging Island Plan proposes the designation
of fields O594 and O595 for the development of affordable homes, which will yield between 30-45
new homes and offers the opportunity for the provision of some right-sizing homes to be
provided.
The representations ask for qualification that level of protected open space in St Ouen’s village
centre compares poorly to some other local centres. The below images show the amount of
protected open space within comparable village centres, in the extant Revised 2011 Island Plan (see
green hatched areas within defined built-up area (white):

St Ouen

St Mary

St John

Trinity

St Martin

St Peter

St Lawrence
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Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends the inspector considers the relative merits of the intent of the draft
Bridging Island Plan to designate field O630 as protected open space in light of its amenity
contribution to the St Ouen’s village centre, and in doing so, also consider proposed amendment
no.11 to P.36/2021 which proposes this land not be protected and remain available for the
development of homes.
Minister’s intention
It is the Minister’s intention to not accept amendment no 11, and maintain the proposed protected
open space designation for field O630
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 19 - Policy CI7: Protected open space - Corbière Walk
Relevant policies
Policy CI7 – Protected open space
Summary of representation received
• Amd P.036/2021 (15) Protected open space – Corbière Walk
• to bring an additional layer of protection to both the land at Pont Marquet Country Park
and the Corbière Walk (better known as the Railway Walk) by designating them as
protected open space (see attached plan)
Minister’s comments
The Minister wholeheartedly supports the objectives behind this amendment and considers that it
is consistent with the need to identify and protect important areas of public open space in the
island.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes this proposed
amendment.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is minded to support the proposed amendment.
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Area to be designated as protected open space (1)
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Area to be designated as protected open space (2)
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 20 - Policy CI8 - Space for children and play amendments
Relevant policies
CI8 – Space for children and play
Summary of representations received
Two States Member amendments have been made in relation to this policy:
• Amendment 03 (Deputy Inna Gardiner): Play area proximity
In summary, this amendment seeks to:
a.) reduce the travel distance for new space from 10 minutes’ walk/ 1000m distance to 5
minutes’ walk / 500m distance
b.) provide flexibility for alternative delivery if the travel distance cannot be met, with a
supporting justification to be provided
c.) introduce a new proposal seeking the development of a play strategy
d.) introduce a new proposal seeking the development of supplementary planning guidance
for developers.
• Amendment 05 (Deputy Louise Doublet): Children’s play space
In summary, this amendment seeks to:
a.) Include emphasis for the need to help children access and spend time in nature
b.) ensure that reference is made to ‘safe’ travel distances
c.) to also a description of the type of space which would be expected as part of the delivery.
The consequential amendment to the policy, should the amendments be accepted, is provided in
the Minister’s detailed comments.
Minister’s detailed comments
The Minister has provided comment in relation to both of these proposed amendments, as
provided below:
Amendment 03 (Deputy Inna Gardiner): Play area proximity:
Part (a) and (b) of this proposed amendment (in red) would cause Policy CI8 to be read as follows:

Policy CI8 – Space for children and play
All new major development should consider how it will contribute towards helping
children to be safe, active, social and imaginative. Design statements issued with
development proposals must explain how this has been considered in the design
stages of the development, from a placemaking perspective.
Development proposals providing between five-ten family homes (2+ bedrooms), are
required to provide appropriate communal space for play on-site where possible, or
otherwise make a contribution to the provision of new or enhanced space for play
within 5 minutes walking distance, or 500m from the site.
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Development proposals providing more than ten family homes are required to
provide appropriate communal space for play on-site, unless it is agreed that there
are exceptional circumstances where an off-site contribution may be permitted;
and/or when an off-site contribution will lead to a substantial betterment in provision
and will be within 5 minutes walking distance, or 500m from the site.
If any such agreed, off-site contribution cannot be met within the specified distance,
new play space must be provided elsewhere and evidence of options considered must
be provided, together with a justification for the proposed location and an
explanation as to how this will benefit the occupants of the development.
Space for play must be delivered before the first occupation of the development, and
this will be secured by planning condition.
Response to parts (a) and (b) – the Minister appreciates the objective of this amendment to reduce
the travel distance for child occupants of a development so that they can more-easily access space
which has been provided for their benefit. Whilst the Minister agrees with this principle, it ought to
be highlighted that the travel distance proposed in the draft Bridging Island Plan has been set at a
level which the Minister feels to be reasonably deliverable, having regard to the constrained
availability of land in Jersey, and in particular, in St Helier. Reducing this distance will therefore
inevitably increase the difficulty of meeting the objectives of the policy.
The Minister acknowledges that the proposed reduced travel distances have been met with an
additional clause (through part (b) of the amendment) to ensure that there is an alternative route
to delivery should the provision of play space within the specified distance not be deliverable. This
does go some way improve the deliverability of the proposed amendment but is not without risk
that the clause will become the default answer, and will therefore be open to an unlimited distance
on the basis of justification. The original wording of the policy is more specific at 10min/1000m and
no alternative clause.
On this basis, the Minister would be minded to not accept part (a) and (b) of amendment 03 as the
wording of the original policy CI8 is deemed to be set at a more deliverable distance, and is more
specific, which will in-turn lead to a more consistent outcome to the benefit of children.
Part (c) and (d) of the proposed amendment 03 would lead to the inclusion of two additional
proposals, to be read as follows:

New proposal – Development of a play strategy
The Minister for the Environment will work with the Minister for Economic
Development, Tourism, Sport and Culture, and the Minister for Children and
Education, to develop a play strategy for the Island, with a specific focus on play area
provision in St. Helier.

New proposal – Supplementary planning guidance for space for children and
play
The Minister for the Environment will develop and publish supplementary planning
guidance for developers in relation to the provision of play space.
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Response to parts (c) and (d) – the Minister is supportive of the principle to develop a play strategy
in collaboration with the Minister for Economic Development, Tourism, Sport and Culture, and the
Minister for Children and Education, and notes the real benefit to the wellbeing of children which
could be realised through such work. The deficiency of available play space across the island is well
recognised, and any work to support the resolution of this issue is welcome, particularly as it will be
complimentary to the Policy CI8 and may support its effective implementation.
As the development of a play strategy would be helpful to the implementation of Policy CI8, the
Minister is also supportive of the development of supplementary planning guidance in response.
On this basis, the Minister would be minded to accept part (c) and (d) of amendment 03.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Amendment 05 (Deputy Louise Doublet): Children’s play space
Part (a), (b) and (c) of this proposed amendment would cause Policy CI8 to be read as follows

Policy CI8 – Space for children and play
All new major development should consider how it will contribute towards helping
children to be safe, active, social and imaginative as well as helping children access
and spend time in nature. Design statements issued with development proposals
must explain how this has been considered in the design stages of the development,
from a placemaking perspective.
Development proposals providing between five-ten family homes (2+ bedrooms), are
required to provide appropriate communal space for play on-site where possible, or
otherwise make a contribution to the provision of new or enhanced space for play
within 10 minutes safe walking distance, or 1,000m from the site.
Development proposals providing more than ten family homes are required to
provide appropriate communal space for play on-site, unless it is agreed that there
are exceptional circumstances where an off-site contribution may be permitted;
and/or when an off-site contribution will lead to a substantial betterment in provision
and will be within 10 minutes safe walking distance, or 1,000m from the site.
In the first instance, developers should seek to include as much green or natural play
space as possible. Play space could also be provided as outdoor play equipment,
playscapes (landscape design that incorporates play features), space for ball games
and dedicated space that encourages safe bike riding, skateboarding and scootering.
In some circumstances, indoor communal space
may form part of the space for play contribution, such as communal games rooms or
youth facilities. Other types of space for play will be considered where the developer
has undertaken appropriate consultation and there is clear evidence of community
support.
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Space for play must be delivered before the first occupation of the development, and
this will be secured by planning condition.
Response to parts (a), (b) and (c) –
The Minister welcomes part (a) and (c) of this amendment, which would provide additional clarity
and emphasis to the type and effect of space that is being sought to the benefit of children.
The Minister notes that part (b), seeking to introduce the word ‘safe’ would be a positive emphasis
in the policy, but one which would need to be applied with pragmatism.
The Minister is minded to accept part (a), (b) and (c), of Amendment 5, as proposed.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the inspector considered the proposed amendments and the
Minister’s position in relation to them.
Minister’s intention
In respect of amendment 03, the Minister would be minded to not accept part (a) and (b) and
would be minded to accept part (c) and (d).
In respect of amendment 05, the Minister would be minded to accept part (a) (b) and (c), as
proposed.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 21 - Policy CI9 Waterwork Valley: countryside access
Relevant policies
Policy CI9 – Countryside access and awareness
Summary of representation received
• Amd P.036/2021 (27) Waterworks Valley
• enhance countryside access to, and awareness of, Waterworks Valley
Minister’s comments
The Minister wholeheartedly supports the objectives behind this amendment and considers that it
is consistent with the objective of promoting access to the countryside for islanders and of benefit
to mental and physical health and wellbeing.
The Minister would encourage public access and awareness throughout Waterworks Valley and
would seek to ensure that the area defined on the proposals map extends to the physical boundary
of the valley beyond the northern end of Handois Reservoir (as defined in the ILSCA: see attached
plan).
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes this proposed
amendment.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is minded to accept the proposed amendment (in red).
Policy CI9 – Countryside access and awareness
Proposals that encourage and enhance public access to the coast and the countryside will be
supported where the proposal will not otherwise be to the detriment of the character of the
coast and countryside or lead to unacceptable impacts upon biodiversity.
In particular, there will be support for proposals which contribute to the provision of the island’s
on and off-road walking, cycling, horse-riding, multi-user and disabled-friendly paths, in order
to further develop the network of off-road footpaths, green lanes, bridle paths and cycle paths
across the island. Additional weight will be given to those schemes that achieve improved
access and connectivity to the footpath and bus network and provide opportunities to link
built-up areas.
Grands Vaux Reservoir has been identified on the proposals map as a ‘strategic countryside
access site’ and proposals that enable this site to come forward for public access will be
supported. and Waterworks Valley have been identified on the proposals map as ‘strategic
countryside access sites’ and proposals that encourage, enable or enhance public access to the
countryside here will be supported.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 22 - Future affordable housing provision
Relevant policies
Proposal 22 – Future affordable housing provision
Summary of representation received
P.036/2021 (25) Future affordable housing provision
• whilst the draft Island Plan sets out a strategy to provide affordable homes, it is insufficient
to meet demand
• in order to address the need for affordable homes, a proportion of new homes delivered by
the private sector (outwith sites specifically zoned for the provision of affordable homes)
should be affordable
• the draft plan sets out a proposal to introduce this mechanism in the future, with no
timescale for implementation
• a policy that gives effect to this is required in this Island Plan;
• it is proposed that a new policy be introduced that is modelled on the previous ‘Policy H3’
of the 2011 Island Plan, which sought to do the same; supported by supplementary
planning guidance, to be prepared and issued by the Minister for the Environment, setting
out how the policy would operate. This would set the threshold of residential development
to which the policy would apply, together with the proportion of affordable homes to be
delivered.
• it is proposed that this policy takes effect from 01 January 2023.

•

Andium Homes
Proposals to require private developments to contribute to the provision of affordable
housing should be retained in the DBIP and the policy activated as soon as possible.

Minister’s comments
The Minister for the Environment shares the aspiration behind this amendment the representations
received, and is firmly of the view that the introduction of a policy that delivers a proportion of
affordable homes as part of significant residential development schemes is an essential planning
mechanism to help meet the island’s need for affordable homes. This view is also supported by the
outcome of the Housing Policy Development Board1.
The Minister is, however, concerned to ensure that the introduction of a policy that achieves this
needs to be supported by a sound and robust body of evidence that demonstrates and ensures its
viability. This is required both to demonstrate to decision-makers and the development industry
that the operation of such a scheme is viable in the Jersey context.
Previous attempts to introduce a policy that has sought to secure planning gain – whether in the
form of a proportion of housing yield as affordable housing (in 2011); or as a levy on development
yield (in 2018) – has not been supported. Whilst significant work was undertaken to assess the
viability of securing part of the uplift in land value following the award of planning permission for
1

See P3(8) Housing Policy Development Board Final Report
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public benefit in 2017, there is a need to review and update this part of the evidence base in
support of such a policy.
This is required both to establish viability relative to changes in land values and development costs;
and to review and establish the thresholds for development where this policy might appropriately
apply, together with the proportion of housing yield that might be appropriate.
The Minister considers that, to introduce a policy framework that was developed in 2011, relying on
viability data from 2017, without updating it would not be appropriate. Whilst available data
identifies that residential values have increased more than build costs indicating that that viability
has improved since the Viability Assessment for review of Developer Contributions (Arup and HDH,
May 2017) was completed2, the Minister would wish to ensure that more detailed work was
undertaken both to definitively demonstrate current viability, and also to inform the shape and
form of thresholds and proportions to be employed in any new policy.
Given the economic uncertainty created by the pandemic and Brexit, the Minister is of the view that
now is not the right time to introduce such a policy; and that it is appropriate to retain a proposal
to introduce this mechanism in the next Island Plan, which will take place in the short term. This will
provide an opportunity for the requisite detailed work on viability to be undertaken within a more
stable economic climate.
The Minister considers that the draft Island Plan sets out a sound strategy for the delivery of
affordable homes over the bridging plan period which includes a supply of affordable homes being
delivered by Andium Homes, as its key delivery vehicle of affordable homes for rent and sale,
involving the use of States’-owned land; together with the rezoning of land, to support sustainable
parish communities, whilst meeting island-wide affordable housing needs.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes the comments
made and invites the inspector to explore this issue further.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to accept the proposed amendment to Proposal
22, which would result in the following changes (in red).
the insertion of the following new policy
Policy HX - Future affordable housing provision
Residential development, to which this policy applies, will only be supported where a
proportion of affordable housing is provided in accordance with the proportions and
thresholds set out in supplementary planning guidance issued by the Minister for the
Environment.
The application of this policy will be phased incrementally, subject to monitoring and review,
such that:
1.

2

the threshold levels for the scale of the development to which it applies will be
incrementally reduced over time. It shall initially apply to schemes with a capacity of five or

Draft bridging Island Plan - Viability Note
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more homes and is intended to apply to schemes with a capacity of two or more homes
after five years;
2. the proportion of affordable housing to be provided will be increased over time. It shall
initially be at a rate of 12.5%, rising incrementally to 20% after five years. The percentage of
affordable housing shall be rounded up if the figures arrived at contain a proportion of one
unit.
The tenure of that proportion of development yield that is to be provided as affordable
housing i.e. whether it is to be affordable homes for rent or purchase, shall be determined by
guidance issued by the Minister for the Environment.
Schemes that are just below the threshold levels, will have to demonstrate that the proposals
do not represent an under-occupation of the site, nor that a large site is being brought forward
in phases in order to avoid the threshold at each stage.
Affordable housing shall be provided on the site for which permission is sought unless one or
more of the following circumstances apply:
1. that the provision of affordable housing on the site would make that development unviable;
2. that the site is of such a size or nature that the contribution to affordable housing would be
maximised by the contribution to affordable housing in the form of a commuted payment,
to support the delivery and/or procurement of affordable housing elsewhere;
3. affordable housing is best provided through the mechanism of a site-swap using sites
within the ownership and control of the applicant;
4. the housing units provided in a mixed-use scheme are directly related to and necessary for
the operation of that development.
The Minister for the Environment will review the parameters which apply to the operation of
this policy on an annual basis and, where there is a need for change, will issue supplementary
planning guidance to revise one or more of the following: the threshold size of developments
to which the policy will apply; the proportion of affordability to be derived from those
developments to which the policy applies, including the level of commuted sum tariff; and the
tenure of the affordable housing development yield.
Proposal – Future affordable housing provision
The Minister for the Environment will undertake further research into the introduction of a
mechanism to deliver a proportion of homes on all housing development sites to be affordable
homes.
The impact on housing supply and viability will be assessed in detail and be the subject of
consultation with key stakeholders.
Any future mechanism would be developed having regard to the need for restrictions to be put
in place to ensure that contributions to the proposed Sustainable Communities Fund were
viable, proportionate and appropriate in light of the provision of affordable homes.
Proposal – Affordable housing
The Minister for the Environment will develop and issue supplementary planning guidance for
the operation of this policy in order that it might take effect from, 1st January 2023;
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes
Relevant policies
•

Preferred strategy and planning assumption

•

Strategic Policy 2: Spatial strategy

•

Policy H3: Provision of homes

•

Policy H4: Meeting housing needs

•

Policy H5: Provision of affordable homes

Summary of representations received
•

planning assumption of +800 is too high/too low

•

estimate of under supply from previous plan is not evidenced

•

the estimate of reduction in supply from the number of households that down-sizing is
incorrect

•

estimate of housing demand is too high/too low

•

the number of proposed rezoned fields is too many/not enough

•

the supply of 1-2 beds on rezoned sites is too high on rezoned sites

•

there is a need for more family (3 bed homes) on more rezoned sites

•

the 45/55 tenure split is wrong

Minister’s comments
A variety of comments, representing a broad range of views, have been expressed in the
representations made. The Minister has sought to collate and summarise responses to some of the
key issues, as follows:
•

Planning assumption of +800 is too high/too low
The draft bridging Island Plan and the preferred strategy report set out the considerations
for setting the planning assumption for the short-term plan period of +800. In summary,
the assumption was developed over the shorter times scale of a bridging plan to mitigate
the risks of making long-term plans in the context of uncertainty created by the pandemic
and Brexit, whilst based upon the best available data.
At the time of writing (July 2021), we continue to be in a period of uncertainty, particularly
with regard to the pandemic and it is considered that the assumptions made are still valid
and appropriate for a short-term plan.

•

Estimate of under supply from previous plan is inaccurate and not evidenced
The existing unmet 1,800-unit shortfall was calculated by comparing the final anticipated
supply against final anticipated demand over the plan period. Demand was calculated
based on actual migration levels and population growth experienced for the period of 20112017 (inclusive) and on population projections with an assumed net migration level of
+1,000 for the remaining plan period, using the methodology adopted to calculate the
island’s housing need: this work was undertaken by Statistics Jersey. Supply was calculated
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based on actual completed units for the period 2011-2018 (inclusive), with an estimate
based on the known pipeline of builds used for the remaining plan period.
This resulted in a final anticipated supply figure of 4,300 homes and a final anticipated demand
figure of 6,100, resulting in an unmet shortfall of 1,800 units.
Since the publication of the draft plan, more recent completion data shows that actual
completions for the period 2011 to the end of 2020 was 4,058 (previously estimated as 4,300).
Therefore, the updated shortfall is now 2,050 (rounded) and the revised five-year housing
development target is increased from 3,750 to 4,000. Overall, this means that, based upon the
estimated supply of 4,150 homes, there is still a margin of potential over-supply over the fiveyear housing development target period.
•

The estimate of reduction in demand from non-development policy options is
incorrect
As stated in the evidence provided by the preferred strategy report, ‘The Housing Policy
Development Board is currently concluding its report to the Chief Minister. This report will
allow for a detailed assessment of the potential to mitigate development through the
application of wider housing policy. At this stage, it is considered appropriate to conclude
that, as a minimum, Government might seek to address 5% of the identified housing
requirement (rounded to 200 units) through non-development policies.’
This report has now been published and work is currently underway, under the auspices of
the Minister for Housing and Communities Housing Action Plan1, to explore these nondevelopment policy options and, as a consequence, there is some confidence that
conclusions on the potential effectiveness of such policies can be assessed.
It is accepted that until such a time that appropriate policy responses are developed and
implemented, the estimate of the reduction in demand derived from housing policy is
subjective, but it has been set at a relatively low figure. The contribution of housing policy
to the overall supply of homes will be monitored over the plan period.

•

Estimate of housing demand is too high/too low
The estimated demand for housing is directly derived from the modelling carried out in the
Object Assessment of Housing Report (OAHN) and the development of the planning
assumption. The OAHN is a robust and well evidenced published report, which has been
extensively peered reviewed by Statistics Jersey and other key stakeholders and accepted as
the source of estimating future housing demand.

•

The number of proposed rezoned fields is too many/not enough
The number of rezoned fields is based upon the overall evidence of demand and the need
to develop sites that can support the vitality of local communities. The rezoned sites offer
the opportunity to ensure the supply of around 450 affordable homes. This is about a third

1

Creating better homes: an action plan for Jersey
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of the total supply2, with the remainder coming from the 625 homes currently under
construction and 425 homes to be developed from Government/approved housing
provider sites, mainly in the main built-up area of St Helier and St. Clement.
Some representations have suggested that the number of green field rezoned sites should
be reduced. Reducing the supply of rezoned sites would require these to be replaced from
other sources of supply from within the built-up areas, including changing policies to
increase development densities and/or heights of buildings for example. This is not
something that would then support local communities in maintaining the vitality of the
villages and would also reduce the supply of some family affordable housing.
Equally, some representations have pushed for increasing the number rezoned green field
sites. the draft plan, based upon a higher demand figure, notably from the Pioneer report
which suggests a demand figure of 6,000 over the next five years.
A further practical consideration for such an overly inflated demand figure is that should
more sites be rezoned, the capacity to build 1,250 homes every year for the next five years
is very unlikely to be achieved unless fundamental changes are made to the capacity of the
building industry given that trend data would suggest an historic build rate of
approximately 400-450 homes per annum in Jersey.
The Minister for Housing and Communities has proposed, as part of the Housing Policy
Action Plan, to investigate the use of modern modular construction technologies and is
engaged with the construction industry to look at how current build rates can be increased.
This may enable some increases in capacity, but this is very uncertain at this time and there
are no estimates as to whether this, or any other interventions or actions by the industry,
can provide the capacity to build at this enhanced rate.
For further context, an increase of 2,000 homes over the current estimate of need would
equate to around 40 hectares of land. Based upon the assumptions and arguments set out
in the Pioneer report, this would primarily be on rezoned green field land.
In summary the current proposals in the draft plan offers a balanced supply of housing that
would meet the needs of the Island, based upon a sustainable spatial strategy that
supports the delivery of housing for both urban and rural needs.
•

2

Supply must rely more on rezoned sites
It is argued, in many of the representations made, that more sites must be identified and
rezoned to provide greater certainty of supply. This argument is presented in the Pioneer
report accompanying a number of the proposed rezoning site reports.

From Table H1: Sources of housing supply in the Bridging Island Plan, pg.186
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Rezoning can provide some certainty of affordable housing by type, but this is not always
guaranteed to deliver housing supply. By way of example, of the four sites that were zoned
for a form of affordable housing in the current Island Plan three have been built out with
one site, Field O785, la Rue de Cosnets not yet developed, despite discussions held directly
with an approved housing provider3.
Windfall development accounted for the majority of supply in all previous plans, including
the supply of affordable housing (secured through the redevelopment of existing Andium
Homes sites), mostly redeveloped on brownfield land. The estimates for overall housing
supply in this plan are based upon these past trends but with conservative assumptions
about what proportion of those sites will come forward in the future.
It is considered that with an unprecedented 16 sites rezoned for affordable housing in the
draft plan, this represents a significant change in emphasis and approach from most recent
Island plans, where a much more conservative approach was adopted, representing the
concerted effort being made to provide affordable housing in the island.
It is considered that the draft plan seeks to make an appropriate response to the supply
and mix of homes that are required, as presented in the evidence that supports it. With
regard to some of the specific issues raised in relation to this area, the following comments
are made:
o

There is an over provision of 1-2 bed homes on rezoned sites
The mix of housing on the rezoned sites identified in policy H5 will be driven by the
evidence of need as set out in Policy H4. Currently there is no defined housing mix
set out in the draft plan.

o

There is a need for more family (3 bed homes)
The Objective Assessment of Housing Need (OAHN) calculations are based on what
is essentially a “policy off” approach and, therefore, assumes that the existing mix of
households in properties is maintained throughout the projections. These
projections consider the current differences in occupancy based on age and tenure,
but do not account for any changes that might arise because of deliberate policies
that might impact on that mix.
The OAHN is a long-term estimate of future needs, based upon population
profiling. The affordable housing gateway is a more dynamic and direct analysis of
current actual demand of affordable housing by size and type and this will be used
for understanding the housing mix required for the sites rezoned for affordable
housing. Should the most significant demand be for 3-bedroom homes then this
will be reflected in the detailed development briefs that will then inform the
planning application for each site.

3

Samares Nurseries St. Clement), De La Mare Nurseries (Grouville) & Field MN 420 (St Martin).
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Moreover, there should be no assumptions or ‘clear distinctions’ made that smaller
units should be primarily be provided in town and family homes on the rezoned sites.
The draft plan makes it very clear that;
“There will also be a need to ensure that more dense forms of development are making a
positive contribution to meeting the island’s housing needs and that they provide an
appropriate mix of homes that help support and sustain mixed neighbourhoods and local
communities. An over provision of one form of dwelling type, such as one-bedroom flats,
will not create vibrant local communities and will not be supported.”
It is, therefore, anticipated that family homes can be provided on both rezoned sites
but also in well-designed sites within town, particularly as this is the most sustainable
location.
o The tenure split of 45/55 is inaccurate
Whilst the draft plan sets out a tenure split of 45:55 (social rent: affordable homes
for purchase), it also provides flexibility to be adopted and applied for each site, as
set out in the policy provisions of Policy H5 (extract below):
‘All of these sites (listed at 1.-15. above) should be developed in accordance with
guidance to be issued by the Minister for the Environment and, unless otherwise
specified, in the proportions of 45% for social rent and 55% for purchase, except
where an alternative tenure split:
(i) can be justified, having regard to latest evidence of need
(ii) enables the ‘right-sizing’ of homes within the existing housing stock; or
(iii) can be justified relative to any other overriding justification.
The 45/55% split as set out in policy H5 in the draft plan is an estimated value
based upon net demand figures for affordable purchase from experience from
previous schemes and the recognition that the need for affordable purchase was a
current higher priority.
In assessing demand, particularly for affordable homes for purchase, it is important
to determine if demand figures have been subject to any form of assessment. For
example, the gross total presented in the affordable housing gateway band for
affordable homes for purchase will not have been subject to any filtering against
the current eligibility criteria for this category of housing. This means that some
households may not qualify, for example, as some may have incomes significantly
higher or lower than the eligibility criteria; may not be genuine first-time buyers; or
have an inadequate deposit for a mortgage. Discussions with parishes on two
recently completed affordable purchase schemes indicated that the net figure on
demand was over half the initial housing list figure.
The Pioneer reports propose that the demand should be greater for affordable
purchase and also that these should be for 3 bed homes, whilst the Andium Homes
representation suggests that the tenure split should be exactly the opposite, with

73

Draft Bridging Island Plan: Post-consultation report
Part 3: Minister’s statement responses
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

rezoned sites developed for 70%+ affordable rent and for smaller units. The Jersey
Homelessness Board’s representation suggests that there are a number of factors
which may see an increasing demand for social rented accommodation, and that
proposal to rezone land for the provision of affordable homes presents a rare
opportunity to develop more family social rented homes, which would help
contribute to meeting Jersey’s housing challenges.
It is, therefore, proposed that to provide to provide future clarity and certainty, the
proposed tenure split of 55/45 is removed from policy H5 and replaced with a
more flexible approach that is based on a fully audited (net) demand for affordable
purchase and affordable rent from the Government of Jersey housing gateway. This
will be managed by the Minister for Housing and Communities and provided to the
Minister for Environment when consulting on and publishing future development
briefs for the Policy H5 rezoned sites (see: SR28 Policy H5 - Tenure mix on
affordable housing sites).
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister would invites the inspector to examine the planning assumption adopted for the draft
plan, and the various implications of this for the demand, supply, mix and tenure of homes, as set
out in the draft plan and its supporting evidence, relative to the various challenges levelled against
it, as set out in the representations made.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to amend the draft plan in light of the issues
raised relative to the planning assumption and associated issues of housing demand and supply,
except for those changes indicated in respect of the tenure mix for affordable housing sites, as set
out in the Minister’s statement response: SR28 Policy H5 - Tenure mix on affordable housing sites.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 24 - Policy H4 - Right-sizing
Relevant policies
Policy H4 – Meeting housing needs
Summary of representations received
P.036/2021 (44) Right-sizing
• people over 65 make up approximately 17% of Jersey’s population but account for about a
third of all homeowners and live in a quarter of the homes in the island
• there is a need to consider the housing needs of our ageing society and facilitating
arrangements to enable older homeowners to “right-size” into a new home, releasing more
family units on to the market
• to give explicit emphasis to the need to ensure that the homes to be delivered by the draft
plan can meet islander’s needs, and enable ‘right-sizing’
Minister’s comments
The Minister wholeheartedly supports the objective of seeking to make best use of our existing
housing stock by ensuring that homes meet the needs of occupants.
The Minister is particularly keen to ensure that older islanders can move to accommodation that
meets their needs whilst being able to maintain their existing social and support network in the
community where they have lived. The planning system can play a role in this, by ensuring that the
new homes that are provided are best suited to the community’s housing needs.
The preamble to Policy H4 (at p. 187) explicitly acknowledges that places with an appropriately
balanced mix of housing types and sizes also cater to the changing needs of our communities
across the generations; enabling individuals and families to stay within their established
neighbourhoods or local networks, but to move between different size and types of properties as
their housing needs change. This is important in ensuring that the fabric and identity of the island’s
communities remains strong and resilient, as our demographic profile changes.
The Minister is, however, content to give greater emphasis to this issue on the face of the policy.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes the comments
made.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is minded to accept the proposed amendment to Policy H4,
which would result in the following changes (in red).
Policy H4 – Meeting housing needs
In order to ensure the creation of sustainable, balanced communities, the development of new
homes will be supported where it can be demonstrated that it positively contributes to meeting
identified housing needs of the local community or the island, in terms of housing types, size
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and tenure, having regard to the latest evidence of need. Residential developments should, in
particular, include a proportion of smaller homes to encourage and enable ‘right-sizing.
Development proposals which would result in an unacceptable over-concentration of any type,
size or tenure of housing will not be supported, except where overriding justification is
provided to justify the mix.
Where development proposals are subject to site or area-specific supplementary planning
guidance, the mix of specific types, size and tenure of homes should accord with that guidance,
except where overriding evidence is provided to justify a different mix.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 25 - Policy H5 - Affordable homes and parish priority
Relevant policies
Policy H5 – Provision of affordable homes
Summary of representations received
P.036/2021 (7) Restriction of parish priority
• it is a strategic objective of the government to nurture a diverse and inclusive society
• parish links are important but Jersey is a small place and if we are to develop an integrated
and inclusive community it is important that we have regard to equality of opportunity
• all qualified residents should have an equal opportunity to access affordable housing
schemes wherever the homes and wherever people come from, or have links to
• no more than 50% of the allocation of homes on affordable housing sites should be to
people with links to the parish
• this proposal would not apply to those over-55 who may be seeking to move within a
community in which they have lived
Minister’s comments
The Minister for the Environment supports the objectives behind the amendment proposed.
The draft plan makes it clear that it seeks to ensure that affordable homes are provided to meet
the community’s needs. The detailed definition of what constitutes affordable housing, and the
criteria for eligibility and access to it will, however, be determined by the Minister for Housing and
Communities and administered through the Affordable Housing Gateway (“the Gateway”) 1. The
Gateway manages access to affordable housing tenures including social rent, affordable purchase
(managed by Andium under the Jersey HomeBuy scheme) and will be expanded to include other
housing categories for key workers and ‘right-sizers’.
A number of parishes have identified local housing needs through the maintenance of their own
waiting lists, and parishioners will need to be assessed through the Gateway to determine their
eligibility and housing needs. Where affordable homes are to be provided, the number of units that
may be allocated for local parish needs on each site will be established through the Minister for
Housing and Communities’ affordable housing policy and agreed with the parishes.
If the States are minded to support the proposed amendment, it would set out the parameters
within which a parish allocation might operate on land rezoned for affordable housing, to which
the Minister for Housing and Communities need to have regard.
Minister’s recommendation
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is minded to accept the proposed amendment to Policy H5
which would result in the following changes (in red).

1

See: Affordable Housing Gateway
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(Extract of relevant section of Policy H5 only)
Policy H5 – Provision of affordable homes
The following sites are specifically zoned for the provision of affordable homes and their
development for any other use will not be supported….
….Access to all affordable homes will be controlled and managed though the Government of
Jersey Affordable Housing Gateway where no more than 50% of the allocation of affordable
homes for purchase on any given site should be to people who are prioritised due to being
able to demonstrate links to the Parish in which the homes are located, with no such restriction
applying to people aged 55 or over, and all social rent affordable homes are to be managed by
a Government of Jersey approved affordable housing provider.

78

Draft Bridging Island Plan: Post-consultation report
Part 3: Minister’s statement responses
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment - Statement response
SR 26 - Policy H5 - Provision of affordable homes
Relevant Policies:
Policy H5 – Provision of affordable homes
Summary of representations received
A range of representations, including amendments from States Members, have been made
in relation to the provision of affordable homes in the draft plan. These can be categorised
and summarised as follows:
•

Strategic issues
o

Demand for and supply of homes: a number of submissions have been made
which seek to challenge the assumptions which underpin the draft plan’s
assessment of demand for homes, and its subsequent response. This matter is
addressed in a separate statement response: planning assumption and the
demand for homes.

o

Spatial strategy: a number of representations seek to challenge the principle of
proposing to release greenfield land to provide affordable homes.
This matter is dealt with separately, in the Minister’s schedule of detailed
responses to the consultation feedback, where it arises, and is touched on
further below.

•

Detailed issues
o

Sites zoned for affordable homes: a significant number of representations
seek to challenge the proposal to allocate specific sites for the provision of
affordable homes. These representations, from neighbours living adjacent to
proposed sites, residents in the localities, and States Members, raise detailed
issues about the potential implications of the proposed development of each
site.
The Minister’s response to the matters raised in relation to each site are
summarised and considered in more detailed in appendices to this statement.
The contribution of these sites to the overall supply of homes is considered
below.

o

Proposals for other sites to be zoned for the provision of homes: a number
of representations have been made, including those in the form of amendments
from States Members, about the potential inclusion of additional housing sites
in the plan.
Where these have been submitted, as amendments to the draft plan by States
Members, a detailed site assessment will be the subject of a separate statement
response for each amendment.
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Where they have been submitted as representations in relation to the draft plan,
a detailed site assessment is provided in the Minister’s schedule of detailed
responses to the consultation feedback.
The potential contribution of these additional sites to the overall supply of
homes is considered below.
The issues raised by the representations received in relation to the provision of affordable
homes have implications relative to:
•

those sites which will ultimately be approved for inclusion in the new Island Plan, and
their subsequent spatial distribution across the island; and

•

the overall supply of homes, to meet different housing needs, including affordable
homes.

The Minister’s comments seek to address these issues.
Minister’s comment
The draft plan sets out a strategy to meet the need for affordable homes that is based on
the supply of affordable housing being delivered by the Government of Jersey’s affordable
housing provider, Andium Homes, which includes the use of States-owned land; together
with the planned release of some greenfield land.
The Minister for the Environment proposes the release of some greenfield land to meet this
need reluctantly but considers that he is justified in doing so on the basis that:
•

it is important that the draft plan helps to address the island’s clear need for
affordable homes over the plan period, which includes seeking to meet some of the
latent demand for homes arising from the last plan period.;

•

it ensures that a range of housing types can be provided, such as family homes,
which are more difficult to deliver on constrained brownfield urban sites; and

•

the release of some limited amounts of land for development on the edge of
existing built-up areas can help to promote, protect and maintain the resilience of
local communities by providing opportunities:
o

for right-sizing, enabling people to move to homes better-suited to their
housing needs whilst staying connected to their established social network,
and releasing their existing homes; and

o

to islanders currently in poor and unstable housing conditions to secure
access to a more affordable, stable living environment where they can thrive
and contribute to community life.

In doing this, the Minister for the Environment has sought to ensure that the planned
release of greenfield land has regard to sustainability in that it seeks to deliver the most
sustainable pattern of development in the island, whilst meeting community needs.
Having regard to the spatial strategy of the draft plan, the allocation of land for the
provision of affordable homes seeks to ensure that sites have a clear relationship with
existing urban centres relative to their scale, and their ability to accommodate new
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development. The draft plan, therefore, seeks to allocate sites for the provision of
affordable homes in the form of:
•

strategic extensions – representing larger allocations on the edge of larger urban
centres, such as those in St Helier and St Saviour;

•

suburban extensions – representing smaller sites on the edge of more suburban
parts of the built-up area; and

•

extensions to parish centres – representing sites on the edge of local parish centres

Site
Strategic extension
• H1186a, H1189 and HH1198, St Helier
• H1219, St Helier
• S413, S415, S415A and S470, St Helier
• S530, St Saviour
Suburban extension
• G392A, Grouville
• S729, St Saviour
Rural extension
• J525, St John
• MN410, St Martin
• O954 and O595, St Ouen
• P632, St Peter

Potential yield
(homes)
52-76
36-54
68-102
60-90
23-34
14-20
18-27
23-34
30-45
39-59

The Minister considers that the allocation of homes on the edge of the island’s larger urban
centres in the parishes of St Helier and St Saviour, often involving the combination of a
number of individual fields as strategic extensions, is most sustainable as it provides greater
opportunity to access local facilities and services, reduces the need and distance to travel,
and provides people with more choice of travel options.
The allocation of sites on the edge of rural parish centres provides, in most cases, more
limited access to local services, but are important in helping to ensure the vitality and
resilience of local parish communities.
A large number of representations have been made objecting to the allocation of sites for
the provision of affordable homes, supported by a number of amendments from States
Members to remove sites from the draft plan. This is particularly apparent in relation to
those sites proposed on the northern edge of St Helier (H5 (2)-(4) Fields H1186A, H1189 and
H1198 and (5) H1219); and those sites centred on Five Oaks in St Saviour (H5 (14) Field S530
and some of the fields to the north of Five Oaks (10)-(13) Fields S413, S415, S415A and S470)
i.e. the strategic extensions. Other sites have also been the subject of representations.
The Minister acknowledges and empathises with the concerns expressed by the potential
impact of development in these locations. The detailed issues raised in relation to each site
are considered in the appendices to this statement.
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The Minister remains of the view, however, that all of these sites are important in making a
contribution to the overall supply of homes, and crucially, in the provision of affordable
homes.
The Minister considers it critically important, however, that the distribution of sites for the
provision of affordable homes is proportionate and sustainable, having regard to their
distribution across the island.
On this basis, the Minister is seeking to maintain the overall level of supply of affordable
homes, to be delivered through the allocation of sites, as set out in the draft plan.
The only exception to this is in relation to Fields MN389 and MN390 (H5(6)), where it is now
apparent that the site cannot be delivered to secure the provision of homes: this is
addressed in more detailed in the relevant appendix.
The Minister for the Environment acknowledges, however, that some sites that are
proposed for affordable housing in the draft plan may not be supported by the States
Assembly, having regard to the amendments lodged by other States Members to remove
them. Against this context and having regard to the need to maintain the integrity of the
plan and the overall supply of affordable homes, the Minster has sought to review the
proposals to add other sites into the plan and to indicate whether he would be minded to
consider an amendment to the plan to achieve these objectives.
As stated previously, detailed site assessments are either, in the case of States Members’
amendment, the subject of separate response statements; or, in the case of other
representations, assessed in the Minister’s detailed schedule of responses.
The Minister would, however, only be willing to consider the addition of further affordable
housing sites to the plan in order to support the need for homes, where the allocation
contributes to a sustainable pattern of distribution.
The Minister does not support a disproportionate allocation of new homes throughout the
rural parishes, which would undermine the overall strategy for sustainability in the draft
plan; and also be potentially disproportionately impactful upon the local character, amenity
and infrastructure of more rural local parish centres.
On this basis, the Minister would seek to ensure that, as a matter of contingency planning,
that he would only be minded to consider amendment to the plan, to add the following
sites to the plan, where any sites that might be lost were replaced by those that are similar
in nature in terms of their contribution to development across the island (i.e. where
strategic extension sites might be substituted for other sites classified as strategic extension
sites). These sites are those which are considered potentially suitable for housing having
regard to their assessment against established criteria.
In summary, the Minister considers that the following sites, based on the assessment of
sites, might serve this purpose, and invites the inspector to consider their suitability.
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Site

Strategic extension
• H1248, St Helier
• S341, St Saviour
Suburban extension
• C102, St Clement
• C104 and C105, St Clement
• J1109, Sion, St John
• Midbay, St Lawrence
Rural extension
• MN391, St Martin
•
•
•
•

MY563, St Mary
O622 and O623, St Ouen
P558, St Peter
P559, St Peter

Potential yield
(homes @35
dph)

Notes

40

Subject to satisfactory access
being secured

14
18
60
42
7
56
25
77
32
15

Subject to a comprehensive form
of development with Field C102
If for affordable homes
Subject to being capable of
delivery

Subject to a comprehensive form
of development with Field C559

It is relevant to note that some of these sites are ‘new’, in the sense that they were not
submitted as part of the call for sites process. Others, whilst considered and assessed
through this process, may not have enjoyed much public exposure. The Minister would,
therefore, invite the inspectors to consider, in the examination of these sites, how this might
be satisfactorily addressed.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the inspectors have regard to the
Minister’s views on the issues raised in relation to the representations made about the sites
proposed to be allocated for the provision of affordable homes in the draft plan; and those
other sites proposed for inclusion, where the Minister has indicated that he may be minded
to consider them more favourably to offset the potential loss of any proposed sites in order
to maintain the supply of affordable homes; the most sustainable pattern of development;
and the integrity of the plan.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to accept any of the proposed
amendments to remove or add sites for the provision of affordable homes to the draft plan,
but would be minded to consider amendment of the plan, involving the addition of
replacement sites if this proves necessary, to maintain its integrity in terms of affordable
housing supply and the sustainable distribution of development.
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Appendices:
1. Field: G392A, Le Clos des Fonds, Grouville
2. Fields: H1186a, H1189, H1198, La Grande Route de St. Jean, St. Helier
3. Field: H1219, La Grande Route de Mont-à-L’Abbé, St. Helier
4. Fields: MN389 and MN390, La Rue de la Haye, St. Martin
5. Field: MN410, La Rue des Buttes, St. Martin
6. Fields: O594 and O595, Le Clos de la Fosse au Bois, St. Ouen
7. Field: P632, La Route du Manoir, St. Peter
8. Fields: S413, S415, S415A and S470, La Grande Route de St. Martin, St. Saviour
9. Field: S530, Princes Tower Road, St. Saviour
10. Field: S729, New York Lane, St. Saviour (Southern section of former Longueville
Nurseries site)
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APPENDIX 1
Field G392A, Le Clos des Fonds, Grouville
Summary of representations received
• the Jersey Farmer’s Union Council cannot support any development on
greenfield sites. However, we do understand the chronic affordable housing
shortage in the Island and have therefore listed this designated field in order of
priority to the industry as being: “less important to agriculture”.
• on a site-specific issue, it did not appear clear how the demand for affordable
homes in individual parishes had been established in order to support the sites
identified so as to contribute to "enabling individuals and families to stay within
their established neighbourhoods or local networks".
• the field provides links to the green corridor from Grouville Marsh SSI through
to Fauvic marshlands and is frequented by Marsh harriers, egrets, Cyrl bunting
and many other bird species. It also provides habitat for agile frogs when it is
uncultivated as it is a natural marshy area. It is significant in terms of landscape providing an open vista from the marshy coastal fringe to the escarpment
behind and a break in development on the La Grande Route des Sablons. It is
also regularly used for growing flowers, vegetables and potatoes and for the
grazing of cattle. However, the field is also prone to flooding.
• developing housing on this site would cause light and sound pollution to the
adjacent areas and would significantly change the landscape character. Also,
development would cause disruption to quality of life and privacy, and it would
be suggested that another more sustainable site be considered. The field "site"
is too small to accommodate 25/34 houses.
• the adjacent road, La Sente des Fonds, on the north boundary of the field is a
single-track road. The development would cause significant increase in traffic on
this narrow lane which would be used as a cut through to La Rue a Don.
• to have another housing estate bordering this lane is ridiculous when you have
abandoned brownfield (glasshouse) sites such as at Holmegrown, which borders
a little used, but very good main road.
• Grouville School is busting at the seams with pupils - there will potentially be 30
more school children.
Minister’s detailed comments
It is explicitly acknowledged that the site is in current agricultural use, however, the
Minister for the Environment acknowledges and is grateful for the comments raised in
respect of this field being relatively less important to agriculture in the island.
It is noted that the field is considered to serve as form of wildlife corridor given its
location between Grouville Marsh SSI and the wet meadow at Fauvic marshland. It is not
considered that the proposed use will unduly impact on any designated sites of
ecological interest. The site is surrounded, in whole or in part, by built development on
all sides, and has relatively weak boundary treatment, with limited or poor hedgerows.
Any development brief for the site would seek to ensure that boundary treatments are
strengthened, particularly to the west to screen the site from open countryside.
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Its landscape sensitivity has been assessed and is considered to be medium-low, given
that the site abuts the existing built-up area and coastal strip. The potential loss of the
visual break that the site affords from the coast road across farmland to the distant
escarpment is, however, acknowledged.
Matters raised in reference to light and sound pollution, plus landscape character
impacts, would be addressed and mitigated through the preparation of detailed design
at the planning application stage.
Highway access and footway connections, and potential improvements to the eastern
cycle route network, would be considered as part of detailed design considerations.
Improvements to local highway and public transport infrastructure would likely be
sought through planning obligation agreements. Specific vehicular access arrangements
would be explored as part of the traffic impact assessment required as part of the
detailed planning application; however, the site abuts the primary route network.
In respect of school provision demographic modelling is undertaken and monitored by
CYPES to assess the capacity of local schools and to inform catchment management.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment acknowledges the views expressed from the
representations received in regard to the proposed designation of the field to provide
affordable housing.
The Minister recommends that the planning inspector tests the appropriateness of the
proposed use of the site, relative to the representations received, and having regard to
the evidence provided within the draft bridging Island Plan and supporting documents.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to amend the proposed designation of
Field G392A as an affordable housing site, as set out in the draft Bridging Island Plan.
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APPENDIX 2
Fields: H1186a, H1189, H1198, La Grande Route de St. Jean, St. Helier
Summary of representations received
• Amendment P.036/2021 (01) - Provision of affordable homes.
• Amendment P.036/2021 (12) - Provision of affordable homes (Specific to Field
H1219 but references and discusses Fields: H1186a, H1189, H1198).
• Stop Urban sprawl - Save St. Helier fields from the Island Plan (Petition).
• the Jersey Farmer’s Union Council cannot support any development on
greenfield sites. However, we do understand the chronic affordable housing
shortage in the Island and have therefore listed these designated fields in order
of priority to agriculture. Because they are classed as a priority dairy zone we
would advise: “Definitely no development”.
• these particular fields are used by one of only two organic dairy farms. They
have taken years to achieve the high standards required for organic production
and are essential to the island dairy industry. Both organic farms are supported
by their larger neighbours so need to be seen as part of a greater whole. This is
invaluable land for the dairy industry which has changed greatly in the last few
years. These dairy farms need significant areas of grazing land near the farm
buildings for both the well-being of the cows and the economics of the
business. If development is allowed to encroach on this land, the island will no
longer be home to its peerless breed, producing the most nutritious milk in the
world, with more vitamins, minerals and butterfat than any other.
• reusing office and Governmental sites would be a better use than affecting
farming or local residents by re-zoning areas that are valuable countryside in
already increasing residential areas. With the unknown long-term effects of
COVID and the effect on people’s mental well-being, it would be much better
that these areas are utilised for community spaces that the residents can use for
fitness/socialising.
• it is imperative that Jersey retains and preserves the unique characteristics of its
traditional architecture, and not let these old properties be swamped up by
modern developments.
• yes, young people need homes but what about the people who have worked
and saved for years to buy their dream home only to find a housing estate built
next to them devaluing their property. Remember the duty of care to the Island
residents who love jersey for its unique features including green fields and cows.
People enjoy walking around the area which is vital for their exercise and mental
health.
• object to the proposal to build up to 76 homes on fields H1186a H1189 and
H1198 on the grounds that it goes directly against the States commitment to
tackling climate change and protecting Jersey’s natural environment. Removal of
those fields which are home to much wildlife is not the solution to Jersey’s
housing crisis. Developing homes on those sites will destroy habits for local
wildlife which cannot be replaced and will create additional traffic and air
pollution.
• these fields link to Grande Route de Mont-à-L’Abbé which only has room for
single traffic. This area is extremely busy already at certain times of the day
when the traffic comes to a complete gridlock along Queens Road down to the
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•

roundabout at Rouge Bouillon. There are already plans for 51 apartments to be
built on the site of the Westhill Hotel. Add the extra traffic due to these new
homes, also cars coming from the north of the Island going to the proposed
hospital at Overdale and the roads will become even more congested and
dangerous for drivers and pedestrians.
why not put the new housing on the Motor Mall site: a far more appropriate
use.

Minister’s detailed comments
The Minister for the Environment acknowledges the strength of feeling registered in
relation to the proposed use of these fields for the provision of affordable homes,
evidenced by the lodging of an amendment, a petition, and a significant number of
specific representations which seek the removal of these fields from the draft plan.
The current use of the land for agriculture and its strategic importance for the island’s
dairy industry is acknowledged by the Minister. The fact that these fields are used for
one of only two organic dairy herds in the island is a significant issue, and their value
manifest by their organic status; proximity to the dairy unit; and the fact that they
represent about 25% of the farm holding’s grazing land is recognised.
It is evident, however, that all of the fields are leased, for the purposes of agriculture,
rather than being owned by the dairy unit. The fields do not, therefore, enjoy any longterm security for the purposes of dairy farming: the two most southerly fields (H1189
and H1198) are subject to agricultural conditions (under Agricultural Land legislation)
requiring their use for purposes of agriculture, but not specifically dairy farming. H1186A
is not subject to any agricultural conditions. In such circumstances, two of three fields,
whilst required to be used for agriculture, are not required to maintained in use for
dairy farming and could, instead by leased for other forms of agriculture. For the
purposes of agriculture, H1186A is not required to be actively used.
The potential impact of the proposed use of the fields for affordable housing upon the
landscape character of the area is acknowledged. This matter was the subject of
extensive consideration as part of the Jersey Landscape Sensitivity Assessment where it
was acknowledged that the landscape sensitivity of these fields was considered to be
medium-low to medium; and that they formed part of the gateway into St Helier from
the north. The area does represent a transition from urban to rural, marked most
noticeably by the hedgerows and boundaries of these fields, compared with the area of
development to the south where field boundaries have been lost and development
presents a hard edge to both La Grande Route de St Jean and La Grande Route de
Mont-à-L’Abbé. The proposed development of the site presents an opportunity to
ensure the retention and strengthening of these boundaries to enhance their visual role,
and their potential to serve as part of the green infrastructure network.
The development of the fields, of themselves, would not preclude access to the
countryside, and the site does not have any designated biodiversity value.
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The impact of any development upon the setting of the listed building at Chestnut Lea,
immediately to the north west of the site, would need to be considered, assessed and
mitigated through the detailed design process; and the relationship to the listed Laugée
Farm, further north, would require consideration.
It is acknowledged that there are proposals for a number of developments in this part
of St. Helier – including the new General Hospital at Overdale – which has the potential
to increase trip generation and traffic in the locality. The hospital proposal, and its
associated implications, including travel and transport, are the subject of detailed
consideration: the principal access route to the proposed site is proposed, however, to
be from Westmount, and is the subject of the proposal for the enhancement of existing
transport infrastructure.
The proposed housing site abuts the primary route network to the east and a trafficcalmed speed-restricted green lane to the west. Opportunities to secure safe vehicular
access to the principal highway network are clear, along with opportunities for wider
transport choices for travel on foot or by bike through the use of the existing facilities
on La Grande Route de Mont-à-L’Abbé. Improvements to local transport infrastructure,
including crossings and public transport infrastructure enhancements, would be sought
through the use of planning obligation agreements.
Concerns about the use of these fields, as opposed to other sites, for the development
homes is acknowledged. The spatial strategy for the distribution of development over
the plan period is set out in the draft plan and seeks to meet most of the island’s
development needs from within the existing built-up area, where land and buildings
that are already developed, can be redeveloped at higher densities. The limited release
of some greenfield land seeks to contribute toward the provision of a proportion of the
island’s affordable homes, and to provide different forms of accommodation, including
family homes. A range of sites have been considered and assessed for this purpose, as
set out in the housing site assessment report.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment acknowledges the views expressed from the
representations received in regard to the proposed designation of these fields to
provide affordable housing.
The Minister recommends that the planning inspector tests the appropriateness of the
proposed use of the site, relative to the representations received, and having regard to
the evidence provided within the draft bridging Island Plan and supporting documents.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to amend the proposed designation of
Fields H1186a, H1189, H1198 as an affordable housing site, as set out in the draft
bridging Island Plan.
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APPENDIX 3
Field H1219, La Grande Route de Mont-à-L’Abbé, St. Helier
Summary of representations received
• Amendment P.036/2021 (12) - Provision of Affordable Homes
• the plan fails to address the reasons why such significant additional housing is
required. A long-term sustainable immigration policy is required before the housing
plan is considered.
• the Jersey Farmer’s Union Council cannot support any development on greenfield
sites. However, we do understand the chronic affordable housing shortage in the
Island and have therefore listed this designated field in order of priority to
agriculture. Because the field is classed as good agricultural land we would advise
that this is considered as: “Last resort development”.
• support affordable housing, but not at the expense of green zones on the island.
The environment is part of the reason we all live on Jersey and building on our
important farmland is not a price worth paying for additional housing. There is
plenty of unused land or derelict properties/greenhouses on the island.
• if this field were to come out of agricultural use it would be far better to allocate it
for community amenity space and woodland which can be enjoyed by school
students as well as the community at large.
• Queens Road is already a daily traffic bottleneck heading into town. These roads do
not have the capacity for more traffic. Queens Road/ La Route de St Jean has
pending increases from the new hospital, the new Co-op at Sion and the ‘The
Range’ on the existing Motor Mall site and additional housing on the road will make
matters worse.
• La Grande Route de Mont a L’Abbe is a 15 mph, single track, quiet, green lane with
no pavements and shared pedestrian access and limited vehicle passing places.
Pedestrians, cyclists, joggers, walkers, Haute Vallee school children & dog walkers
use this as an alternative to La Route de St Jean but is has no capacity for more
vehicles.
• 51 flats on the site of the existing West Hill Country Hotel on La Grande Route de
Mont a L’Abbe plus the 4 fields in Mont a L’Abbe would mean another 181 high
density properties in the area. A key factor is whether the infrastructure can really
take potentially another 200+ vehicles at peak times and this is without the
additional traffic that will result from the building of the new hospital on the
Overdale site. Additional expansion of St Helier is fundamentally wrong and creates
an imbalance between the parishes which is undesirable.
• the Government has signed up to ‘Put Children First’ however building on the fields
would not be doing so. The children in the proposed housing would attend the
local St Helier Primary schools; the class sizes compared to other parishes is
disproportionate. The children in St Helier’s primary schools will not be getting the
same time and attention educationally that those in rural parish schools would
receive. This in turn will create further divides in our community between ‘those who
have’ and ‘those who don’t’. I would also like to mention the multiple derelict sites.
• field H1219 adjoins the housing development of Le Clos Vaze, but access will need
to be into Clarke Avenue beside Haute Vallee School, whereas Le Clos Vase access
is onto St John’s Road. This field was left for future use by the school, and with
school population expansion is likely to require it.
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only half of the site is proposed for affordable housing. The other half is proposed
to be safeguarded for educational use, presumably because the current Island Plan
stated it was deficient in playing field provision. However, an all weather playing
pitch has recently been provided within the grounds of Haute Vallee School. There
is also no justification given for the zoning of this land for educational purposes in
the draft Bridging Plan. It is therefore questioned whether this deficiency still exists.
It is therefore proposed that the western half of the field is rezoned for affordable
housing which would increase the yield to between 72 and 108 dwellings.

Minister’s detailed comments
The Minister for the Environment acknowledges the objection registered in relation to the
proposed use of part of this field for the provision of affordable homes, evidenced by the
lodging of an amendment and a number of specific representations which seek the removal
of part of this field from the draft plan as an affordable housing site.
The current use and value of the land for agriculture is acknowledged by the Minister.
It is suggested that the loss of part of this field for housing would affect the landscape
character of the area but the field is bounded on all sides by existing development; and it is
only proposed to develop the eastern half for residential use. As part of the development of
the site, boundary features would be required to be strengthened and enhanced to provide
both visual screening and to contribute toward the green infrastructure networks in the
area.
The St Helier Roads Committee have raised concerns that existing safety measures to
protect pedestrians and school children will be compromised as traffic volumes to the area
increase due to the redevelopment of Westhill Hotel and Overdale hospital. It is
acknowledged that there are proposals for a number of developments in this part of St.
Helier – including the new General Hospital at Overdale – which has the potential to
increase trip generation and traffic in the locality. The hospital proposal, and its associated
implications, including travel and transport, are the subject of detailed consideration: the
principal access route to the proposed site is proposed, however, to be from Westmount,
and is the subject of the proposal for the enhancement of existing transport infrastructure.
The development of this site, however, presents opportunities to develop a safer route to
school to Haute Vallée and to explore other local highway infrastructure improvements. It is
explicitly stated that changes to the traffic management in the locality may be required to
secure optimal access to the site and this would need to be explored and secured at the
detailed design stage, involving the relevant highway authorities and the developer. Specific
vehicular access arrangements would also be explored as part of the traffic impact
assessment required as part of the detailed planning application.
In respect of school provision demographic modelling is undertaken and monitored by
CYPES to assess the capacity of local schools and to inform catchment management.
Rather than object to the development of the site, some representation has proposed that
all of Field H1219 be developed for housing, rather than be safeguarded, in part, for
education use. The Minister is of the view that the western part of the site will remain
protected for the future educational needs of Haute Vallée School.
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Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment acknowledges the views expressed from the
representations received in regard to the proposed designation of part of this field to
provide affordable housing.
The Minister recommends that the planning inspector tests the appropriateness of the
proposed use of the site, relative to the representations received, and having regard to the
evidence provided within the draft bridging Island Plan and supporting documents.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to amend the proposed designation of
Field H1219 as an affordable housing site, as set out in the draft bridging Island Plan.
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APPENDIX 4
Fields MN389 and MN390, La Rue de la Haye, St. Martin
Summary of representations received
• the Jersey Farmer’s Union Council cannot support any development on greenfield
sites. However, we do understand the chronic affordable housing shortage in the
Island and have listed these designated fields in order of priority to the industry as
being: “Less important to agriculture”.
• it has been brought to our attention that fields Mn389/Mn390 may not be brought
forward as apparently the owner may not wish to develop these fields. It is very
unlikely that The States Assembly would ever use compulsory purchase powers to
bring sites of this type into States’ ownership.
• although the Bridging Island Plan has identified various and outrageous reasons for
building housing on the above fields, simply put, there is a creeping urbanisation
around the island that has to be resisted. Any green field should only ever be
considered as a very last resort.
• the exit on to La Grande Route de Saint-Martin (the “Main Road”) from the lane is
extremely dangerous as you cannot see traffic advancing from the right. For this
reason, most residents residing at the eastern end of the Lane already use La Rue
de la Haye to get to the main road, as do heavy vehicles based in the area and large
tractors used for agriculture in the lane.
• reusing office and Governmental sites would be a better use than affecting farming
or local residents by re-zoning areas that are valuable countryside in already
increasing residential areas. With the unknown long-term effects of COVID and the
effect on people’s mental well-being, it would be much better that these areas are
utilised for community spaces that the residents can use for fitness/socialising.
Minister’s detailed comments
Notwithstanding the representations received in respect of this site, the Minister for the
Environment, following discussions and advice received, acknowledges that the landowners
of this site do not support its proposed use for housing and do not wish the site to be
considered for this purpose as part of the Island Plan Review.
In considering sites for the purposes of the delivery of affordable homes, the Minister is
required to have regard to the deliverability of development over the plan period. This
requires the Minister to be assured that sites will be brought forward for development to
enable much needed homes to be provided.
It would appear that there is little or no prospect of this site coming forward during the
bridging plan period.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector have regard to
the landowner’s position such that the site will not be available for development during the
bridging plan period.
Minister’s intention
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The Minister for the Environment is minded to amend the draft plan to remove Fields
MN389 and MN390 from Policy H5 and the list of those sites proposed to be allocated for
the provision of affordable homes.
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APPENDIX 5
Field MN410, La Rue des Buttes, St, Martin
Summary of representations received
• Amendment P.036/2021 - (16) - Provision of Affordable Homes.
• the intention in seeking the development of this site is to provide homes specifically
for elderly people, with their allocation administered by the Parish of St Martin
• the Jersey Farmer’s Union Council cannot support any development on greenfield
sites. However, we do understand the chronic affordable housing shortage in the
Island and have listed designated Field MN410 as: “Less important to agriculture”.
• the description of this site in the proposal is both inaccurate and misleading. Its
development would not be an extension to development along La Grande Route de
St Martin as can be clearly seen from the illustration in the document. The site does
not have direct access to the main road but only to La Rue des Buttes, a designated
Green Lane.
• St Martin’s School cannot support 30 new families. Our understanding from the
Parish is that there is, in contrast a desperate need for sheltered housing for the
elderly. Should the site be re-zoned for Affordable housing, any future development
of sheltered housing would not be possible as the BIP is currently drafted.
• object to development of Field MN410, as it is located next to a grey long eared bat
roost (possible maternity) roost and any development at this site could cause a
significant impact on the local population of this species. Significant ecological
assessments would be required if considering building at this site including PEA,
EcIA, roost type surveys, activity surveys, lighting surveys etcetera.
• unlike many fields in the green zone which have been re-zoned, there is no existing
development on this field. The field is an attractive “green lung” in front of the
Listed Catholic Church and sits along a network of green lanes well used by walkers,
cyclists and horse riders.
• the possible development of this land has previously been requested by a former
owner and it was strongly opposed by parishioners at a Parish Assembly for a
number of reasons.
Minister’s detailed comments
It is explicitly acknowledged that the site is in current agricultural use, however, the Minister
for the Environment acknowledges and is grateful for the comments raised in respect of
this field being relatively less important to agriculture in the island.
It is suggested that the loss of part of this field for housing would affect the landscape
character of the area. As part of the assessment of its landscape sensitivity was categorised
as forming part of the ‘inner fields’ of St Martin’s Village, where their existing character is
influenced by their proximity to the village and is considered to be semi-developed. This is
evident from the context of Field MN410 which has some existing housing to the west of
the site, off La Rue des Buttes. To the east is a cemetery and to the north are two Catholic
churches and the Berni Community Centre. As part of the development of the site,
boundary features would be required to be strengthened and enhanced to provide both
visual screening and to contribute toward the green infrastructure networks in the area.
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It is noted that the field is considered to support wildlife – specifically a grey long eared bat
roost (possible maternity) roost and that any development at this site could cause a
significant impact on the local population of this species. As part of the wider development
considerations for the field an ecological survey would be required to be undertaken to
ensure that existing species are suitably protected and, if necessary, relocated to accord
with the Jersey Wildlife law.
Matters relating to traffic and specific access arrangements would need to be explored and
secured at the detailed design stage, involving the relevant highway authorities and the
developer as part of the traffic impact assessment required as part of the detailed planning
application.
In respect of school provision demographic modelling is undertaken and monitored by
CYPES to assess the capacity of local schools and to inform catchment management.
The Minister acknowledges that there is some tension about the potential type and
allocation of homes that might be provided on this site. It is evident that representations
from both the landowner and a local States Member suggest that the use of the site might
be limited to the provision of homes for older members of the community. The provision of
homes to encourage right-sizing sits comfortably within the policy provision of Policy H5. It
was not, however, necessarily envisaged that this policy mechanism might be used for the
entire allocation of homes on a single site. No evidence of a specific demand for this extent
and form of home in St Martin is provided in support of these representations.
Homes provided under the auspices of Policy H5 seek to ensure that they are contributing
to the housing needs of those islanders who are least able to secure access to decent
homes; and the Minister is seeking to ensure that homes provided on this basis meet this
need. It is proposed that the provision of right-sizing homes on these sites would enable
the release of other accommodation which might then, of itself, become accessible to those
in housing need as assessed through the Housing Gateway.
It is suggested – in the amendment submitted in relation to this site – that no such
mechanism would be applied in the case of homes developed on Field MN410, and that the
homes released might simply be accessible as family homes. In such circumstances, neither
the home provided, or the home released is specifically meeting the need for affordable
homes, as defined by the Minister for Housing and Communities.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment acknowledges the views expressed from the
representations received in regard to the proposed designation of part of this field to
provide affordable housing.
The Minister recommends that the planning inspector tests the appropriateness of the
proposed use of the site, relative to the representations received, having particular regard
to the issue of the potential form of homes to be provided and their allocation and
management, and having regard to the evidence provided within the draft bridging Island
Plan and supporting documents.
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Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is currently not minded to amend the proposed
designation of Field MN410 as an affordable housing site, as set out in the draft bridging
Island Plan
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APPENDIX 6
Fields: O594 and O595, Le Clos de la Fosse au Bois, St. Ouen
Summary of representations received
• the Jersey Farmer’s Union Council cannot support any development on greenfield
sites. However, we do understand the chronic affordable housing shortage in the
Island and have listed these designated fields in order of priority to the industry as
being: “Less important to agriculture”.
• the plots are currently and continuously used as potato growing land and
considered very good yielding ground by the current growers’ company near-by.
• the Parish are in support of the proposal to designate Fields O594 and O595 as a
site for affordable homes but seek clarification about how Policy H5 would be
applied in detail, to better understand what type of housing would qualify as
affordable, to meet parish needs.
• urbanisation of rural Parishes such as St. Ouen should not take place by cramming
in developments which attempt to solve the population/housing crisis, such as
Fields O595 and O594. The housing crisis should be considered along with a
migration policy not solely an Island plan.
• the irregular shape of the plot field no. O594 does not lend itself for efficient
housing development and accessing the land is only at one place to Rue de la Croix.
This main road is narrow and heavily used by big tractors. Therefore, there is a
concern about the exit of the houses (no.'s 35-40). Rue de la Croix is a rat run and
cars travel much faster than 30 mph at the Rue Marettes and Verte Rue junction.
Another exit will add to the concern. There is no infrastructure to allow for more
cars in the area, it is already busy due to the proximity of the Hospice shop.
• currently, it seems there is little restriction in the planning law to help curb or
manage the increasing amount of light pollution bought on by developments, both
in the rural parishes and in St Helier.
Minister’s detailed comments
It is explicitly acknowledged that the site is in current agricultural use, however, the Minister
for the Environment acknowledges and is grateful for the comments raised in respect of
this field being relatively less important to agriculture in the island.
It is suggested that the loss of these fields for housing would affect the local wildlife and
landscape character of the area and would also lead to increased light pollution but there is
already existing development on two sides of the site immediately west and south. In terms
of the landscape sensitivity of the site, it was assessed as having medium-low sensitivity. As
part of the development of the site, boundary features would be required to be
strengthened and enhanced to provide both visual screening and to contribute toward the
green infrastructure networks in the area.
Matters relating to traffic and specific access arrangements would need to be explored and
secured at the detailed design stage, involving the relevant highway authorities and the
developer as part of the traffic impact assessment required as part of the detailed planning
application. The potential to enhance connectivity through to the village and to provide or
enhance pedestrian, cycling and public transport infrastructure would be explored as part
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of the development of the scheme, and secured through planning obligation agreement, as
necessary.
The Minister acknowledges the parish’s comments about the management of access to any
homes provided on the site. This would need to be the subject of discussion with the
Minister for Housing and Communities and managed through the Housing Gateway.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment acknowledges the views expressed from the
representations received in regard to the proposed designation of these fields to provide
affordable housing.
The Minister recommends that the planning inspector tests the appropriateness of the
proposed use of the site, relative to the representations received, and having regard to the
evidence provided within the draft bridging Island Plan and supporting documents.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to amend the proposed designation of
Fields O594 and O595 as an affordable housing site, as set out in the draft bridging Island
Plan.
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APPENDIX 7
Fields: Field P632, La Route du Manoir, St. Peter
Summary of representations received
• Amendment - P.036/2021 (40) - Provision of Affordable Homes (Field P559 adjacent
to Field P632).
• the Jersey Farmer’s Union Council cannot support any development on greenfield
sites. However, we do understand the chronic affordable housing shortage in the
Island and have listed this designated field in order of priority to agriculture as:
“Definitely no development” due to its classification as a priority dairy zone.
• we do not believe that these fields are desirable to other dairy/other farmers
because we tried to sell an 18 vergee field (P657/8/760), which is an excellent large
easily workable field, on the other side of our farm, by tender with a local estate
agent in late 2018, and did not receive a single enquiry or bid. This clearly
demonstrates that there is no demand for agricultural land in our part of the island.
The field has not used as part of the dairy farm in recent years and it is currently
used for pigs.
• there is no doubt that we need to build more housing in the rural parishes, and that
communities such as those in and around St. Peter have a huge demand for
housing. There is all so no doubt that this area, close to the heart of St Peter’s
Village, should be further developed. However, every parish village needs (where
possible) a green, open area at its heart, with outdoor community facilities for
people of all ages to enjoy, appreciate, and relax in. This is probably the last chance
for St. Peter to deliver a proper sized Village Green.
• the proposal to develop field P632 should be rejected in favour of the field
immediately alongside. The development of field P559 would create more homes,
allow for better and more creative traffic calming measures, while safeguarding
forever a sensibly sized community village green in the heart of the parish.
• the Parish had originally planned to incorporate a small part of Field 559 St Peter as
well into their site plans for 65 homes, which has been voted on and approved 3
times by the Parish. We confirm we would be happy for Field 559 to also be used
for affordable homes.
• we desperately need more affordable homes for Jersey born residents! Without the
first-time buyer / affordable schemes many islanders will be forced to move off
island, ourselves included, due to the cost of properties and lack of them. Not only
is it impossible in the current market to be able to save a deposit when the cost of
rent is so high (higher than mortgage repayments would be!) but now also house
prices have risen to such a ridiculous cost obtaining a mortgage of that level is
totally out of reach for the average family, on an average income. We have been on
gateway band 5 to purchase with assistance for the last 5 years and our hopes and
dreams of a home on ‘Ville Du Manoir’ in St Peter were shattered when the plans
were rejected. This new bridging plan has given us hope once again that we may be
lucky enough to become home-owners.
• it is extremely important to have adequate provision to address the current pressing
issue such as supply of new homes to avoid the previous under provision of homes
by the 2011 Island Plan which then was only part resolved by the 2014 Island Plan
Review.
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Minister’s detailed comments
The Minister for the Environment acknowledges the representations received in relation to
the proposed use of this field for the provision of affordable homes both in support of and
against its use in this manner. Further the Minister acknowledges the lodging of an
amendment which seeks to include an additional affordable housing site, (Field: P 559),
adjacent to Field P632 as designated in the draft Bridging Island Plan.
The Minister notes that a further representation has been received which suggests that
Field P559 be used to provide a village green: the viability of this proposal, relative to the
willingness of the landowner to release the field for this purpose is not clear.
The current use and value of the land for agriculture and its strategic importance for the
island’s dairy industry is acknowledged, however, the Minister notes that the dairy owners
do not believe that these fields are desirable to other dairy/other farmers and that the field
is not used by the adjacent dairy for cattle.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment acknowledges the views expressed from the
representations received in regard to the proposed designation of these fields to provide
affordable housing.
The Minister recommends that the planning inspector tests the appropriateness of the
proposed use of the site, relative to the representations received, and having regard to the
evidence provided within the draft bridging Island Plan and supporting documents.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to amend the proposed designation of
Field P632 as an affordable housing site, as set out in the draft bridging Island Plan.

101

Draft Bridging Island Plan: Post-consultation report
Part 3: Minister’s statement responses
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

APPENDIX 8
Fields: Field S413, S415, S415A & S470, La Grande Route de St. Martin, St. Saviour
Summary of representations received
• Amendment - P.036/2021 (2) - Provision of Affordable Homes (Fields S413 & S415)
• Amendment - P.036/2021 (29) - Provision of Affordable Homes (Fields S415A & S470)
• the Jersey Farmer’s Union Council cannot support any development on greenfield
sites. However, we do understand the chronic affordable housing shortage in the
Island and have listed these designated fields as: “Last resort development” because
the fields are considered to be good agricultural land.
• the Five Oaks area is already considerably built up and the infrastructure,
(particularly the roads), is near breaking point as it currently stands without the
potential for 200 new houses being built on Field S530 (Princes Tower Road) and
Fields S413, S415, S415a and S470 (opposite the old JEP site). There is no mention
of the additional units due to be re-build on Les Cinq Chenes site, thus skewing
figures and seemingly attempting to hide this proposed expansion.
• Bagatelle Road is an extremely busy road and has one of the highest collision rates
on the island and the roads that feed off the Five Oaks round-about are grid lock at
school pick up / drop off times and peak times throughout the day. Do not
understand how the Government and the Parish of St Saviour can feel this is
appropriate for this location.
• there is no way the parish infrastructure and roads could cope with hundreds more
new houses, and the hundreds of cars that they would bring. The parish schools are
already at capacity, with no room to be developed, and residents have already had
to put up with the building of two massive developments in recent years, at
Belvedere and Langtry Gardens.
• St. Saviours has become a conurbation of St. Helier as it is. There is no heart to the
community just housing estates and small pockets of the community. We in St.
Saviours need a proper inclusive community.
• question how much research and thought has gone in to understanding the impact
of these proposed new houses on the area. The increased number of cars travelling
to and from the area will add to the congestion on the narrow roads coupled with
the current narrow pavements or in some places no pavements is a disaster waiting
to happen.
• as well as the pressure this will put on the infrastructure, there is also the decimation
of green space and wildlife habitat by removing the 24 vergees of fields. The
removal of these fields will have a significant impact on the minimal green space left
in the area, wildlife present and the mental health of the parishioners living in the
area - cannot believe the Parish is willing to let this happen.
• overbuilding has many negative consequences for residents and the environment,
• higher water (flood risks) and air pollution
• increased traffic fatalities especially as St Saviours which has 15 schools in the
parish
• Traffic jams, particularly at 5 Oaks roundabout
• loss of agricultural capacity
• increased car dependency
• loss of wildlife habitat
• increase risk of obesity
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•

The distribution of properties over the island is inequitable and unfair.

Minister’s detailed comments
The Minister for the Environment acknowledges the strength and level of objection
registered in relation to the proposed use of these four fields for the provision of affordable
homes to the north of Five Oaks.
The Minister notes that whilst the majority of the representations raise concern about the
impact of this potential level of development on the area, there is some qualified support
for the release of two of the fields (S470 and S415A) where any homes delivered on the site
might be provided for first-time buyers only. This issue is addressed in more detail in the
Minister’s statement response SR 28 - Tenure mix on affordable housing sites
The current use and value of the land for agriculture is acknowledged by the Minister.
The Minister is aware that there are proposals to develop other sites for housing, including
the redevelopment of Les Cinq Chenes in this part of St. Saviour which has the potential to
increase the number of homes in the locality.
The proposed housing site abuts the primary route network to the west and the creation of
safe vehicular access would be required as part of the scheme design. The proposed
redevelopment of Les Cinq Chenes, by Andium Homes, immediately to the south of the
site, presents a potential opportunity to explore integrated responses to travel and
transport issues, particularly in relation to the provision of sustainable transport
infrastructure.
The issues associated with vehicular congestion on the local road infrastructure, particularly
during the morning peak and the ‘school run’, are acknowledged and understood. The
provision of new homes, wherever they are proposed in the island, needs to be considered
within the context of the island’s sustainable transport policy, and the objectives of seeking
to reduce the need to travel and to promote more sustainable journeys when we do.
Improvements to local transport infrastructure, including crossings, footpaths and public
transport infrastructure enhancements, would be sought as an integral part of the
development of this site through the use of planning obligation agreements, where
required, to ensure the delivery of off-site changes. These can help ensure that local
journeys are safer and help to promote more sustainable choices for trips to school, the
shops, or work.
It is acknowledged that the use of these fields for the provision of affordable homes would
have some local landscape impact as the fields currently provide a visual break between the
hard edge of Les Cinq Chenes and the Greenfields secure facility complex before more
open countryside, to the east of La Grande Route de St Martin. Land to the west is,
however, already developed, having a semi-industrial character, and the site of the former
Jersey Evening Post is to be redeveloped to provide storage facilities and a new Co-op
Locale store on the edge of the settlement.
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As part of the development of the site, boundary features would be required to be
strengthened and enhanced to provide both visual screening and to contribute toward the
green infrastructure networks in the area. The development of the site would not have any
impact on designated wildlife or heritage sites.
In respect of school provision demographic modelling is undertaken and monitored by
CYPES to assess the capacity of local schools and to inform catchment management and
CYPES have advised that there is local capacity to accommodate demand which may arise
from new development.
Concerns about the use of these fields, as opposed to other sites, for the development
homes is acknowledged. The spatial strategy for the distribution of development over the
plan period is set out in the draft plan and seeks to meet most of the island’s development
needs from within the existing built-up area, where land and buildings that are already
developed, can be redeveloped at higher densities. The limited release of some greenfield
land seeks to contribute toward the provision of a proportion of the island’s affordable
homes, and to provide different forms of accommodation, including family homes. A range
of sites have been considered and assessed for this purpose, as set out in the housing site
assessment report.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment acknowledges the views expressed from the
representations received in regard to the proposed designation of these fields to provide
affordable housing.
The Minister recommends that the planning inspector tests the appropriateness of the
proposed use of the site, relative to the representations received, and having regard to the
evidence provided within the draft bridging Island Plan and supporting documents.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to amend the proposed designation of
Fields: S413, S415, S415A and S470 as an affordable housing site, as set out in the draft
bridging Island Plan.
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APPENDIX 9
Field: S530, Princes Tower Road, St. Saviour
Summary of representations received
• Amendment P.036/2021 - (2) Provision of Affordable Homes. ‘Save Our St Saviour
Campaign Group’ submission made on behalf of many residents who live in the
vicinity of Five Oaks. It supports strong objections already made by the Connétable
of the Parish and by Deputy Kevin Lewis on the basis that the area around Five Oaks
is already saturated with residential development such that the transport
infrastructure, which has an important node at the Five Oaks roundabout, as well as
the local schools and other facilities, are already operating beyond their effective
capacity.
• further substantial development is unsustainable and will be harmful to local
community interests. Five Oaks straddles three heavily used traffic routes
connecting the north-east of the Island to St Helier. A key challenge is to moderate
the damaging effects of ever-increasing through traffic on the quality and wellbeing of this local community. There is no mention of the additional units due to be
re-build on Les Cinq Chenes site, thus skewing figures and seemingly attempting to
hide this proposed expansion.
• the JFU Council cannot support any development on greenfield sites. However, we
do understand the chronic affordable housing shortage in the Island and have listed
this designated site as: “Less Important to agriculture”.
• the tick-box approach to the site assessment leads to a high score for Field 530
simply because of its proximity to infrastructure and amenities. No account is taken
of whether the infrastructure and amenities can accommodate pressures arising
from additional development without causing significant harm. The sole vehicular
access is relatively narrow and connects with Prince's Tower Road, a major traffic
route that is already heavily overloaded during peak periods.
• field 530 could be used to provide community open space thereby enhancing a
sense of well-being and local identity that has been absent from planning strategy
over recent decades. It would also support the aims of landscape protection and
biodiversity strategies.
• this unspoiled land/meadow is a rare oasis in an otherwise built-up area which has
been excellent for the wildlife and has a river/stream flowing through the middle of
it down to the pond at the bottom. The meadow is naturally sloping downwards
and there is a huge fall in height from one side of the field to the other. It is
essentially a basin that will need backfilling with approx. 500, 000 tons of stone.
There are red squirrels, several marsh harriers and kestrels which hunt over the field
every day, a barn owl, pheasants, toads, newts, wall lizards, hedgehogs, moles,
voles, mice and the occasional slow worm. At the moment there are numerous
goldfinches feeding on the seeds of the thistles. The friends we bought our
bungalow from used to be bee-keepers and originally moved to here as being a
perfect place for their hives as the field is covered with wild unsprayed plants.
Butterflies and moths, birds and insects such as the Great Green Bush Cricket,
dragonflies and mayflies are plentiful. All this wildlife spreads over into the adjacent
gardens.

105

Draft Bridging Island Plan: Post-consultation report
Part 3: Minister’s statement responses
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Minister’s detailed comments
The Minister for the Environment acknowledges the strength and level of local objection
registered in relation to the proposed use of this field for the provision of affordable
homes.
It is explicitly acknowledged that the site is in current agricultural use, however, the Minister
for the Environment acknowledges and is grateful for the comments raised in respect of
this field being relatively less important to agriculture in the island.
The Minister is aware that there are proposals to develop other sites for housing, including
the redevelopment of Les Cinq Chenes in this part of St. Saviour which has the potential to
increase the number of homes in the locality.
The issues associated with vehicular congestion on the local road infrastructure, particularly
during the morning peak and the ‘school run’, are acknowledged and understood. The
provision of new homes, wherever they are proposed in the island, needs to be considered
within the context of the island’s sustainable transport policy, and the objectives of seeking
to reduce the need to travel and to promote more sustainable journeys when we do.
Improvements to local transport infrastructure, including crossings, footpaths and public
transport infrastructure enhancements, would be sought as an integral part of the
development of this site through the use of planning obligation agreements, where
required, to ensure the delivery of off-site changes. These can help ensure that local
journeys are safer and help to promote more sustainable choices for trips to school, the
shops, or work.
The landscape character of the locality, and its sensitivity to change, has been assessed as
part of the Jersey Landscape Sensitivity Assessment, which considers this site to be of
medium sensitivity. It is evident that, being enclosed on three sides by development, its
character is heavily influenced by this, and its development would not impact significantly
on the wider landscape character. The Minister acknowledges, however, the close
relationship of the site to Swiss Valley, and care would need to be taken in terms of the
design of any scheme to limit intrusion, particularly along the southern edge of the site. As
part of the development of the site, boundary features would be required to be
strengthened and enhanced to provide both visual screening and to contribute toward the
green infrastructure networks in the area.
The development of the site would not have any impact on designated wildlife or heritage
sites; however, a biodiversity impact statement would be required to assess and mitigate
any impact. The development of the site would need to make provision for public open
space and also the need to retain and enhance existing tree cover, as appropriate, on the
site.
In respect of school provision demographic modelling is undertaken and monitored by
CYPES to assess the capacity of local schools and to inform catchment management and
CYPES have advised that there is local capacity to accommodate demand which may arise
from new development.
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Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment acknowledges the views expressed from the
representations received in regard to the proposed designation of this field to provide
affordable housing.
The Minister recommends that the planning inspector tests the appropriateness of the
proposed use of the site, relative to the representations received, and having regard to the
evidence provided within the draft bridging Island Plan and supporting documents.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to amend the proposed designation of
Field: S530 as an affordable housing site, as set out in the draft bridging Island Plan.
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APPENDIX 10
Field: S530, Field S729, New York Lane, St. Saviour - (Southern section of former
Longueville Nurseries site),
Summary of representations received
• amendment P.036/2021 - (02) - Provision of Affordable Housing
• the site is next to a preservation area, and is liable to flood
• vehicular access is difficult and served by an awkward junction
• the Jersey Farmer’s Union Council cannot support any development on
greenfield sites. Nevertheless, we do understand the chronic affordable housing
shortage in the Island. However, this designated field in order of priority to the
industry is: “Not in use for agriculture”.
Minister’s detailed comments
It is explicitly acknowledged that the site is not in agricultural use and the Minister for
the Environment acknowledges and is grateful for the comments received in this
respect.
The Minister for the Environment acknowledges the objection registered in relation to
the proposed use of this site for the provision of affordable homes, evidenced by the
lodging of an amendment which seeks the removal of the site from the draft plan as an
affordable housing site.
In terms of the issues raised in the amendment, the Minister would comment that whilst
the site and the surrounding area forms part of the catchment associated with Rue des
Prés marshland (a designated site of special interest of ecological value), to the south of
Longueville Road, the site itself does not contain, or is adjacent to any designated site
of biodiversity value. Any development of the site would need to consider any potential
impact upon biodiversity and seek to avoid or mitigate it.
It is acknowledged that the area is prone to flooding, however, this affects land to the
west and south of the site in particular. The site itself is not considered to be at risk of
flooding.
In terms of site access, the site inks to the public highway network via New York Lane
and then onto Longueville Road, which forms part of the primary route network. Any
development would need to demonstrate that safe access can be provided. The site has
previously served as a garden centre, where trip generation would have been
significantly higher than the development of a residential form of development on the
site. Local transport infrastructure improvement s would be sought as part of any
development of the site.
It is currently proposed that the site’s development for homes would be conditional
upon the restoration of the northern part of the site to an agricultural or environmental
beneficial use. This issue was raised and recommended when the site was previously
considered as part of an earlier Island Plan review. It is, however, now apparent that the
northern part of the site is well screened, and that the development activity which takes
place on this part of the site has, as a consequence, limited impact upon local landscape
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character. On this basis, the Minister would be minded to secure any further
environmental enhancement of the northern part of the site, as opposed to seeking to
change the authorised use of the land.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment acknowledges the views expressed from the
representation received in regard to the proposed designation of this field to provide
affordable housing.
The Minister recommends that the planning inspector tests the appropriateness of the
proposed use of the site, relative to the representations received, and having regard to
the evidence provided within the draft bridging Island Plan and supporting documents.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to amend the proposed designation of
Field: S729 as an affordable housing site, as set out in the draft bridging Island Plan.
The Minister would be minded to make the development of the site conditional upon
further environmental enhancement of the northern part of the site, as opposed to
requiring its restoration to agriculture or an environmentally beneficial use.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 27 - Policy H5 - States owned land
Relevant policies
Policy H5 – Provision of affordable homes
Summary of representation received
P.036/2021 (41) States’ owned land
• whilst the draft Island Plan sets out a strategy to provide affordable homes, it is insufficient
to meet demand
• all government-owned land should be being used to meet the need for affordable homes,
including land owned by government-owned companies, rather than providing open
market housing and investment opportunities
• this amendment would ensure that, except where it can be demonstrated that it is unviable
to do so, planning permission would not be granted for homes on government-owned
sites, or sites that are owned by government-owned bodies, unless they meet the planning
guidance definition of “affordable”.
Minister’s comments
The Minister for the Environment supports the premise that underpins this amendment and shares
the view that the development of States’-owned land should be used to meet the community’s
needs and aspirations. The Minister is, however, concerned to ensure that this principle is not
applied in a prescriptive manner but rather that it is place-specific and responds appropriately to
the context of different areas and sites.
In the case of the St Helier Waterfront, for example – to which this amendment would apply,
relative to the land administered by the States of Jersey Development Company on behalf of the
States of Jersey – we are presented with a significant opportunity to develop a new quarter of St
Helier that should complement and make a positive contribution to the town. There is a need to
ensure that the development of this area, and others, is undertaken in a way that leads to the
creation of a sustainable community, where there is a mix of homes supported by access to range
of community infrastructure and public facilities, including a good quality public realm and open
space, that imbues the area with a sense of place and local identity.
The Minister is concerned that a prescriptive blanket approach that focuses exclusively on the
provision of affordable homes may not be best able to deliver this objective. This point, whilst
illustrated in the context of the St Helier Waterfront, would also apply more widely.
Work is already underway to develop and provide guidance (to the States of Jersey Development
Company specifically) with the aim of maximising the proportion of affordable homes, together
with a range of other residential accommodation of varying types and tenure, to help meet the
housing aspirations of other islanders at the Waterfront, and at South Hill, while maintaining the
overall viability of schemes, including all public realm improvements and other community and
leisure uses (P.165/2020 amd. and P.69/2021).
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The Minister for the Environment favours an approach that enables a greater degree of flexibility,
through the use of area or site-specific guidance, where there is greater potential to adopt a more
tailored approach to the development of a States’-owned site or an area that addresses the most
appropriate housing mix (tenure, size and type); together with the provision and enhancement of
community infrastructure and public realm enhancement to help make Town a better place to live
and contribute to placemaking.
The Minister wants to see an end to speculative development of public land to provide by to-let
opportunities which have led to speculation.
It is vital that there is a balanced approach to future housing provision on States owned land: that
is responsive to place, site and demand delivered to meet the objectives of creating sustainable
communities.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes the comments
made and invites the inspector to explore this issue further.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to accept the proposed amendment to Policy H5,
which would result in the following changes (in red).
The Minister would however consider a more nuanced approach to achieve the objective, having
regard to both planning and other mechanisms as appropriate.

(Extract of relevant section of Policy H5 only)
Policy H5 – Provision of affordable homes
The following sites are specifically zoned for the provision of affordable homes and their
development for any other use will not be supported….
…. Where States of Jersey or States-owned companies’ land is brought forward for the
development of new homes, all of the homes provided on it should be affordable (except
where the provision of only affordable homes would render the development unviable). The
development of social rent affordable housing and affordable housing for purchase on these
sites, together with any other government-owned sites or sites to be developed by arms-length
bodies, that are brought forward for the provision of affordable homes over the plan period,
will be regulated through the grant of planning permission and planning obligation agreements
to ensure that they remain available as affordable homes in perpetuity.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 28 - Policy H5 - Tenure mix on affordable housing sites
Relevant policies
Policy H5 – Provision of affordable homes
Summary of representation received
Jersey Strategic Homelessness Board
• the Homelessness Strategy1 calls for the recommendations of the 2018 review of the social
housing register2 to be fulling implemented including:
o widening access to the Housing Gateway for additional households, such as
childless couples and single people aged between 25 and 49.
o increasing the income threshold for eligibility to social housing.
and there is the potential for this to create a dramatic increase in demand for rental
accommodation.
• affordable family-sized accommodation for rent can be difficult to deliver due to land
values and for a certain density of development to enable financial viability. The proposed
rezoned sites provide a fairly unique opportunity to develop family accommodation. The
current 20:80 spilt (in the current Island Plan) may be more appropriate in order to
maximise this opportunity for family-sized rental homes.

•

•
•

•

•
•

•

1
2

Andium Homes
housing demand can change in response to a number of influences. The demand for
homes should be regularly reviewed by the Minister for Housing & Community’s Strategic
Housing & Regeneration Team, so that action can be taken to vary the mix and tenure of
developments already planned.
tenure split: to be truly effective this should be consistent across all providers and all sites.
on an annual basis Andium Homes sells up to 60 of its existing rental homes to Gateway
First Time Buyers. This additional supply of first-time buyer homes creates a commensurate
reduction in the existing stock of rental homes. For this to be sustainable these rental
homes must be replaced.
to avoid a potential undersupply of social rented properties and in particular family houses,
the mix on the proposed rezoned sites should be reconsidered to take into account the
sale of existing rental homes to first time buyers (up to 60/annum).
maintaining the 80% rental and 20% affordable purchase ratios would increase the supply
of new rental homes by circa 160 homes.
flexibility in the tenure mix may be necessary over time, to ensure that prevailing housing
needs are met.
P.036/2021 (29) States’ owned land
Fields S470 and S415A: the homes built on these fields must be for first-time buyers only.

Homelessness Strategy Document
Review Access Social Housing
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•

purchasing, rather than renting, imbues a greater sense of belonging – of joining and
integrating into the community – and will allow the already existing community spirit to
flourish.

Minister’s comments
The Minister acknowledges the challenges highlighted in relation to the provision of rental
accommodation, and specifically family homes, to help tackle Jersey’s homelessness challenges;
and also acknowledges the potential shift in demand for rental accommodation.
The Minister also acknowledges the comments made by the Connétable of St Saviour and is
cognisant that the provision of social-rented accommodation at Les Cinq Chenes is immediately
adjacent to sites proposed for new affordable homes in St Saviour and that, in order to ensure
more resilient and mixed communities, a place-specific tailored approach to tenure mix may be
appropriate here, having regard to the provision of affordable housing across the wider area.
The draft plan already makes it clear that the required mix, type and tenure of homes to be
delivered on sites identified for affordable housing may change, in light of new evidence, over the
plan period and Policy H5 itself provides the flexibility for this to be accommodated.
The Minister, however, acknowledges that specifying a specific tenure split on the face of the policy
– currently set at 45% social rent: 55% affordable homes for purchase – does not best reflect and
respond to changes in demand or the specific housing mix requirements of a certain locality. The
housing mix (tenure, size and type) may be best dealt with through the development of
supplementary guidance for each affordable housing site, rather than on the face of the policy,
where there will be opportunity for the Minister for the Environment to consult with the Minister
for Housing and Communities, the parish and other stakeholders, to ensure that the development
of specific sites best meets island-wide and local needs.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes the comments
made and invites the inspector to explore this issue further.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to accept the proposed amendment to Policy H5,
which would result in the following changes (in red).
The Minister is, however, minded to give consideration to further amendment, to the policy
(highlighted separately in green), to provide greater flexibility in tenure mix to better meet
changing demands. The would effectively ensure that, in the case of the sites identified by the
Connétable of St Saviour, that consideration to securing the appropriate tenure mix for this site,
having regard to the provision of affordable homes throughout Five Oaks, could be arrived at
through consultation and engagement with the parish, the Minister for Housing and Communities
and housing stakeholders, to ensure provision is best tailored to needs at the time, and relative to
the area.
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Policy H5 – Provision of affordable homes
The following sites are specifically zoned for the provision of affordable homes and their
development for any other use will not be supported:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

Field G392A
Field H1186A
Field H1189
Field H1198
Field H1219
Field MN389 and MN390
Field MN410
Field O594 and O595
Field P632
Field S413
Field S415
Field S415A
Field S470
Field S530
Field S729

Grouville
St. Helier
St. Helier
St. Helier
St. Helier
St. Martin
St. Martin
St. Ouen
St. Peter
St. Saviour
St. Saviour
St. Saviour
St. Saviour
St. Saviour
St. Saviour

(0.75 hectares/4.2 vergées)
(0.45 hectares/2.5 vergées)
(0.85 hectares/4.7 vergées)
(0.40 hectares/2.2 vergées)
(1.20 hectares/6.6 vergées)
(0.90 hectares/5.0 vergées)
(0.75 hectares/4.2 vergées)
(1.00 hectares/5.5 vergées)
(1.30 hectares/7.2 vergées)
(0.70 hectares/3.9 vergées)
(0.45 hectares/2.5 vergées)
(0.30 hectares/1.7 vergées)
(0.80 hectares/4.4 vergées)
(2.00 hectares/11.1 vergées)
(0.45 hectares/2.5 vergées)

The development of the following sites, where they are co-located, will only be supported
where they are developed together, as part of a comprehensive scheme of residential
development:
•
•
•
•

Field H1186A, Field H1189 and Field H1198, St. Helier
Field MN389 and MN390, St. Martin
Field O594 and O595, St. Ouen
Field S413, Field S415, Field S415A and Field S470, St. Saviour

All of these sites (listed at 1.-15. above) Those sites listed at 1.-11. and 14.-15. above should be
developed in accordance with guidance to be issued by the Minister for the Environment and,
unless otherwise specified, in the proportions of 45% for social rent and 55% for purchase,
except where an alternative tenure split:
(i) can be justified, having regard to latest evidence of need
(ii) enables the ‘right-sizing’ of homes within the existing housing stock; or
(iii) can be justified relative to any other overriding justification.
The following sites – fields S415A and S470 (listed at 12.-13. above) – should be developed for
affordable homes for purchase only, in order that they might be accessible solely for first-time
buyers.
The following site has an existing planning permission for affordable housing and is zoned on
the proposals map for this purpose:
16. Field No. J525

St. John.

(0.6 hectares/3.3 vergées)

The development of social rent affordable housing and affordable housing for purchase on
these sites, together with any other government-owned sites or sites to be developed by armslength bodies, that are brought forward for the provision of affordable homes over the plan
period, will be regulated through the grant of planning permission and planning obligation
agreements to ensure that they remain available as affordable homes in perpetuity.
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The provision of homes to facilitate ‘right-sizing’ of existing housing stock will be subject to
occupancy conditions restricting occupancy to those who are genuinely ‘right-sizing’ from an
existing home that is either over or under-occupied.
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Policy H5 – Provision of affordable homes
The following sites are specifically zoned for the provision of affordable homes and their
development for any other use will not be supported:
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

Field G392A
Field H1186A
Field H1189
Field H1198
Field H1219
Field MN389 and MN390
Field MN410
Field O594 and O595
Field P632
Field S413
Field S415
Field S415A
Field S470
Field S530
Field S729

Grouville
St. Helier
St. Helier
St. Helier
St. Helier
St. Martin
St. Martin
St. Ouen
St. Peter
St. Saviour
St. Saviour
St. Saviour
St. Saviour
St. Saviour
St. Saviour

(0.75 hectares/4.2 vergées)
(0.45 hectares/2.5 vergées)
(0.85 hectares/4.7 vergées)
(0.40 hectares/2.2 vergées)
(1.20 hectares/6.6 vergées)
(0.90 hectares/5.0 vergées)
(0.75 hectares/4.2 vergées)
(1.00 hectares/5.5 vergées)
(1.30 hectares/7.2 vergées)
(0.70 hectares/3.9 vergées)
(0.45 hectares/2.5 vergées)
(0.30 hectares/1.7 vergées)
(0.80 hectares/4.4 vergées)
(2.00 hectares/11.1 vergées)
(0.45 hectares/2.5 vergées)

The development of the following sites, where they are co-located, will only be supported
where they are developed together, as part of a comprehensive scheme of residential
development:
•
•
•
•

Field H1186A, Field H1189 and Field H1198, St. Helier
Field MN389 and MN390, St. Martin
Field O594 and O595, St. Ouen
Field S413, Field S415, Field S415A and Field S470, St. Saviour

All of these sites (listed at 1.-15. above) should be developed in accordance with guidance to be
issued by the Minister for the Environment which will address the site-specific tenure split and,
where appropriate, the provision of homes to enable and, unless otherwise specified, in the
proportions of 45% for social rent and 55% for purchase, except where an alternative tenure
split:
(i) can be justified, having regard to latest evidence of need
(ii) enables the ‘right-sizing’ of homes within the existing housing stock; or
(iii) can be justified relative to any other overriding justification.
The following site has an existing planning permission for affordable housing and is zoned on
the proposals map for this purpose:
32. Field No. J525

St. John.

(0.6 hectares/3.3 vergées)

The development of social rent affordable housing and affordable housing for purchase on
these sites, together with any other government-owned sites or sites to be developed by armslength bodies, that are brought forward for the provision of affordable homes over the plan
period, will be regulated through the grant of planning permission and planning obligation
agreements to ensure that they remain available as affordable homes in perpetuity.
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The provision of homes to facilitate ‘right-sizing’ of existing housing stock will be subject to
occupancy conditions restricting occupancy to those who are genuinely ‘right-sizing’ from an
existing home that is either over or under-occupied.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 29 - Policy H5 - Rezoning request of Field L127, La Fraide Rue, St
Lawrence for affordable homes
Relevant policies
Policy H5 – Provision of affordable homes
Summary of representations received
•

P.036/2021 (18) Inclusion of Field L127, La Fraide Rue, St Lawrence for affordable homes

Minister’s comments
This site was not originally submitted as part of the call for sites submissions but has been scored
using the same high level suitability analysis as set out in the Housing land availability assessment
of sites report1.
The site subsequently scored as follows:
•
•
•
•

Spatial score (1-4):
Suitability Score (1-5):
Landscape Score (1-7):
Existing use Score (1-5):

1
3
6
2

Based upon this initial suitability analysis, the site performs poorly when compared to other sites,
particularly on the spatial score as it is remote from local facilities, including St. Lawrence primary
school and does not relate well to the proposed local centres of Carrefour Selous or St Lawrence
village as identified on the proposals map.
It is an active agricultural field that cannot be integrated into the nearby local centre of Carrefour
Selous and any development would be harmful to the character of this open countryside location.
It is also noted that the site cannot be served by mains drains and would need to rely on a holding
tank to be “filtered into the existing system during the night hours (22.00-06.00)”. This is not
considered to be acceptable and would not be supported.
It is on this basis, field PL127 has not been progressed as a suitable site for the development of
homes and other sites were considered more suitable.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes the comments
made and invites the inspector to explore this issue further, relative to the policy provision in the
draft plan and to those sites put forward for consideration under the auspices of an amendment to
this policy.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to support amendment 18.

1
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 30 - Policy H5 - Rezoning request of Field J939, La Route du Mont
Mado, St John for affordable homes
Relevant policies
Policy H5 – Provision of affordable homes
Summary of representations received
• P.036/2021 (18) Inclusion of Field J939, La Route du Mont Mado, St John for affordable
homes
Minister’s comments
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been undertaken, relative to
established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing land availability assessment of sites report.
This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis undertaken:
•
•
•
•

Spatial score (1-4):
Suitability Score (1-5):
Landscape Score (1-7):
Existing use Score (1-5):

1
3
6
2

Based upon this initial suitability analysis, the site performed poorly when compared to other sites,
particularly on the spatial score as it is remote from local facilities, including St. John’s primary
school and does not relate well to the proposed local centre of St John’s village as identified on the
proposals map.
Although this field is adjacent to a small hamlet, it is in a predominantly open countryside location
that cannot be integrated into the nearest local centre of Mont Mado and any development would
be harmful to the character of this area.
It is on this basis that field J939 has not been progressed as a suitable site for the development of
homes and other sites were considered more suitable.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes the comments
made and invites the inspector to explore this issue further, relative to the policy provision in the
draft plan and to those sites put forward for consideration under the auspices of an amendment to
this policy.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to support amendment 36.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 31 - Policy H5 - Rezoning request of Field P558, La Rue des Sapins, St
Peter for affordable homes
Relevant policies
Policy H5 – Provision of affordable homes
Summary of representations received
• P.036/2021 (Amendment) Inclusion of Field P558, La Rue des Sapins, St Peter for
affordable homes
Minister’s comments
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been undertaken, relative to
established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing land availability assessment of sites report1
where only the ‘best scoring’ sites were selected for further detailed site review.
This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis undertaken:
•
•
•
•

Spatial score (1-4):
3
Suitability Score (1-5):
4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2

Based upon this initial suitability analysis, the site scored well when compared to other sites and a
more detailed review has been undertaken to determine its suitability as a potential housing site.
The site relates well to the village centre of St Peter and many facilities are accessible by foot.
The site lies to the west of the village and it, together with a range of other fields in this area, were
categorised as forming part of the eastern edge fields, as part of the Jersey Landscape Sensitivity
Assessment (July 2020)2. The landscape sensitivity of this particular field is considered to be
medium and, in order to minimise the impact of its development on landscape character, there
would need to be strengthening of the eastern boundary of the site, to assist its visual integration
into the landscape. The impact of any development upon the settings of listed buildings along La
Rue des Sapins would also need to be considered.
Access to the site is problematic, as it is currently from La Verte Rue, which is a narrow/single lane
parish road and which would require widening or an alternative access provided. The site abuts La
Rue des Sapins to the north, but this is also not capable of accommodating any significant increase
in traffic. It is on this basis, that field P558 has not been progressed as a suitable site for the
development of homes and that other sites were considered more suitable.
Given that Field P632, to the south of La Verte Rue, is already proposed to be developed for the
provision of affordable homes, there may be scope to explore the potential to enhance the site’s
accessibility through the widening of La Verte Rue.
1
2

Housing land and assessment of sites
Jersey Landscape Sensitivity Study
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Should either demand or supply assumptions change as a result of recommendations made by the
planning inspector following the examination in public, then this site may be considered more
favourably, provided that an acceptable access could be secured, and its inclusion maintained the
overall supply and sustainable distribution of development, as set out in the Minister’s Statement
SR26 - Provision of affordable homes.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes the comments
made and invites the inspector to explore this issue further, relative to the policy provision in the
draft plan and to those sites put forward for consideration under the auspices of an amendment to
this policy.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is currently not minded to support the amendment, unless other
sources of supply fall away.
This is in line with the Statement SR26 - Provision of affordable homes where the Minister would
only be minded to consider amendment of the plan, involving the addition of replacement sites, to
maintain its integrity in terms of affordable housing supply and the sustainable distribution of
development.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 32 - Policy H5 - Rezoning request of Field P559, La Route du Manoir,
St Peter for affordable homes
Relevant policies
Policy H5 – Provision of affordable homes
Summary of representations received
•

P.036/2021 (40) Inclusion of Field P559, La Route du Manoir, St Peter for affordable
homes

Minister’s comments
This amendment seeks to develop part of field P559 in addition to and in conjunction with Field
P632 which already features as one of the sites proposed for the provision of affordable homes in
policy H5.
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been undertaken, relative to
established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing land availability assessment of sites report1
where only the ‘best scoring’ sites were selected for further detailed site review.
This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis undertaken:
•
•
•
•

Spatial score (1-4):
Suitability Score (1-5):
Landscape Score (1-7):
Existing use Score (1-5):

3
4
6
2

Based upon this initial suitability analysis, the site scored well when compared to other sites and a
more detailed review has been undertaken to determine its suitability as a potential housing site.
The site has many of the same good characteristics to field P632, including the spatial and
suitability scoring, as the site relates well to the village centre of St Peter and many facilities are
accessible by foot.
The site lies to the east of the village and it, together with a range of other fields in this area, were
categorised as forming part of the eastern edge fields, as part of the Jersey Landscape Sensitivity
Assessment (July 2020)2. The landscape sensitivity of this particular field is considered to be
medium and, in order to minimise the impact of its development on landscape character, there
would need to be strengthening of the eastern boundary of the site, to assist its visual integration
into the landscape.
Access to the site may be an issue as the narrow lanes north and south of it would struggle with an
intensification of use. Given that Field P632 is, however, already proposed to be developed for the
1
2

Housing land and assessment of sites
Jersey Landscape Sensitivity Study
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provision of affordable homes, there may be scope to explore the potential to enhance the site’s
accessibility as part of a more comprehensive development.
Should either demand or supply assumptions change as a result of recommendations made by the
planning inspector following the examination in public, then this site may be considered more
favourably, provided that an acceptable access could be secured; the site could be brought
forward and developed with Field P632 as a comprehensive form of development; and its inclusion
maintained the overall supply and sustainable distribution of development, as set out in the
Minister’s Statement SR26 Policy H5 on the Provision of affordable homes.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes the comments
made and invites the inspector to explore this issue further, relative to the policy provision in the
draft plan and to those sites put forward for consideration under the auspices of an amendment to
this policy.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is currently not minded to support amendment 40, unless other
sources of supply fall away.
This is in line with the Statement SR26 Policy H5 on the Provision of affordable homes where the
Minister would only be minded to consider amendment of the plan, involving the addition of
replacement sites, to maintain its integrity in terms of affordable housing supply and the
sustainable distribution of development.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 33 - Policy H5 - Rezoning request of Field MY563, La Rue de la
Rosiere, St Mary for affordable homes
Relevant policies
Policy H5 – Provision of affordable homes
Summary of representations received
• P.036/2021 (49) Inclusion of Field MY563, La Rue de la Rosiere, St Mary for affordable
homes
Minister’s comments
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been undertaken, relative to
established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing land availability assessment of sites report1.
This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis undertaken:
•
•
•
•

Spatial score (1-4):
3
Suitability Score (1-5):
3
Landscape Score (1-7) : 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2

Based upon this initial suitability analysis, the site scored well when compared to other sites and a
more detailed review has been undertaken to determine its suitability as a potential housing site.
The site is relatively close to existing village facilities with a small shop and petrol station to the east
of the site on the main road into the village and the parish primary school just north of the village
is within safe walking distance of this site. There is also good vehicular access from La Rue de La
Vallée to the west and La Rue de la Rosiere from the east: ideally, the site would be accessed from
the existing residential development immediately to the south.
The site lies to the south of the village and it was classed as an inner field which is defined as a
substantial area of open ground lying between satellite housing, as part of the Jersey Landscape
Sensitivity Assessment (July 2020). The field has some views towards the church, but its southern
gradient makes it less significant than the adjacent ‘core pasture’ fields.
The site is separated by the ‘core pasture’ fields MY 497-98 and MY564 from the village and could
not, therefore, be naturally integrated into the existing built-up area boundary, when compared to
other more suitable sites selected under Policy H5. In terms of the wider spatial strategy of the
draft plan, St Mary is less well served by transport options than other parts of the island. On this
basis was not taken forward in the draft plan.
Should either demand or supply assumptions change as a result of recommendations made by the
planning inspector following the examination in public, then this site may be considered more
favourably, provided that an acceptable access could be secured and its inclusion maintained the

1
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overall supply and sustainable distribution of development, as set out in the Minister’s Statement
SR26 - Provision of affordable homes.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes the comments
made and invites the inspector to explore this issue further, relative to the policy provision in the
draft plan and to those sites put forward for consideration under the auspices of an amendment to
this policy.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is currently not minded to support amendment 49, unless other
sources of supply fall away.
This is in line with the Statement SR26 - Provision of affordable homes where the Minister would
only be minded to consider amendment of the plan, involving the addition of replacement sites, to
maintain its integrity in terms of affordable housing supply and the sustainable distribution of
development.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 34 - Policy H5 - Rezoning request of Field MY493, La Route de
L'Eglise, St Mary for affordable homes
Relevant policies
Policy H5 – Provision of affordable homes
Summary of representations received
• P.036/2021 (50) Inclusion of Field MY493, La Route de L'Eglise, St Mary for affordable
homes
Minister’s comments
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been undertaken, relative to
established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing land availability assessment of sites report1
where only the ‘best scoring’ sites were selected for further detailed site review.
This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis undertaken:
o
o
o
o

Spatial score (1-4):
Suitability Score (1-5):
Landscape Score (1-7) :
Existing use Score(1-5):

3
3
6
2

Based upon this initial suitability analysis, the site scored reasonably well, and a more detailed
review has been undertaken to determine its suitability as a potential housing site.
The site can be integrated into St Mary's village and subsequently performed well against the
spatial and suitability scoring. As part of the Jersey Landscape Sensitivity Assessment (July 2020),
this field is, however, considered to form part of the group of the fields in the ‘inner core’ of the
village which give the village much of its character which are important in allowing unimpeded
views and helping to form an uncluttered landscape setting to core historic buildings.
It is concluded that there is no scope to accommodate housing development in this area generally,
including the development of this field, without significant adverse landscape or visual impacts
arising.
It is on this basis, field J939 has not been progressed as a suitable site for the development of
homes and other sites were considered more suitable.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes the comments
made and invites the inspector to explore this issue further, relative to the policy provision in the
draft plan and to those sites put forward for consideration under the auspices of an amendment to
this policy

1
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 35 - Policy H6 - Rezoning request of Field MN489, La Longue Rue, St
Martin for affordable over 55’s homes
Relevant policies
Policy H6 – Supported housing
Summary of representations received
• P.036/2021 (17) Inclusion of Field MN489, La Longue Rue, St Martin for affordable over55’s homes
• this site is being proposed for over-55’s housing under changes to policy H6: supported
housing
• for all homes to be allocated to St. Martin parish residents and access to them to be
administered by St. Martin’s Parish.
Minister’s comments
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been undertaken, relative to
established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing land availability assessment of sites report1.
This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis undertaken:
•
•
•
•

Spatial score (1-4):
Suitability Score (1-5):
Landscape Score (1-7):
Existing use Score (1-5):

3
4
6
2

Based upon this initial suitability analysis, the site scored reasonably well and a more detailed
review has been undertaken to determine its suitability as a potential housing site.
The site falls into an identified Local Landscape Unit (Village Edge Fields) which is recognised as
being of relatively high sensitivity and, therefore, easily damaged by development.
Although the site relates well to the sheltered housing development of La Court Clos, it clearly lies
outside of the village envelope and any development of the site would not serve to consolidate or
‘round-off’ the built form of the village.
Access to the site is quite poor and would have to be taken through La Court Clos.
The planning assessment of the site suggests that the site would not be potentially suitable for
development to provide homes, other sites were considered to be more appropriate, and the site
was not brought forward in the draft plan as a site for the provision of affordable homes.
The current amendment seeks to deliver homes in which some form of parish-assisted purchase is
provided for older parishioners based on some form of assessment of need, also undertaken by
the parish.
1
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Notwithstanding the planning assessment of this site, the Minister considers that the draft plan sets
out a mechanism to help deliver affordable homes and to enable right-sizing in a way that clearly
helps meet housing need across the island, as assessed by the Housing Gateway under auspices of
Policy H5; and also to provide a policy mechanism to provide supported homes for those people
who require form of support and care, under the auspices of Policy H6. The Minister has set out
further comments in relation to this in his statement response SR39: Demand for over 55’s and
right-sizing homes.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector has regard to the
comments above and seeks to examine whether the provision made in the draft plan to enable the
best use of the island’s housing stock, relative to the issues raised in the representations made, is
proportionate and appropriate.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to support amendment 17.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 36 - Policy H6 - Rezoning request of Field J229, La Route du Nord, St
John for affordable homes
Relevant policies
Policy H6 – Supported housing
Summary of representations received
• P.036/2021 (34) Inclusion of Field J229, La Route du Nord, St John for affordable over55’s homes
• this site is being proposed for over-55’s housing under changes to policy H6: supported
housing
• for all homes to be allocated to St. John parish residents and access to them to be
administered by the Greenwood Housing Association.
Minister’s comments
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been undertaken, relative to
established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing land availability assessment of sites report1.
This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis undertaken:
•
•
•
•

Spatial score (1-4):
3
Suitability Score (1-5):
3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2

Based upon this initial suitability analysis, the site scored reasonably well and a more detailed
review has been undertaken to determine its suitability as a potential housing site.
Whilst adjacent to the existing shelter housing complex at Maison Le Vesconte the proposed
development is a separate entity. The site is in close proximity to the village centre (under 0.25km)
and many facilities are accessible by foot.
Field JN229 lies beyond the envelope of the village and any development of the field could result
in a ribbon of development encroaching into the open, rural landscapes that stretch up to the
north coast.
As part of the Jersey Landscape Sensitivity Assessment (July 2020), this field is, however, considered
to form part of the group of the fields that comprise the ‘northern village fringe fields’: together,
they form a physical and visual buffer between the coast and St John’s Village. This, combined with
its relatively open character, and its elevation and position on the horizon, means that this area is
considered to be of high sensitivity to housing development and that any development here would
adversely affect the landscape character of the area, and damage the setting of the village.
The site is presently covered in scrub and treed, the loss of which would also have potential
implications for biodiversity.

1
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On this basis, the site is not considered suitable for development to provide homes
The current amendment seeks to deliver homes in which some form of parish-assisted purchase is
provided for older parishioners based on some form of assessment of need, also undertaken by
the parish.
Notwithstanding the planning assessment of this site, the Minister considers that the draft plan sets
out a mechanism to help deliver affordable homes and to enable right-sizing in a way that clearly
helps meet housing need across the island, as assessed by the Housing Gateway under auspices of
Policy H5; and also to provide a policy mechanism to provide supported homes for those people
who require form of support and care, under the auspices of Policy H6. The Minister has set out
further comments in relation to this in his statement response SR39: Demand for over 55’s and
right-sizing homes.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector has regard to the
comments above and seeks to examine whether the provision made in the draft plan to enable the
best use of the island’s housing stock, relative to the issues raised in the representations made, is
proportionate and appropriate.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to support amendment 34.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 37 - Policy H6 - Rezoning request of Field J236, La Rue du Cimetiere,
St John for affordable homes
Relevant policies
Policy H6 – Supported housing
Summary of representations received
• P.036/2021 (35) Inclusion of Field J236, La Rue du Cimetiere, St John for affordable
over-55’s homes
• this site is being proposed for over-55’s housing under changes to policy H6: supported
housing
• for all homes to be allocated to St. John parish residents and access to them to be
administered by the Greenwood Housing Association.
Minister’s comments
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been undertaken, relative to
established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing land availability assessment of sites report1.
This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis undertaken:
•
•
•
•

Spatial score (1-4):
Suitability Score (1-5):
Landscape Score (1-7):
Existing use Score(1-5):

3
3
7
2

Based upon this initial suitability analysis, the site scored reasonably well and a more detailed
review has been undertaken to determine its suitability as a potential housing site.
The site can be reasonably integrated into St John’s village and subsequently performed relatively
well against the spatial and suitability scoring. As a site for people aged over-55, the site is over
0.5km from the facilities in the village.
In terms of its landscape sensitivity and its capacity to accommodate development without harm to
the landscape character of the village, Field 236 is considered to have a limited physical and visual
connection to the historic village core and is visually discrete and could thus absorb new
development reasonably well.
Whilst the planning assessment of the site suggests that the site may be potentially suitable for
development to provide homes, other sites were considered to be more appropriate, and the site
was not brought forward in the draft plan as a site for the provision of affordable homes.
The current amendment seeks to deliver homes in which some form of parish-assisted purchase is
provided for older parishioners based on some form of assessment of need, also undertaken by
the parish.

1
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Notwithstanding the planning assessment of this site, the Minister considers that the draft plan sets
out a mechanism to help deliver affordable homes and to enable right-sizing in a way that clearly
helps meet housing need across the island, as assessed by the Housing Gateway under auspices of
Policy H5; and also to provide a policy mechanism to provide supported homes for those people
who require form of support and care, under the auspices of Policy H6. The Minister has set out
further comments in relation to this in his statement response SR39: Demand for over 55’s and
right-sizing homes.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector has regard to the
comments above and seeks to examine whether the provision made in the draft plan to enable the
best use of the island’s housing stock, relative to the issues raised in the representations made, is
proportionate and appropriate.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to support amendment 35.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 38 - Disability inclusion - homes for independent living
Relevant policies
Policy H6: Supported housing
Policy GD6: Design quality
Summary of representations received
P.036/2021 (22) Disability inclusion – homes for independent living
• more explicit consideration of disability and inclusion in policies aimed to support the
provision of homes for independent living.
Minister’s comments
The need to give explicit consideration for people with disability is already recognised throughout
the plan and is also referenced in the two policies proposed to be amended (Policy H6 and GD6).
As set out in the preamble to the policy it is already clear that ‘new housing must meet the diverse,
specialised needs of people with disabilities, those requiring some degree of care, and vulnerable
people in order to ensure equal access to housing and equitable social outcomes’ (draft plan;
supported housing policy preamble p. 194).
The proposed alterations also represent something of a tautology i.e. inclusive design (at GD6), by
definition, embraces the need to design for all forms of desirability.
The Minister, however, recognises that the planning system needs to be inclusive and is content to
give emphasis to the issue.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes the Minister’s
comments.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is minded to accept the proposed amendment and, as a
consequence of the amendment, to support the following changes (in red).

Policy H6 – Supported housing
To enable the supply of supported housing and homes that will support independent living for
those with disabilities and additional needs, proposals for the development of supported or
specifically designed and adapted homes, including residential care homes and extra-care
homes, will be supported in the island’s built-up areas.
Development proposals which would result in a net loss of supported homes will not be
supported except where:
i.
the proposal would result in the replacement of substandard accommodation with
homes that meet current standards; or
ii.
the replacement homes would better meet the island’s housing need.
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Policy GD6 – Design quality
A high quality of design that conserves, protects and contributes positively to the
distinctiveness of the built environment, landscape and wider setting will be sought in all
developments, in accord with the principles of good design.
Development will be supported where it can be demonstrated that the design successfully
addresses the following key principles:
1. the relationship of the development to existing buildings, settlement form and
distinctive characteristics of a place having regard to the layout, form and scale (height,
massing, density) of the development;
2. the use of materials, details, colours, finishes, signs and illumination relative to the
character and identity of the area; and its townscape or landscape setting;
3. its impact upon neighbouring uses, including land and buildings and the public realm;
4. its integration into the existing area with safe links to local spaces and places;
achievement of the highest standards of accessible and inclusive design, having regard
to the needs of those with disabilities; and the need to make provision for safe access,
movement and parking, where relevant, by all modes, giving priority to active travel and
promoting the use of low emission vehicles;
5. the need to design out crime, and the fear of crime, and to facilitate personal and
public safety and security in accordance with the principles of safety by design;
6. the protection and enhancement of green infrastructure, as an integral element of
design;
7. the operation of the development in practice and how people will access and use it on
a day-to-day basis, both now and in future, having regard to its servicing and
maintenance; and
8. the sustainable use of resources including land, natural, water, energy and materials
with storage, waste, servicing and provision of utilities integrated into the design.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 39 - Demand for over 55’s /right-sizing homes
Relevant policies
Policy H6 – Supported Housing
Policy H5 – Affordable Housing
Summary of representations received
•

some of the island’s parishes are of the view that, on the basis of waiting lists which they
maintain, there is a demand for over 55’s accommodation;

•

in order to provide right sizing accommodation, it is considered appropriate that sites be
specifically allocated for the provision of smaller, age-restricted accommodation within the
parish

•

some parish-sponsored amendments make it clear that they wish to manage the lists,
(rather than through the Government of Jersey housing gateway) and allocate the housing
to parish residents as a priority

•

sites that have been put forward for over-55’s housing, in the form of both amendments
and representations, include:
•

Field MN489, St. Martin

•

Field J229, St. John

•

Field J236, St. John

Minister’s detailed comments
The representations received are specifically for the provision of homes for people aged over-551,
to be delivered on exclusively rezoned sites for this purpose.
The demand for such households wishing to downsize (right size), as set out in the BIP, is currently
an estimate based upon demographic modelling set out in the Objective Assessment of Housing
Need which identifies the number of households and is then combined with evidence in the 2011
census2.
The 2011 Census data, when considering households aged over 55 - which is the target age band
for age restricted housing amendments proposed to the draft bridging Island Plan - indicates that:
•

across all tenures: there are 10,630 over-55’s households with one or more spare
bedrooms

1 1

The (minimum) over 55’s age restriction is derived from work undertaken in 2004 in Jersey as part of the IslandWide Strategy for the Ageing Society (ISAS) which, following engagement with agencies such as the Joseph
Rowntree Foundation, reached a view that providing homes that were age-restricted beginning at over-55 would
capture those ‘younger’ older people who may make a more proactive choice to move home (right-size), rather than
being ‘required’ to do so in later life.
2
The 2011 Census highlighted that across all age-bands, around a quarter (26%) of households were underoccupying their accommodation, that is they had at least two bedrooms more than they needed as measured by the
Bedroom Standard. The rate of under-occupation was highest for owner-occupied households (42%).
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•

for owner-occupiers: there are 9,090 over-55’s households with one or more spare
bedrooms

•

for owner-occupiers: there are 6,720 over-55’s households with one or more spare
bedroom, where this is a 3+bed house

•

for owner-occupiers: there are 5,900 over-55’s households who are under occupying with
two or more spare bedrooms (56% of all owner-occupier over 55’s)

The Minister is of the view that enabling and supporting people to move from accommodation
they are under-occupying into smaller accommodation more aligned to household size - known as
right-sizing - can help promote better efficiency in the use of the existing housing stock, and can
also help ‘release’ larger, family homes.
To assist in this process, the draft Island Plan sets out a policy framework which can assist in a
number of ways.
Policy H4: Meeting housing needs, seeks to ensure that a mix of homes is proved as part of new
development to ensure that they cater for a range of needs, by size and type. This policy can,
therefore, help to deliver smaller units of accommodation to enable right-sizing, and indeed, much
of the provision of new homes delivered under the current Island Plan has been in the form of
one- and two-bed homes.
It is also relevant to note that, since 2008 as a consequence of the work undertaken under the
auspices of the Island-Wide Strategy for the Ageing Society, the island’s building bye-laws have
been amended to ensure that all new homes provided in the island adopt lifetime homes
standards. In this respect, therefore, all new homes provided in the island since that time should
help meet the needs of the ageing society.
The draft plan also supports and enables the provision of a proportion of right-sizing homes on
those sites already proposed to be zoned for the provision of affordable homes.
In order to ensure that this policy helps deliver homes to people who are in housing need, the
policy seeks to ensure that the occupancy of any right-sizing homes would be regulated by
planning obligation, and also that eligibility to access any such provision would be restricted to
those who are genuinely downsizing and managed through the Gateway. In addition, it proposed
that mechanisms are developed and applied to ensure that the existing homes which are released
(by the ‘right-sizers’) are appropriate for, and remain available as, affordable homes for purchase in
perpetuity.
For such a policy to work, the homes that are being released from those households that are ‘right
sizing’ must also be affordable to meet the needs of households seeking to buy family homes, and
it is likely that some form of price cap will be needed.
To realise this objective – of providing right-sizing accommodation, whilst releasing larger homes
which can become affordable homes, to be accessed by people who are eligible for affordable
housing when assessed through the Housing Gateway – requires a package of policies and for the
planning system, related to the use of land, to work alongside housing policies relating to housing
need and access.
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The representations received are specifically for the provision of homes for people aged over-55,
to be delivered on exclusively rezoned sites. Estimates of demand in support of these
representations are not fully evidenced and are unlikely to have been the subject of any form of
standardised assessment of housing need (such as the assessment that would be undertaken
through the Government of Jersey Housing Gateway) and, as a consequence:
•

it is not clear on what basis access to the ‘right-sizing’ accommodation would be
determined; or

•

whether there is any conditionality attached to the homes that are to be released (in terms
of who might access them).

In this respect, therefore, these proposals essentially seek to use the planning system to rezone
land for the provision of smaller age-restricted homes; and to release larger homes on to the
market, without it being entirely clear on what basis specific planning policy intervention is
required.
In addition to specifically seeking to meet the need for affordable homes, the draft plan seeks to
enable the provision of homes for people who need some form of support – whether that is
related to the type of property provided, or whether it is related to the provision of some form of
personal or health care – under the auspices of Policy H6: Supported housing.
This policy is currently drafted where it is not prescriptive about age requirements and instead
focuses on the type of home to be provided, and currently seeks to ensure the provision of
residential care homes, and extra care homes, in particular to be delivered on existing built sites,
predominantly within the built-up areas.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector has regard to the
comments above and seeks to examine whether the provision made in the draft plan to enable the
best use of the island’s housing stock, relative to the issues raised in the representations made, is
proportionate and appropriate.
Minister’s intention
The Minister is not minded to support proposals to amend the draft plan to provide agerestricted homes where it is not clear that they are serving to help meet the need for affordable
homes (under the auspices of Policy H5); or meet the need for some form of supported housing
(under the auspices of Policy H6).
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 40 - Housing outside the built-up area
Relevant policies
Policy H8 – Housing outside the built-up area
Policy SP2 – Spatial strategy
Policy PL5 - Countryside, coast and marine environment
Summary of representations received
P.036/2021 (26) Housing outside the built-up area
• housing crisis warrants more radical response, particular given need for access to more
affordable homes
• housing is a key factor in determining quality of life, with particular impact on children’s life
chances
• the plan’s focus is to provide more homes in the island’s built-up areas, but town residents
are less satisfied with their neighbourhoods: rural residents are more satisfied with their
neighbourhoods
• the plan should be more flexible to allow more homes in the countryside, including:
o the re-use of traditional agricultural buildings
o the sub-division of existing homes
o the redevelopment of ancillary residential buildings
o small amounts of new residential development where a site, or part of a site, abuts
or is in close proximity to, the existing built-up area
o small amounts of new residential development where a site is part of an existing
and definable building group
o small amounts of new residential development where a site is adjacent to a rural
hamlet
• this would contribute to the need for homes
• would not put undue strain on rural infrastructure
• would not harm landscape character
Minister’s comments
The Minister is minded to support some enhanced flexibility in the planning policies governing the
creation of new homes in the countryside, over and above that already provided by the draft plan,
but does not support a complete relaxation of the planning policy regime.
The spatial strategy of this draft plan, and previous Island Plans before it, has been underpinned by
seeking to deliver the most sustainable pattern of development in the island, at the same time as
protecting the island’s coast and countryside, by focusing development activity in and around
existing built-up areas. Securing the sustainable development of the island is a fundamental
purpose of the island’s planning law.
The draft plan also acknowledges the need to provide homes, particularly affordable homes, and
sets out a clear and realistic strategy in order to achieve this.
The Minister acknowledges the comments made about the relative dissatisfaction of islanders with
town living. The draft plan, however, explicitly acknowledges the need to improve the experience of
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urban living in Jersey, to ensure that islanders who live in urban centres have an improved living
experience. The Minister seeks to ensure that this is achieved by improving the community
infrastructure that is available to urban residents and that, through the development of new homes
and infrastructure, the island’s urban environment is improved. Delivering more homes in the
countryside is not considered to be an appropriate response to this particular challenge and does
little to improve the urban living environment of town residents; is likely to be unaffordable and
inaccessible to many; and could have the potential to undermine the quality of the rural and
coastal environment that the draft plan seeks to protect and which are assets that the entire
community can enjoy.
The draft plan recognises that there are, however, circumstances where it may be appropriate to
support the provision of new homes outside the built-up area, by exception, and Policy H8:
Housing outside the built-up area sets these out in some detail. This already includes explicit
provision – at Policy H8, but supported by other policy elsewhere in the draft plan – to enable the
conversion of traditional farm buildings (at Policy ERE3); listed buildings (at Policy HE1) in order to
provide residential accommodation where the use for which they were designed is no longer
required or viable. The policy also sets out explicit policy tests for the re-use/conversion or
redevelopment of existing dwellings or employment buildings in the countryside to provide homes.
The draft plan also makes explicit provision to enable the creation of a separate household,
through extension or sub-division, to provide accommodation for a dependent in need of care,
where the accommodation can be re-integrated into the principal dwelling.
The Minister for the Environment is, however, willing to give further consideration to the
introduction of further flexibility to this particular provision to enable the provision of additional
households within existing, or extended dwellings in the countryside, where this can help to ensure
that optimal use is made of existing housing stock (the 2011 Census, for example, revealed that
around a quarter (26%) of households were under-occupying their accommodation, that is they
had at least two bedrooms more than they needed as measured by the Bedroom Standard. The
rate of under-occupation was highest for owner-occupied households (42%)).
In this respect, therefore, the Minister is minded to consider greater flexibility in this policy to allow
the creation of additional households within existing or extended dwellings in the countryside
where:
•
•
•

•

the provision of residential accommodation, to create additional households, satisfies
minimum internal and external space standards;
properties have sufficient services, space and infrastructure to accommodate additional
household(s);
where this does not lead to significant increases in overall potential occupancy (relative to
the number of habitable bedrooms), to ensure that this does not lead to an unsustainable
distribution of people living in the countryside; and
where this can be achieved without creeping urbanisation and adverse impacts on the
character of the countryside.

The circumstances where this is likely to apply are where the existing dwelling is reasonably large
and has physical capacity to be sub-divided/extended to allow the creation of a separate
household(s); where the number of additional bedrooms created would not significantly increase
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the potential number of people capable of living at the property; the amenity space enjoyed by the
property is sufficiently large to accommodate the necessary external private space relative to the
number of households; parking provision, and where the property has adequate services and
sewerage infrastructure, to accommodate additional households. This approach would make best
use of already developed land and buildings and would have the potential to offer further support
to, for example, multi-generational living, without creating undue strain upon the services and
facilities in the countryside.
The Minister may also seek to use planning obligation agreements to ensure that units that may be
created to accommodate a separate household cannot be sold separately to ensure that the
integrity of the property is maintained and that, if necessary and appropriate, it might be converted
back to a larger unit in the future, should that better serve the island’s housing needs, such as
multi-generational living.
The Minister does not, however, consider that introducing wider flexibility into the draft plan to
enable the provision of more homes throughout the island’s countryside – by, for example allowing
new dwellings to be constructed within the grounds of existing residences, building groups or
hamlets; or the conversion of ancillary residential buildings into homes - is an appropriate response
to the need to provide more homes. It is considered that the cumulative impact of this could be
significant and would undermine the spatial strategy of the draft plan (and previous Island Plans)
resulting in:
• a less sustainable pattern of development, in terms of the need to travel by private car; and
access to services and infrastructure; and
• the creeping urbanisation of the countryside, with potential adverse impact on rural
character.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes the comments
made and invites the inspector to explore this issue further, relative to the policy provision in the
draft plan and those sites put forward for consideration under the auspices of an amendment to
this policy.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to accept the proposed amendment to Policy H8,
and the consequential implications of so doing for Policy SP2: Spatial strategy; and PL5:
Countryside, coast and marine environment, which would result in the following changes (in red).
The Minister is, however, minded to give further consideration to changes (to Policy H8),
(highlighted in green separately) below:

Policy H8 – Housing outside the built-up area
Proposals for new residential development outside the built-up area will not be supported
except where:
1.

in the case of an extension to an existing dwelling:
a. it remains, individually and cumulatively, having regard to the planning history of
the site, subservient to the existing dwelling and does not disproportionately
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2.

3.
4.

5.

6.

increase the size of the dwelling in terms of gross floorspace, building footprint or
visual impact; and
b. it does not facilitate a significant increase in occupancy.
in the case of an extension or it involves the sub-division of part of an existing dwelling
that would lead to the creation of a separate households:
a. the accommodation is required to provide independent accommodation for
someone who requires a high degree of care and/or support for their personal
wellbeing and health; and
b. where the accommodation is capable of re-integration into the main dwelling.
the development would represent the optimal viable use of a traditional farm building,
where no alternative employment use is appropriate; or, a listed building.
in the case of the conversion of other existing employment buildings, where the
redundancy of employment use is proven and the principle of change of use to
residential development is acceptable having regard to other policy considerations;
where its re-use and adaptation delivers demonstrable environmental benefits through
reduced intensity of use and visual improvement to the building and its setting.
in the case of the redevelopment of existing dwellings, involving demolition and
replacement, the replacement dwelling:
a. is not larger than that being replaced in terms of gross floorspace, building
footprint and visual impact, except where any increase can be justified having
regard to functional needs or necessary improvements to the standard of
accommodation;
b. does not facilitate a significant increase in occupancy; and
c. gives rise to demonstrable environmental gains, contributing to the repair and
restoration of landscape character.
in the case of redevelopment of existing buildings in employment use, involving
demolition and replacement, where redundancy is proven and the principle of change
of use to residential development is acceptable having regard to other policy
considerations, significant environmental gains can be delivered through improved
design and appearance of the land and building(s); the repair and restoration of
landscape character; and reduced intensity of occupation and use.

Proposals to extend the boundaries of new or existing residential development into agricultural
or open undeveloped land in the green zone or Coastal National Park will not be supported.
Policy SP2 – Spatial strategy
Development will be concentrated within the island’s built-up area, as defined on the proposals
map.
In particular, development will be focused within the island’s primary main urban centre of
Town which will accommodate much of the island’s development needs. Development will also
be focused within the secondary main urban centre of Les Quennevais.
More limited development will take place within the island’s local centres, with the scale of
development related to local community need and context, as well as support for some parts of
the island’s economy. In order to support their vitality and sustainable growth, some limited
expansion of local centres will take place, where sites are identified in the Island Plan.
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In smaller settlements, development will be much more limited.
Outside the defined built-up area, within the countryside, around the coast and in the island’s
marine environment, development will only be supported where a coast or countryside location
is justified, appropriate and necessary in its location; or where it involves the conversion,
extension and/or subdivision of existing buildings. Development in the Coastal National Park
will be very limited to protect its outstanding landscape and seascape character.
The appropriate development of previously developed land and of under-utilised land and
buildings will be supported. In particular, development which makes the most efficient use of
land, and which optimises the density of development, will be encouraged.
Proposals for land reclamation will be supported where they provide an appropriate response
to increase the Town’s resilience to the impact of climate change and where their
environmental impacts are acceptable or can be appropriately managed and/or mitigated.
Policy PL5 - Countryside, coast and marine environment
Development proposals in the countryside, around the coast and in the marine environment
should protect or improve its character and distinctiveness. Where relevant, they should also
protect or improve the special landscape and seascape character, and special qualities, of the
Coastal National Park and its setting, and be compatible with the purposes of the park.
To protect the countryside and coast and to ensure development is concentrated in the most
sustainable locations, the development of new homes will not be supported except in very
limited circumstances.
To protect the countryside and coast and to ensure development is concentrated in the most
sustainable locations, the development of new homes will be supported in limited
circumstances including the conversion, extension and/or sub-division of existing buildings.
Where a coast or countryside location is justified, and where any impact will be limited, the
provision or enhancement of sports, leisure and cultural facilities that supports the health,
wellbeing and enjoyment of islanders and visitors will be supported.
Agricultural land will be protected, particularly where its characteristics mean the land is of
high-quality and value to the agricultural industry.
Economic development that supports the maintenance and diversification the rural and island
economy will be enabled here, where the location of development is justified and appropriate;
or where it involves the reuse or redevelopment of already developed land and buildings,
where it is appropriate to do so.
The development of sites and infrastructure that help meet the island’s strategic needs for
minerals, waste management, energy and water will be supported in the countryside, around
the coast and in the marine environment, where it is demonstrated to be in the island’s
strategic interest, and where its impact can be avoided, minimised, mitigated or compensated.
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Development proposals located in the marine environment will not be supported except where
a marine location is demonstrated to be essential.
The Minister for the Environment is willing to give further consideration to the introduction of further
flexibility based on the following changes (in green).
Policy H8 – Housing outside the built-up area
Proposals for new residential development outside the built-up area will not be supported
except where:
1.

2.

3.
4.

5.

6.

in the case of an extension to an existing dwelling:
a. it remains, individually and cumulatively, having regard to the planning history of
the site, subservient to the existing dwelling and does not disproportionately
increase the size of the dwelling in terms of gross floorspace, building footprint or
visual impact; and
b. it does not facilitate a significant increase in occupancy.
in the case of an extension or where it involves the sub-division of part of an existing
dwelling that would lead to the creation of a separate households:
a. the accommodation is required to provide independent accommodation for
someone who requires a high degree of care and/or support for their personal
wellbeing and health;
b. the accommodation is capable of allowing the creation of additional households,
where they meet minimum internal and external space standards and specifications
for homes, within the existing or extended dwelling;
c. it does not facilitate a significant increase in potential occupancy; and
d. where the accommodation is capable of re-integration into the main dwelling
the development would represent the optimal viable use of a traditional farm building,
where no alternative employment use is appropriate; or, a listed building.
in the case of the conversion of other existing employment buildings, where the
redundancy of employment use is proven and the principle of change of use to
residential development is acceptable having regard to other policy considerations;
where its re-use and adaptation delivers demonstrable environmental benefits through
reduced intensity of use and visual improvement to the building and its setting.
in the case of the redevelopment of existing dwellings, involving demolition and
replacement, the replacement dwelling:
a. is not larger than that being replaced in terms of gross floorspace, building
footprint and visual impact, except where any increase can be justified having
regard to functional needs or necessary improvements to the standard of
accommodation;
b. does not facilitate a significant increase in occupancy; and
c. gives rise to demonstrable environmental gains, contributing to the repair and
restoration of landscape character.
in the case of redevelopment of existing buildings in employment use, involving
demolition and replacement, where redundancy is proven and the principle of change
of use to residential development is acceptable having regard to other policy
considerations, significant environmental gains can be delivered through improved
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design and appearance of the land and building(s); the repair and restoration of
landscape character; and reduced intensity of occupation and use.
Proposals to extend the boundaries of new or existing residential development into agricultural
or open undeveloped land in the green zone or Coastal National Park will not be supported.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 41 - Disability inclusion in the historic environment
Relevant policies
Policy HE1: Protecting listed buildings and their settings
Policy HE3: Protection or improvement of conservation areas
Summary of representations received
P.036/2021 (24) Disability inclusion – access to listed buildings
• to ensure that consideration for disability and inclusion are more explicitly incorporated
within the justification to Policy HE1, and with regard to proposals to change historic
buildings.
Minister’s comments
The Minister recognises that everyone should be able to enjoy easy and inclusive access to the
historic environment. Removing the barriers to access can allow many more people to use and
benefit from the historic environment, and if done sensitively need not compromise the ability of
future generations to do the same.
While the needs of disabled people must be a priority, the Minister acknowledges that easier
access will benefit almost everyone at some stage in their lives. Whether during pregnancy, as a
parent pushing a buggy or an older person who is finding steps a bit harder to manage, thoughtful
and effective design for our access needs can be of wider benefit.
Making it easier to use buildings and their surrounding landscapes can also be a legislative
requirement and provisions exist in legislation to support this whilst recognising the need to
protect the character of the historic environment and to deliver practicable solutions.
The draft plan – both in Policy HE1 for listed buildings and places; and Policy HE3 for conservation
areas – already makes explicit provision for works to be undertaken which may affect the historic
environment but where there is an overriding public policy objective. The supporting text, at p. 125,
final paragraph, makes explicit reference that this might be related to improving access for people
with disability.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends the planning inspector notes the Minister’s
comments.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is minded to accept the proposed amendment, and to propose
the following change (in green) on p.124, after the second paragraph.
Inclusive design
Everyone should be able to enjoy easy and inclusive access to the historic environment. Listed
buildings and places may need to be modified to meet existing access needs as well as the
changing needs of occupants and users. Removing barriers to access can allow many more
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people to use and benefit from the historic environment. If sensitively designed this need not
compromise the ability of future generations to enjoy heritage and to access these
environments.
Understanding the significance of a building is a vital first step in thinking about how much it
can be changed to ensure sensitive interventions. In most cases access can be improved
without compromising the special interest of historic buildings and it is rare when nothing can
be done to improve or facilitate access. By undertaking a careful process of research,
consultation and creative exploration of alternatives, good quality solutions are usually possible.
The provision of improved access can be an important part of a sustainable approach to caring
for the historic environment without compromising the significance of special places.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 42 - Disability inclusion in active travel
Relevant policies
Policy TT1: Safe and inclusive travel
Proposal 27: Active travel network
Policy TT2: Active travel
Summary of representations received
P.036/2021 (21) Disability inclusion – active travel
• more explicit consideration of disability and inclusion in the pre-amble to active travel;
• explicit reference should be made to the Disability Inclusion Group as a stakeholder in the
development of any supplementary planning guidance for the active travel network;
• public realm enhancement/active travel schemes should take account of the specific
requirements of people with disabilities.
Minister’s comments
The need to give explicit consideration for people with disability is already recognised throughout
the plan.
The pre-amble to the travel and transport section includes a section (on p.251) which sets out the
Jersey mobility hierarchy – as set out in the Sustainable Transport Policy - at the top of which are
children, elderly people, and people with sensory or mobility impairments.
The Minister recognises, however, that it is important that those aspects of the planning system,
including all aspects of travel, which touch on the lives of islanders, need to be inclusive and should
embrace and engage with those with experience of all forms of disability, and not just those with
mobility or sensory impairments. This can be effected by engagement with the Disability Inclusion
Group which has been established under the auspices of the Disability Strategy.
The plan already makes clear, as set out in Proposal 27 and 28: Active travel network and Public
Realm Works Programme, that all public realm enhancement/active travel schemes will be the
subject of stakeholder engagement which would include people with disabilities and their
representative agencies.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes the Minister’s
comments.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is minded to accept the proposed amendment and, as a
consequence of the amendment, to support the following changes (in red) but is also minded to
propose his own changes (in green).
p.251: preamble to TT1: Safe and inclusive travel
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Jersey mobility hierarchy
The Jersey mobility hierarchy, shown in figure TT1, recognises that access to travel and
transport choices and priority in the use of road space is different for people with different
needs, including children, the elderly and people with impairments and differ forms of disability,
and for different modes of travel. Access to travel and transport is also affected by other forms
of disability and not just those related to mobility and sensory impairment. This can create and
exacerbate inequality and can undermine the safety and sustainability of the island’s transport
system.
Adoption and application of the mobility hierarchy in decision-making, to inform infrastructure
priorities and to assess development proposals, can encourage safer and more sustainable
travel options and reduce the need for private vehicle use. Development proposals will be
required to demonstrate how they have sought to accommodate the travel and transport
needs of all users of the development – including those of people with all forms of disability either as part of a design statement, or through the specific preparation of a travel plan. It
should also set out how it meets the needs of the most vulnerable users as a priority.
Development should not be undertaken where there is a negative impact to those higher up
the hierarchy by the introduction of an initiative for a lower-level user or mode.

Policy TT1 – Integrated safe and inclusive travel
The contribution to safe and integrated travel will be a consideration in all development
proposals. Proposals will be supported where:
1.

the development is safe, inclusive and accessible to all users and modes of transport,
having regard to:
a. its integration with and connection to the existing transport network;
b. the requirements of the emergency services;
c. the need to ensure that all stages of a journey to and from the development can be
undertaken safely, for all users, by ensuring the development complies with the
road safety audit policy; and
d. the amount and type of traffic generation and the capacity of the local network to
accommodate it.

2. it can be demonstrated that consideration has been given to, and provision made for:
a. the travel needs of children, elderly people and people with sensory or mobility
impairments and other forms of disability, as a priority; and
b. the promotion of walking and cycling in the design and use of the proposed
development.
Development which compromises the physical integrity and / or proper functioning of the
island highway network, comprising local routes (minor roads); secondary routes (B and C
roads); and the primary route network (A and some B roads) will not be supported.
Development which has the potential to generate significant amounts of movement must be
supported by a transport assessment and a travel plan, as appropriate.
p.253: preamble to TT2: Active travel
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Active travel
This Island Plan encourages active travel, to support more walking and cycling and similar
active forms of travel and requires development to make provision for it through design and
delivery. This will further support the vision of the STP active travel plan, which will set out how
we will make active walking and cycling journeys safer and easier for islanders of all abilities,
including people with disabilities.
Secure and conveniently located cycle parking facilities should be provided in all new
developments that have the potential to attract cyclists, to help encourage use of bikes. Where
appropriate, developments will also need to make provision for changing rooms, showers,
drying facilities and lockers, together with electric charging infrastructure. Standards for the
provision of cycle parking and associated infrastructure will be set out in supplementary
planning guidance, to be issued by the Minister for the Environment.
In developments where the required cycle parking facilities cannot be accommodated (e.g. in
certain compact town centre sites), financial contributions will be expected towards public
provision of alternative facilities elsewhere. Commuted payments from various developments
may be pooled to provide public cycle parking within a locality.
The STP active travel plan will identify opportunities to create an island-wide active travel
network (ATN) and identify a programme of active travel infrastructure initiatives to support
and enable safe and sustainable travel choices.
The active travel network will provide key routes that put non-motorised users first. It will
identify key cycle corridors and explore improvements in modal interface at the harbour and
the airport. It will provide safe routes linking homes to local trip attractors including education,
public transport hubs, retail, leisure facilities, workplaces and green spaces, whilst at the same
time creating better connectivity within and around St Helier.
The establishment of an active travel network provides significant opportunity for investment in
placemaking to stimulate activity as well as encouraging a shift in travel behaviour towards
sustainable modes. It will also enable the creation of safe and supportive routes to schools that
will encourage and embed the ease and pleasantness of active travel into everyday journeys. As
the active travel plan, and proposals to develop an active travel network, emerges over the plan
period, the Minister for the Environment will develop and issue supplementary planning
guidance to help determine where development proposals might be required to contribute
directly to the development of the network, or to enter into an agreement to make an
appropriate financial contribution to its development.

Proposal – Active travel network
The Minister for the Environment will develop and publish supplementary planning guidance
(SPG) for the active travel network (ATN) to determine where development proposals might be
required to contribute directly or indirectly to the development of the network.
As part of the development of any supplementary planning guidance for the active travel
network, the Minister for the Environment will consult the Minister for Infrastructure; the relevant
parish(es); stakeholders, including the Disability Inclusion Group; and members of the public.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 43 - Coastal National Park
Relevant policies
Policy PL5 – Countryside, coast and the marine environment
Policy NE3 – Landscape and seascape character
Summary of representations received
• Amd P.036/2021 (30) Coastal National Park
• The proposed extension of the Coastal National Park should be limited to that proposed in
the intertidal zone and shallow water around the offshore reefs.
• The interior agricultural land embraced by the proposed extension is not considered to be
of highly sensitive or valuable landscape quality; and the need to protect it further has not
been justified
• The proposed extension would affect a large number of properties, including large houses
and gardens
• It is not clear what the implications of the proposed extension of the CNP are for the
management of land and activities within it. Landowners and farmers are concerned about
the implications for land management practices and public access
• The process for defining the new boundaries of the CNP is not sufficiently open and
inclusive
• The CNP should be established in law to enable
o its purpose to be clearly defined
o comprehensive consideration of planning and land management
o international recognition
o community engagement as part of the development of the management plan for
the CNP
Minister’s comments
Quality of landscape and seascape character
Jersey’s Coastal National Park was originally established in 2011, with its extent informed by the
Countryside Character Appraisal1, embracing all those parts of the island of highly sensitive and
most valuable landscape quality.
The draft bridging Island Plan has revised the spatial extent of the park drawing on the more recent
Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment2 and the Coastal National Park
Boundary Review3.
This has extended the park boundary to more comprehensively embrace those parts of the island
that are of outstanding landscape quality and, most significantly, embrace the island’s unique
intertidal zones and the shallow waters around its offshore reefs, which are of outstanding
seascape character.
Countryside Character Appraisal (1999)
Jersey Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment (2020)
3 Jersey Coastal National Park Boundary Review (2021)
1

2
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The Minister does not accept the assertion that those parts of the island comprising interior
agricultural land and proposed to be embraced by the proposed extension of the CNP are not of
outstanding landscape character. The assessment of the landscape character of these areas, set out
in the ILSCA, clearly identifies that these areas of the island’s interior agricultural plateau are of
significant landscape value: the western coast and headlands farmland; the north coast; and north
east farmland character areas (identified as E1-E3 respectively), are variously described as
representing Jersey’s rural heartland and containing some the island’s oldest field networks;
providing expansive views (across countryside and to the sea); and maintaining a traditional rural
character. The fact that these areas are working landscapes – a role highlighted by the
representations from the island’s farming community – is no reason why the landscape character
generated by such management and use should not be recognised and protected. It is relevant to
note that the existing CNP already embraces agricultural land in St Ouen’s Bay.
It is acknowledged that, by extending the CNP, it will affect a greater number of properties. This is
acknowledged and accepted, but the Minister considers it important to better protect the
landscape and seascape character and context of the areas in which these properties sit,
irrespective as to whether they already enjoy other forms of designation (such as listed buildings,
where a greater level of regulation exists to protect their architectural and historic interest). The
CNP already embraces a large number of residential properties, including large listed manor
houses and their gardens (e.g. Noirmont Manor).
Purposes of the CNP in the Island Plan
The draft Island plan makes it explicit that the primary purpose of the proposed extension of the
CNP is to afford the highest level of protection from development to the landscape and seascape
character of this area. This is based on the outstanding value of that character – as assessed by the
ILSCA – and the fact that it is sensitive to the impact of development and has a limited capacity to
accommodate new development without harm to that character.
This objective for the designation is explicitly stated in the draft plan and is the principal focus of
the planning policy regime set out in the plan, principally represented by Policy NE3: Landscape
and seascape character. This clearly states that the highest level of protection will be given to the
protection of landscape and seascape character in the CNP.
The Minister is strongly of the view that there is a need to ensure that Jersey’s special landscapes
enjoy the highest levels of protection. Whilst there have been some prominent development
schemes that have drawn much public interest, the continued need for development in the island
means that there is constant pressure on the countryside, manifest through a gradual accretion of
development and a suburbanisation of the landscape and loss of inherent character and the
qualities that contribute to that character which justifies the need for higher levels of protection for
those areas of outstanding value in the countryside not currently embraced by the CNP. There
have been some particularly insensitive schemes around the island’s coastline and this plan clearly
sets out the need to ensure that regard is had to the impact of development on both landscape
and seascape character as a material consideration. The Minister is of the view that there is also a
need to ensure that development which might be outside of areas of sensitive landscape and
seascape value, but which might have an affect on it, are also captured by the policy, by virtue of
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the need to consider the impact of development on the setting of the CNP as well as the impact
upon any coastal units, as defined by the ILSCA.
There is clear concern that the proposed expansion of the CNP in the draft plan will have
implications for the management of land and for public access to land within the area designated
as the CNP. This view is expressed by the island’s agricultural industry and some landowners.
The draft Island Plan is clear, however, that whilst it seeks to ensure that development that is within
the CNP is compatible with the purposes of the park, it does not, represent or confer any
regulatory regime or proposals related to either land management (where it does not involve
development); or the enabling of public access. The draft plan is clear that it can only affect
decisions for activities that involve the development of land and buildings. Other aspects
associated with the national park, including land management, are external to the planning process
and are not regulated by the Island Plan where they do not require planning permission.
When the CNP was first designated, as a planning policy zone, in the 2011 Island Plan, it was
supported by a proposal to develop and adopt a Coastal National Park Management Plan4, in cooperation with other public and private agencies, interest groups, landowners and farmers. It was,
thus, explicit at the outset, that the progression of the purposes of the park were outwith and
entirely separate from the planning policy regime provided by the Island Plan.
Whilst the Minister acknowledges and understands the legitimate concerns that have been
expressed, about the implications of CNP designation for land management and access, he
remains of the view they are not relevant or material to consideration of the planning policy
framework set out in the draft Island Plan.
Implications of designation
Concern has been expressed that the implications of an expanded CNP are not clear for owners of
land and property and will adversely their enjoyment of it. Issues wrongly associated with land
management and public access have been addressed above: the planning implications are
addressed below.
The Minister does not accept these assertions in so far as they relate to planning matters and the
regulation of development activity. All development proposals outside the built-up area, or where
they affect the setting of the CNP or a coastal unit, will be subject to the policy provisions of Policy
NE3: Landscape and seascape character. This will require applicants to demonstrate that their
proposal does not harm the landscape or seascape character of the area. This provision applies
across the island’s countryside and surrounding waters.
There is a higher level of protection given by Policy NE3 to the landscape and seascape character
of the CNP because of its greater sensitivity and limited capacity for new development.
Development proposals in the CNP will also need to ensure that they are compatible with the
purposes of the CNP.

4

See Proposal 5: Coastal National Park Management Plan
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This particular consideration is supported by the policy regime for different forms of development
outside the built-up area that is clearly set out by other parts of the plan e.g. Policy H8: Housing
outside the built-up area; Policy ERE5: New or extended agricultural buildings.
The draft Island Plan proposes the review of permitted development rights in the CNP and concern
has been expressed that this will interfere with the property rights of individuals living there and
will be unduly burdensome to administer.
Because of the special quality of the landscape in the Coastal National Park, the Minister wants to
undertake further work to explore whether changes should be made to the rules which govern
whether planning permission is required for minor works to buildings and places in the park. This
will require change to secondary legislation5 and will, as a necessity, involve consultation with
people who live and work in the Coastal National Park, as well as those who visit and use it, or have
an interest in its protection. The regulatory impact of any such change would also need to be part
of this consideration. It is relevant to note that the proposals to review permitted development
rights in the CNP is already a proposal in the current Island Plan.
Consultation and engagement
Several commentators have raised concerns that the process of defining new boundaries for the
CNP has not enabled sufficient engagement and consultation with those affected by it. The
Minister strongly refutes these assertions.
A workshop was held, run and managed by the contractor Fiona Fyfe Associates, as an integral part
of the work undertaken to review the national park boundaries. This was stakeholder workshop and
representative organisations were invited to participate: a list of invites is attached at appendix 1.
The proposed boundaries of the Coastal National Park are those that ae presented and published
by the Minister for the Environment in the draft Island Plan.
The approval of an Island Plan follows the most rigorous, open and democratic process of all
corporate policy tools developed by the Government of Jersey, as prescribed by law. It includes
public consultation; independent professional scrutiny; and consideration by the island’s elected
assembly.
On this basis, the Minister is entirely satisfied that if and when the new plan and its constituent
parts – including consideration of the proposed Coastal National Park boundary – are approved it
will have been through an exacting and open process in which anyone with any interest in the
matter will have had an opportunity to participate, both directly and indirectly, and will have had
opportunity to have their views heard and considered.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector explores the validity of
the representations made relative to:
• the basis for the spatial extent of the proposed Coastal National Park having regard to its
landscape and seascape quality
• the purposes of the proposed policy to protect and improve the landscape and seascape
character of this area

5

Planning and Building (General Development) (Jersey) Order 2011
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•

the implications of proposed extension of the CNP relative to the expressed purposes of
the park, and whether these objectives, might be better delivered through other
mechanisms.

Relative to third bullet, the Minister would also request the inspector to consider an alternative
option outlined below.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not currently minded to change the proposed designation of
the Coastal National Park, as set out in the draft Island Plan.
It is, however, the Minister’s primary objective to ensure that the island’s most outstanding
landscapes and seascapes enjoy the highest levels of protection from development, to ensure that
their landscape and seascape character is protected or improved, and the Minister would, having
regard to the issues raised above, invite the planning inspector to consider the following
option to achieve this objective, where changes would be made to spatial definitions, policy and
proposals in the draft plan (in green) involving:
• retention of the CNP as defined in the current Island Plan, and associated proposed policy
regime for the CNP;
• designation of an outstanding landscape and seascape character area (OLASCA) (to replace
the area that would be embraced by the existing and proposed extension of the CNP) in
the draft plan (involving consequential changes to other policies in the plan to replace CNP
with OLASCA);
• a new proposal in the draft plan to establish a legal basis for Jersey’s CNP; and to review its
boundaries and management (to be undertaken outside of and separate to the Island Plan)
in accord with the proposed States Member amendment.

Figure: Coastal National Park
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Figure: outstanding landscape and seascape character area (OLASCA)
Main policy amendments: other consequential amendments would need to be made accordingly,
relative to areas defined above.
Policy PL5 - Countryside, coast and marine environment
Development proposals in the countryside, around the coast and in the marine environment
should protect or improve its character and distinctiveness. Where relevant, they should also
protect or improve the special landscape and seascape character of the outstanding
landscape and seascape character area, and the special qualities of the Coastal National Park
and its setting, and be compatible with the purposes of the park…
Proposal – Change permitted development rights in the outstanding landscape and
seascape character area Coastal National Park
The Minister for the Environment will explore changes to permitted development rights in the
outstanding landscape and seascape character area Coastal National Park in order to
better protect its fragile and sensitive landscape character. This will include consultation with
stakeholders on any proposed changes to the Planning and Building (General Development)
Order.
Policy NE3 – Landscape and seascape character
Development must protect or improve landscape and seascape character.
The highest level of protection will be given to the outstanding landscape and seascape
character area, and its setting.
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Coastal National Park, and its setting, and Development within the Coastal National Park, and
its setting, it should protect or improve its special qualities and be compatible with the
purposes of the park including:
a. the conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage
of the park, and
b. the public understanding and enjoyment of its special qualitiesError! Bookmark not defined.….
Proposal - Coastal National Park legislation
The Minister for the Environment will work with the Minister for Economic Development,
Tourism, Sport and Culture, and, further to consultation with the Council of Ministers, will
bring forward for approval by the States Assembly, proposals for the establishment of the
Coastal National Park in law with appropriate provisions and mechanisms for:
a. the management and regulation of land use and activities within the Park;
b. the promotion of the purposes of the Park;
c. public and community consultation to inform such management, regulation and
promotion functions;
d. reviews of the spatial extent of the Park and determining changes thereto in consultation
with relevant stakeholders including owners, occupiers and users of land affected by such
reviews; and
e. the funding of the activities described above
Proposal - Coastal National Park review
Following the establishment of a legal basis for the Coastal National Park, the Minister for the
Environment will work with the Minister for Economic Development, Tourism, Sport and
Culture, and, further to consultation with relevant stakeholders including owners and
occupiers of land within the Coastal National Park, will bring forward for approval by the
States Assembly proposals for the clearer definition and understanding of the boundaries of
the Coastal National Park to exclude land where it falls within the Interior Agricultural Plateau
as defined in the Jersey Integrated Landscape and Seascape Assessment Report, 2020.
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Appendix 1

Coastal National Park Review
Stakeholder workshop
Thursday 24 September 2020
St Paul’s Centre, St Helier
List of invited stakeholders
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

Société Jersiaise
Jersey Farmer’s Union
Royal Jersey Agricultural and Horticultural Society
Jersey Heritage
Save Jersey’s Heritage
Channel Island Occupation Society
Save Our Shoreline
Durrell
Jersey Bat Group
Jersey Trees for Life
Biodiversity Partnership
Jersey in Transition
Jersey Action Group
Jersey Aquaculture Association
Jersey Marine Conservation
Blue Marine
Ramsar Management Authority
Ports of Jersey
Les Ecréhous Residents Association
Les Minquiers’ Residents Association
St Brelade’s Bay Association
Save Jersey’s Heritage
Visit Jersey
Jersey Hospitality Association
Jersey Chamber of Commerce
Jersey Construction Council
Women’s Institute
Jersey Water
Association of Jersey Architects
MS Planning
KE Planning
Expand Planning
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 44 - Policy GD5 - Demolition
Relevant policies
GD5 – Demolition and replacement of buildings
Proposal – Design statements and statements of sustainability’
Summary of representations received
• Concerns about the implementation challenges experienced with the equivalent policy in
the 2011 Island Plan.
• The requirement to provide the information described in the policy is both onerous and
costly to applicants and will force the applicant to consider more-detailed design issues at
an earlier stage.
• Accurate peer-reviewed data as to the embodied carbon of building materials and
components is simply not available.
• Ugly, poorly built and designed post-war housing (particularly small bungalows from the
1960-80s) within the countryside areas, often on large plots - these houses are a visual
'blight' upon the countryside and should be allowed to be replaced with much more
attractive, better constructed and more energy-efficiency houses for those with growing
families who can afford a better-quality home, thereby releasing their existing houses for
those one step further down the housing ladder.
• This is a laudable aim, but it must be considered in relation to the very particular challenges
that Jersey faces - i.e: a serious house shortage on a very limited landmass leading to
unaffordable housing for a large proportion of residents.
• We should concentrate our efforts to reduce carbon emissions in other ways rather than
contributing to the social problems and inequities of the island by restricting a perfectly
reasonable method of supplying good quality new homes to the market through what
appears to be a virtual moratorium on replacement buildings.
• Uncertainty as to how the data supplied in the application to evidence the policy
requirement will be checked by planning officers who do not have the skills to make the
assessment.
• The economic viability of demolition should be defined
• Request for a template to be produced to support the provision of information. Is specialist
report required or will planning produce a template which can be submitted? This may be
easier and less costly to produce if we are trying to reduce costs.
• Careful consideration must be given to buildings that service the visitor economy that are
no longer fit for purpose.
Minister’s detailed comments
Background
A demolition and replacement of buildings policy was first introduced in the 2011 Island Plan in
policy GD2 – Demolition and replacement of buildings1. This policy sought to promote a culture of
re-use of buildings rather than demolition and rebuilding, on the grounds that this is more
sustainable. Through the implementation of the 2011 Island Plan, the objectives of this policy were
1

2011 Island Plan Policy GD2 -Demolition and replacement of buildings
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found to be difficult to achieve, largely down to its inflexible wording and reliance on
supplementary guidance which was also found to be difficult to develop within the parameters
established by the policy. Because of this, in the interim review of the 2011 Island Plan, the Minister
for the Environment proposed Policy GD2’s removal and was satisfied that there were other
policies in the plan that sought to maintain sustainable demolition practices (waste minimisation
policies, in particular) and noted that measuring sustainability factors is a rapidly developing field,
which could support future considerations for policy.2
Policy GD2 was subsequently removed from the 2011 Island Plan in the 2014 revision, but a similar and somewhat tighter - consideration remains in another policy (GD1 General development
considerations (1.a)). This policy states that:
“Development proposals will not be permitted unless the following criteria are met such that the
proposed development;
1.

contributes towards a more sustainable form and pattern of development in the Island in accord
with the Island Plan strategic Policy SP 1 ‘Spatial strategy’; Policy SP 2 ‘Efficient use of resources’;
and Policy SP 3 ‘Sequential approach to development’; and in particular it;
a. will not replace a building that is capable of being repaired or refurbished;…..”

This wording has meant that despite the removal of Policy GD2, the demolition and replacement of
buildings is still considered under the Revised 2011 Island Plan in both an inflexible and difficult to
implement way, with an inherent sustainability tension between the use of building fabric,
embodied carbon and waste or, the sustainable use of land.
Approach to demolition and replacement of buildings in the draft Bridging Island Plan
The Minister for the Environment is aware of the challenges surrounding the consideration of
demolition and replacement of buildings in the 2011 Island Plan. However, these challenges do not
mean that the principle of seeking the retention of a building rather than demolition is without a
sound sustainability basis. The Minister wishes to continue to promote a culture of re-use of
buildings rather than demolition and rebuilding - as was the intent of earlier policies – but agrees
that the historic framing of policies to deal with this have not been well designed and this needs to
be addressed.
As a principle woven throughout the draft Bridging Island Plan, it is necessary that development in
Jersey takes appropriate and meaningful steps towards achieving the island’s objectives to become
carbon neutral, and in that context, steps to ensure that the island’s resources are used sustainably.
This is echoed in the justification to policy GD5 in the draft Bridging Island Plan.
The Minister has specifically designed the new Policy GD5 to account for the challenges
experienced in the 2011 Island Plan. The proposed policy is no longer a moratorium on the
demolition of a building that is capable of repair and refurbishment. It allows for the consideration
of other important sustainability factors and for the decision maker to take a balanced view which
accounts for economic viability, the need to use land sustainably with increased density in
appropriate locations, carbon impact and building performance, and waste generation. Guidance in
this respect is provided in the preamble to the policy.
2

Briefing paper: 2011 Island Plan: interim review -Demolition and replacement of buildings (July 2013)
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The Minister notes the concerns raised in the consultation, which are principally focused on the
need to produce evidence in support of demolition (as-is set out in the pre-amble to the policy)
and the need to need to have sufficient capability to regenerate poor quality development and
provide more homes.
With regard to carbon impact, the Minister notes and agrees that access to accurate and detailed
carbon data is limited at this point in time, but also notes that it is an area which is fast developing
both in Jersey and internationally. The Carbon Neutral Strategy seeks to address carbon emissions
in Jersey and the development of the associated Carbon Neutral Roadmap will include means to
better understand our emissions. The Minister wishes to stress that carbon assessments to prove
the appropriateness of demolition are not required to be entirely scientific, because it is agreed
that this is not presently possible. The preamble to the policy explains that information is required
‘where appropriate’ and that in such cases, the developer will be required to ‘consider’ the carbon
impact and provide an ‘estimation’ in relation to it – therefore, it does not ask for this to be
absolutely proven, nor does not ask anything more than an estimate. The policy itself only asks for
‘regard’ to be had to the overall carbon impact of the development. The Minister is therefore
content that there is sufficient flexibility in this policy to make it workable.
To reach the objective of becoming carbon neutral and achieve the global benefits of doing so, it is
essential that everyone, not just the development industry, becomes more aware of the impact that
our daily life and business activities have on carbon emissions and climate change. This must start
with a cultural shift towards greater awareness which will in-turn inform better, more sustainable,
choices that will drive down the impact of our activities. The Minister maintains that this is about
promoting a culture of re-use of buildings rather than demolition and rebuilding, and whilst this
cultural shift might be challenging, it must happen. The Minister also stresses that the carbon
impact of the development is only one of a number of considerations in this policy, and therefore
the outcome of a carbon assessment, even if it was negative, would be considered in light of the
other potential sustainability merits.
The Minister notes that additional guidance to understand the proportionality of evidence, and
potentially even the development of a pro-forma to be submitted with applications (as has been
suggested in representations) would be helpful to developers. The preamble to the policy sets out
that the information should be provided as part of a sustainability statement - as referenced in
‘Proposal – Design statements and statements of sustainability’, the Minister intends to further
consider how these requirements can be streamlined into a simple reporting structure, as far as
possible.
With regard to representations received expressing concern that this policy will prevent the
appropriate regeneration of poor quality buildings and efficient use of land by preventing higher
density development, the Minister wishes to confirm that this is not the intent of the policy, and
notes that the comments are reflective of the effect experienced through the 2011 Island Plan, and
therefore, a matter that the Minister has expressly sought to resolve in the re-design of the policy
in the draft Bridging Island Plan.
The policy is not considered to present a barrier to the regeneration of poor-quality buildings, but
it does represent a means to require developers to think differently about how they regenerate
buildings. The effect of the policy should be that refurbishment/remodelling and extension
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becomes a first consideration, before partial and/or full demolition. If this approach cannot realise
the potential of a site – which must be appropriate to its location – then demolition can be
considered.
With regard to representations stating that Policy GD5 will prevent the development of small
houses on large plots in the countryside that could achieve higher densities and additional homes,
the Minister wishes to highlight that it is not an objective of the draft plan to develop more, higher
density development in the countryside and that this would be a contradiction to the spatial
strategy and essence of the entire ‘places’ chapter of the plan. On this basis, the Minister confirms
that the policy does not seek to promote this type of development.
The Minister does however note that the issue of small houses on large plots in built-up areas
under the auspices of the 2011 Island Plan did have an inherent sustainability tension and hence
why Policy GD5 now clearly states that the sustainable use of land, having regard to the density of
existing and proposed development, will be considered as part of the test of the policy. The
introduction of the ‘Places’ chapter into the plan will provide useful guidance as to the amount of
development that should be reasonably expected in the built-up area, relative the characteristics of
the place where the development is sought.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the inspector considers the efficacy and deliverability of Policy GD5
to deliver a sustainable approach to the demolition and replacement of buildings, and the
representations made in relation to this.
Minister’s intention
The Minister’s intention is to maintain Policy GD5 as drafted.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 45 - Policy NE2: Street trees and water features
Relevant policies
Policy NE2 – Green infrastructure and networks
Summary of representations received
• Amd P.036/2021 (13) Street trees and waterfeatures
• To ensure that new trees are planted in the ground, if at all possible, with the re-routing of
any underground services and other measures that may be necessary to achieve this being
undertaken as part of the development;
• To ensure that, where appropriate, lost watercourses are restored and new water features
provided in the public realm, especially in urban areas; and”.
Minister’s comments
The Minister wholeheartedly supports the objectives behind this amendment and considers that it
would help to achieve the objectives of placemaking, promoting biodiversity and mitigating the
impacts of climate change.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes this proposed
amendment.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is minded to support the proposed amendment.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 46 - Coastal National Park: change to Grouville boundary
Relevant policies
Policy NE3 – Landscape and seascape character
Summary of representation received
• Amd P.036/2021 (52) Coastal National Park
• To exclude part of Field G252A from the proposed extension of the Coastal National Park
to ensure that the creation of a petanque court is not prevented, or indeed restricted, by
the potential limitations imposed on land within the Coastal National Park.
Minister’s comments
Whilst the proposed change to the boundary of the Coastal National Park is limited, the premise of
the representation is flawed.
First, the assessment of value of an asset (such as an historic building or a landscape) should be
separate to an assessment of whether change should be permitted to happen which might affect
that asset. These are separate processes and the fact that something has value should not be
denied simply to allow change to happen.
Second, whether a proposal to develop a petanque pitch falls within the Coastal National Park or
adjacent to it (in the green zone), there will still be a requirement, under Policy NE3: Landscape and
seascape character, to demonstrate that the proposal does not harm the landscape character of
the area.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector explores the validity of
this proposed amendment.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to change the proposed designation of the
Coastal National Park, as set out in the draft Island Plan.
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Coastal National Park

Area proposed to be excluded

164

Draft Bridging Island Plan: Post-consultation report
Part 3: Minister’s statement responses
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 47 - Policy HE2 - Double-glazing in heritage buildings
Relevant policies
Policy HE2: Protection of historic windows and doors
Summary of representations received
P.036/2021 (14) Double glazing
• Jersey has committed to achieving carbon neutrality by 2030 and any steps that can be
taken to assist in achieving this should be supported
• given the number of listed buildings in Jersey, improving the energy efficiency of listed
buildings could have a significant impact on Jersey’s environmental targets
• by reducing heat loss and subsequently reducing power usage, double-glazing provides
improved insulation in a property
• methods of improving the energy efficiency of existing windows, rather than replace them
with double-glazing, prove ineffectual
• the installation of double-glazing has no discernible visual impact where:
o it is correctly fitted
o it on a ‘like-for-like’ basis
• ‘public’ preference is for the most energy-efficient windows and doors
Minister’s comments
The Minister will support the amendment to allow the use of double-glazing in historic buildings
for new, replacement windows/ doors and replacement of existing glazing in historic windows. This
is only on the basis that a careful balance is achieved between the authentic and unique character
of historic buildings and reductions in our carbon emissions.
The policies set out in the draft Island Plan already apply this balance. The draft Island Plan
acknowledges that the island has declared a climate emergency and that there is a need to take
action to address the challenges of climate. The environmental sustainability of the historic
environment should not, however, just focus on the operational energy use of historic buildings
but should consider the embodied energy of existing structures and their component parts and
consider the whole life carbon cost of their fabric. In this respect, the emphasis must be on
repairing and sympathetically upgrading listed buildings, rather than simple replacement in whole
or in part, taking account of the embodied energy within the whole building.
The draft policy HE2 deals with one element, proportionately the smallest element of most historic
buildings, but the one seen to cause the most heat loss. HE2: Protection of historic windows and
doors, sets out a presumption in favour of repair and improvement, and already clearly sets out the
circumstances where the use of double-glazing may be acceptable when dealing with the need to
repair or replace historic windows and doors. This ensures the carbon embodied in older windows
and doors is retained within the fabric of the building whilst other measures can be specified to
ensure improved energy efficiency. Complete replacement of a historic window or door with
double glazing requires the use of new products including imported timber (accepting this can be
from sustainable sources), inert gases and other products from the petroleum industries. It also
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releases embodied carbon. This approach does not balance the carbon equation but does meet
the need to reduce heating loads and costs as one part of achieving carbon neutrality.
Small-scale changes to improve the thermal efficiency of historic windows and doors do work.
Work such as draught-proofing, curtains, shutters and secondary glazing can all provide improved
thermal performance, and importantly allow the retention and repair of historic windows and
doors. This is evidenced by research (see: Research into the Thermal Performance of Traditional
windows and Timbersash windows).
The assumption that enabling the use of more double-glazing in historic buildings will make a
significant contribution to the island’s carbon targets is misplaced. There are over 45,000
households in the island and, of the 5,000 listed buildings and places, just over 2,000 of them are
houses. The schedule of listed buildings in Jersey also includes archaeological sites, street furniture,
churches, forts, towers and other defensive structures. Whilst the historic environment can
contribute to carbon reduction targets, there is far more scope to secure a reduction in carbon
emissions from the development of new homes (at over 4,000 in this plan); and even more scope
within the existing housing stock in the island, the vast majority of which has no heritage value.
Original historic windows in listed buildings are valuable and rare. Of those 2,000 listed buildings
that are homes, many will have had their original windows and doors unsympathetically changed,
often as a result of the introduction of double-glazing and associated PVC-u frames and doors. It
was as a result of the damage caused to Jersey’s historic buildings by the introduction of doubleglazing that policy to better regulate change was introduced by the Island Development
Committee in response to public concern.
Historic windows and doors are essential elements of the character and appearance of our unique
island heritage. Unsympathetic change to them is visually evident which is why it is important that
the introduction of double-glazing into historic windows and doors is made within the existing
window or door joinery and does not lead to the loss of historic glass. In all cases, replacement
windows and doors should replicate historic detailing and forms; be made of timber or in later
buildings, metal, as appropriate. The detailing should frame new glazing in structural glazing bars
with a putty-like external finish. Vertical sliding sashes should be balanced by weights in a box
frame (not spiral-balanced or employ the use of other mechanical means of controlling window
opening). Adding double glazing to replacement windows is allowed by the policy where the
joinery details can accommodate this. The proposed amendment would not change the need to
specify appropriate windows with the correct historic detailing. It is important that the facilitation of
double-glazing does not destroy or erode the essential character of historic windows and doors,
and heritage value of buildings overall.
Changing the fabric of a historic building does not just alter its aesthetic appearance but also has
the potential to change the balance between heat, air and moisture movement as traditionally
constructed buildings do not perform in the same way as modern buildings. Changes to increase
the energy efficiency of building fabric by installing modern impervious insulation, draught
proofing, secondary glazing, fitting chimney balloons or blocking up chimneys and flues does
increase the thermal efficiency of a building through air tightness. These measures unfortunately
also reduce passive ventilation which is essential in older buildings. Loss of passive ventilation can
increase fabric damaging moisture accumulation and at worst, cause ill health of householders and
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building users due to poor indoor air quality. Increased air tightness is linked to elevated levels of
CO2 and other pollutants. To counter this a whole life building approach is recommended to deal
with these unintended consequences. Modern replacement windows may require trickle
ventilation. If such additional infiltration ventilation is required, in association with the introduction
of double glazing, they should be designed as part of the window system, without plastic or metal
outer hoods; and the insertion of extractor fans should be avoided.
The Minister will review and issue supplementary planning guidance to help support interpretation
and use of the proposed revised policy.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends the planning inspector notes the Minister’s
comments.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is minded to accept the proposed amendment, which would
result in the following change (in red) with further amendment (shown in green), offered to
provide clarification.
The basis for the further amendment is set out below:

•

•

•

•

•

First para.
the replacement of glass within a historic window is not a repair and is more appropriately
described as a proposal (and in most cases the historic frames and weight systems will also
need modification to accommodate the wider, heavier glazing units, requiring consent).
the replacement of glass ‘of historic significance’ with ‘modern glass in historic windows’
provides a more concise definition.
Fifth para.
adding a new test of materiality to judge the impact on listed buildings is not needed. The
existing tests of protecting and improving are sufficient to judge the impacts on special
interest.
doors have been added as glazing is commonly found in historic over lights and partially
glazed historic doors. The former is generally historic glass, many with original sign writing
with the original house name or number.
‘having due regard to’ has been substituted with a positive support to meet Jersey’s
commitment to energy efficiency.

Policy HE2 – Protection of historic windows and doors
Historic windows and doors in listed buildings or buildings in a conservation area, which are of
significance to the special interest or character of a building, should be repaired using materials
and detailing to match the existing. In the case of repair involving the Proposals for the
replacement of modern glazing in historic windows with double glazing will be supported,
where it can be accommodated within the existing window or door joinery frames, (except
where the glass to be replaced is of historic significance.)
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Where it can be demonstrated that repair of historic windows and doors is not feasible,
proposals for their replacement will be supported where the replacements replicate the historic
window and door in all respects including: the method of opening, materials, proportions,
dimensions, visual weight and detailed design.
Where it can be demonstrated that existing windows and doors have little or no significance to
the special interest of a listed building or the character of a building in a conservation area,
proposals for their replacement will be supported where the replacements replicate the historic
forms in all respects, including: the method of opening, materials, proportions, dimensions,
visual weight and detailed design.
The replacement of more modern windows and doors in more recent extensions to listed
buildings or buildings in a conservation area should have regard to the special interest or
historic character of the property. Any replacement windows and doors should protect and,
where possible, improve the special interest or character of the building.
Proposals to improve energy efficiency, where they affect historic windows and doors, are
encouraged and will be supported where it can be demonstrated that they do not materially
harm the special interest of a listed building or the character of a building in a conservation
area. The use of double-glazing in replacement windows and glazing in doors will, therefore, be
supported where replacements replicate the historic window and doors as far as practicable
having due regard to helping to meet Jersey’s commitment to energy efficiency.
Applications for the replacement of windows and doors in listed buildings or buildings in a
conservation area must be supported by sufficient information and detail to enable the
significance of windows and doors, and the impact of proposed change upon them, to be
properly understood, considered and evaluated. Where this is not the case, applications will not
be supported.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 48 - Policy HE2 - Management of change to windows and doors in
conservation areas
Relevant policies
Policy HE2: Protection of historic windows and doors
Summary of representations received
• There is a need to clarify the policy test for changes to windows in buildings in conservation
areas where:
o the buildings are not listed
o changes to windows would not affect the character or appearance of the
conservation area
• as currently drafted, the policy test is too onerous and unjustified
Minister’s comments
The Minister acknowledges that, by virtue of embracing an area rather than a specific building or
place, the designation of conservation areas will include buildings that are not of such architectural
or historical interest that they warrant individual designation (i.e. as listed buildings). There will also
be circumstances where change to a building that is not listed will not have any impact upon the
character or appearance of the conservation itself (e.g. minor change to a building that does not
impact upon how the conservation is viewed or experienced).
As a consequence, it is appropriate that the policy regime to be provided by the plan makes
provision for the varied and appropriate management of change in conservation areas. This will
need to respond to the potential impact of proposed changes on buildings of differing heritage
value and on the character or appearance of the conservation area. The Minister proposes to make
changes to the policy regime for the management of change affecting windows and doors in
conservation areas to better reflect this.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends the planning inspector notes the Minister’s
comments and his intention to propose amendment to the draft plan.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is minded to propose changes (shown in green).

Policy HE2 – Protection of historic windows and doors
Historic windows and doors in listed buildings or buildings in a conservation area, which are of
significance to the special interest or which contribute to the character of a building the
conservation area, should be repaired using materials and detailing to match the existing.
Where it can be demonstrated that repair of historic windows and doors is not feasible,
proposals for their replacement will be supported where the replacements replicate the historic
window and door in all respects including: the method of opening, materials, proportions,
dimensions, visual weight and detailed design.
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Where it can be demonstrated that existing windows and doors have little or no significance to
the special interest of a listed building or the character of a building in a conservation area,
proposals for their replacement will be supported where the replacements replicate the historic
forms in all respects, including: the method of opening, materials, proportions, dimensions,
visual weight and detailed design.
Where proposals for the replacement of windows and doors in buildings in conservation areas
will affect the character and appearance of the conservation area, they will only be supported
where they protect or improve that character or appearance.
The replacement of more modern windows and doors in more recent extensions to listed
buildings or buildings in a conservation area should have regard to the special interest or and
historic character of the property. Any replacement windows and doors should protect and,
where possible, improve the special interest or character of the building.
Proposals to improve energy efficiency, where they affect historic windows and doors, will be
supported where it can be demonstrated that they do not harm the special interest of a listed
building or the character or appearance of a building in a conservation area.
Applications for the replacement of windows and doors in listed buildings or buildings in a
conservation area must be supported by sufficient information and detail to enable the
significance of windows and doors, and the impact of proposed change upon them, to be
properly understood, considered and evaluated. Where this is not the case, applications will not
be supported.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 49 - Conservation area priority
Relevant policies
Proposal 14 – Conservation area designation
Summary of representations received
P.036/2021 (39) Conservation area priority
• other areas, where there is perceived to be greater development pressure, should be
prioritised for the designation of conservation area status
• the first conservation areas to be designated should be drawn from the following list: St
Aubin, the historic areas of St Helier, the areas around the Parish churches of Grouville, St.
Lawrence, St. Martin, Trinity, St. Ouen, St. Peter, St. Clement, Gorey Village and Pier, and
Rozel Harbour;
• during the course of the Bridging Island Plan, at least four conservation areas should be
designated from those listed in this proposal.
Minister’s comments
The proposal to designate a conservation area in St Aubin is a longstanding one, that has been
endorsed, as a matter of principle, in successive Island Plans. The evident character of St Aubin is
visibly and publicly recognised; and it is an area that is subject to development pressure associated
with both residential and commercial development. On this basis, it is considered to be a good
place to start the introduction of area-based protection of the historic environment in the island.
The designation of conservation areas generally will be based on areas of special architectural or
historic interest, the character or appearance of which it is desirable to protect or improve, and the
draft plan – in the preamble to the Proposal 14: Conservation area designation – identifies the
areas which may have potential for designation. These include many of the areas suggested in
representations as a priority for CA designation, instead of, or along with, St Aubin. On this basis,
the Minister is supportive of giving greater emphasis to the potential of other areas to be
designated as conservation areas in the plan.
Before a conservation area can be designated anywhere in Jersey, however, there is a need to
establish a supporting framework of law, policy and guidance. As set out in the draft plan this
involves:
•
•
•

changes to the primary legislation (which is in train);
the development of secondary legislation – establishing and setting the process by which
CAs will be designated, including rights of appeal; and
the criteria that will be used to identify and determine the boundaries of conservation
areas, which will be set out in supplementary planning guidance, as will the form and
requirements for conservation area appraisals.

All of this work will be required before any CA can be designated. Each potential conservation area
will also be subject to its own specific conservation area appraisal.
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The work to support conservation area designation will need to be prioritised relative to other
proposals emerging from the draft plan and the level of resource that is available to support it. This
will determine the timescale within which the first conservation area can be designated, and the
rate at which subsequent conservation areas might be designated thereafter, applying the learning
from the first designation to ensure this is as efficient and effective a process as possible.
As has been acknowledged in many of the representations, the proposal to designate conservation
areas in Jersey is a longstanding one that has been reaffirmed by government, in successive Island
Plans but has, as yet, had sufficient resource to enable these proposals to be realised. This Minister
is of the view that the issue is one of not necessarily prioritising where in the island is first to be
designated, but rather of securing sufficient resource to facilitate conservation area designation in
the first place.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends the planning inspector notes the Minister’s
comments.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is minded to accept the proposed amendment, which would
result in the following change (in red).
As stated in the Minister’s comments, the ability to realise this proposal will be dependent upon the
level of resource within government that is available to enable and support conservation area
designation, taking into account the offer of assistance from the heritage sector which will be a
helpful addition in bringing forwards future designations.

Proposal 14 – Conservation area designation
The Minister for the Environment will seek to ensure that the requisite legal framework, and
supporting supplementary planning guidance, is in place to enable the identification and
designation of conservation areas during the plan period.
It is proposed that the first conservation area is designated in St Aubin to be designated should
be drawn from the following list: St Aubin, the historic areas of St Helier, the areas around the
Parish churches of Grouville, St. Lawrence, St. Martin, Trinity, St. Ouen, St. Peter, St. Clement,
Gorey Village and Pier, and Rozel Harbour during the plan period following engagement and
consultation with the parish authorities, local residents, businesses and other key stakeholders,
including heritage organisations.
During the course of the Bridging Island Plan, at least four conservation areas should be
designated from those listed in this proposal.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 50 - St. Brelade’s Bay - parking
Relevant policies
(Strategic Proposal 1 – Development of a long-term planning assumption)
(Strategic Policy 1 – Responding to climate change)
(Strategic Policy 2 – Spatial Strategy)
Proposal 17 – St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan
Policy H2 – Housing density
Proposal 20 – Minimum density standards
Policy TT4 – Provision of off-street parking
Summary of representations received
p.36/2021 (55)
The amendment is in three parts, each dealing with proposed changes to various strategic
proposals and policies in the draft plan.
(a) Proposed amendment to Strategic Proposal 1 – Development of a long-term planning
assumption, making specific reference to the St Brelade Bay Improvement Plan
(b) Proposed amendment to Strategic Policy 1 – Responding to climate change, seeking to
add provisions about the management of change of car parking in St Brelade’s Bay
(c) Proposed amendment to Strategic Policy 2 – Spatial Strategy, seeking to defer
consideration of building density in St Brelade’s Bay pending the adoption of the St
Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan.
•

the Bay has a high value for the visitor economy and island community.
• recent public engagement as part of the background research for the Bridging Island Plan
identified concerns from the community and stakeholders about the form of recent
development and the potential loss of the tourism offer through inappropriate forms of
development and further erosion of character.
• delivery the optimal density of development on residential sites in the bay should be
discouraged in favour of the expansion of tourist buildings and public amenity areas
• the proposed St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan should seek to curtail further residential
development at the expense of green infrastructure and economic vitality such that tourism
and visitor economy uses should be prioritised.
• tourist outlets and seaside resorts outside town need sufficient site or nearby parking
• provision of car parking is desirable despite the potential availability of relatively slower
public transport
• any development in St. Brelade’s Bay that would involve loss of:
o public car parking or of
o any customer or staff car parking area on a site in daytime and evening economy use
should not be approved unless and until a study of car parking facilities in St. Brelade’s
Bay is carried out as part of a study related to the proposed St. Brelade’s Improvement
Plan;
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•

•
•

no detailed studies of car parking in the Bay as a designated Tourist Destination Area have
been published recently. Neither has an objective proper assessment of present or
anticipated future car parking needs.
proper studies need to be carried out before any more car parking land is lost.
the value of land, when not controlled to resist private residential use on the shoreline or
within the bay, curtails the opportunity for public amenity, parking and other uses that
support the tourism industry

Minister’s detailed comments
Part (a) of the proposed amendment seeks to make specific reference to St Brelade Bay
Improvement Plan as one of the considerations in the development of a long-term planning
assumption for the island, as outlined (in red) below.

Strategic Proposal 1 - Development of a long-term planning assumption
Ministers will work together to develop a long-term planning assumption, with a clear and
comprehensive methodology, for the next and future Island Plans, that reflects and
responds to:
•
•
•
•
•

the migration control policy;
the forthcoming population policy;
the findings of the Future Economy Programme; and
the future development of wider relevant policies, including skills
the St. Brelade Bay Improvement Plan.

Whilst of significance for the future planning and management of the bay, the Minister does not
consider the St Brelade Bay Improvement Plan to be of strategic significance to the development of
a long-term planning assumption for the island.
Part (b) of the proposed amendment seeks to make specific reference to the management of
change affecting car parking in St Brelade’s Bay, with the specific objective of seeking to protect
and maintain it, as one of the ways in which the draft plan should respond to the challenges of
climate change, as outlined (in red) below.
Policy SP1 – Responding to climate change
To promote and achieve a meaningful and long-term reduction in carbon emissions and to
mitigate against and adapt to the impact of climate change, the Island Plan will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

direct growth to areas of previously developed land, or locations which minimise
the need to travel by private vehicle;
secure improvements to walking, cycling, public transport and active travel
networks and promote the use of sustainable forms of transport;
direct growth to areas which are least vulnerable to the long-term impacts of
climate change, including flood risk;
support the retention and appropriate re-use and retrofitting of existing buildings;
ensure building design and the public realm is resilient and adaptable;

174

Draft Bridging Island Plan: Post-consultation report
Part 3: Minister’s statement responses
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

6. reduce the carbon impact of new development by requiring development to optimise
land use through efficient forms of development which minimises energy demand,
maximises energy efficiency and utilises renewable forms of energy;
7. support the delivery of renewable and low carbon energy schemes and innovative forms
of infrastructure and land use which aid a transition to carbon neutrality; and
8. better protect and improve the island’s green infrastructure to maintain and promote
climate regulation.
Any development in St. Brelade’s Bay that would involve loss of public car parking or of any
customer or staff car parking area on a site in daytime and evening economy use shall not
be approved:
a. unless and until a study of car parking facilities in St. Brelade’s Bay is carried out as
part of a study related to the proposed St. Brelade’s Improvement Plan; and
b. it is in accordance with the recommendations arising from that study.
The Minister believes that this part of the proposed amendment is inappropriate in two key
respects.
First, the Policy SP1: Responding to climate change sets out the draft plan’s strategic response to
this significant challenge. This policy provides the overarching framework and objectives for the
plan as to how this might be addressed, and how planning policy might respond to it. This is
supported by more detailed policies in the plan. The proposed insertion of a detailed policy
provision relating to car parking in a specific part of the island is considered to be inappropriate
here.
Second - as set out in the first two provisions of Policy SP1 - the issue of car parking needs to be
considered against the context of minimising the need to travel by private vehicle and to promote
the use of sustainable forms of travel if the challenge of climate change is to be met. This requires
a fundamental re-think of how road (and associated) space is allocated and used. The draft plan
sets out a number of policies which seek to do this, whilst seeking to ensure that the island’s
transport needs are met.
The Minister acknowledges that the provision of transport infrastructure, including parking facilities,
which enables access to public facilities, such as the island’s bays; and to specific forms of
development, such as visitor accommodation, are important. The draft Island Plan sets out a
planning framework to specifically deal with the need for parking to be provided in association with
development (at Policy TT4). Any proposals for change to the level of parking associated with
development would be assessed relative to this policy framework.
The draft plan also sets out a proposal to develop guidance for parking standards throughout the
island, having regard to the availability of and access to other sustainable travel options in different
places (Proposal 29: Sustainable transport zones).
Under the auspices of the island’s sustainable transport policy, work is underway to develop rapid
plans to support the island in its objective of developing a sustainable transport system by 2030.
The level of public and other parking in the bay should, therefore, be considered relative to STP
rapid plans for:
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•
•
•
•

review of the bus service;
parking plan;
active travel network;
mobility as a service.

Part (c) of the amendment seeks to make explicit reference to the outcome of the St Brelade’s Bay
Improvement Plan, in so far as it relates to the matter of density, as outlined (in red) below.

Policy SP2 – Spatial strategy
Development will be concentrated within the island’s built-up area, as defined on the
proposals map.
In particular, development will be focused within the island’s primary main urban centre of
Town which will accommodate much of the island’s development needs. Development will
also be focused within the secondary main urban centre of Les Quennevais.
More limited development will take place within the island’s local centres, with the scale of
development related to local community need and context, as well as support for some
parts of the island’s economy. In order to support their vitality and sustainable growth,
some limited expansion of local centres will take place, where sites are identified in the
Island Plan.
In smaller settlements, development will be much more limited.
Outside the defined built-up area, within the countryside, around the coast and in the
island’s marine environment, development will only be supported where a coast or
countryside location is justified, appropriate and necessary in its location. Development in
the Coastal National Park will be very limited to protect its outstanding landscape and
seascape character.
The appropriate development of previously developed land and of under-utilised land and
buildings will be supported. In particular, development which makes the most efficient use
of land, and which optimises the density of development, will be encouraged.
Proposals for land reclamation will be supported where they provide an appropriate
response to increase the Town’s resilience to the impact of climate change and where their
environmental impacts are acceptable or can be appropriately managed and/or mitigated.
The optimisation of building density in St. Brelade’s Bay shall be subject to the
recommendations and guidance published in the St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan.
The Minister does not consider reference to the St Brelade Bay Improvement Plan to be of strategic
significance relative to the spatial strategy for the island and that its reference here is inappropriate.
Matters of detail, associated with building density, is addressed in other parts of the plan and is
subject to specific policies and proposals.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister invites the planning inspector to note the comments made.
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Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to accept part (a), (b) or (c) of the proposed
amendment.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 51 - St. Brelade’s Bay - Development
Relevant policies
SP2 – Spatial Strategy
SP7 – Planning for community needs
PL5 – Countryside, coast and marine environment
GD5 – Demolition and replacement of buildings
GD7 – Tall buildings
GD8 - Green backdrop zone
GD9 – Skyline, views and vistas
HE4 – Demolition in conservation areas
(H4 – Meeting housing needs)
H9 – Rural workers’ accommodation
ER4 – Daytime and evening economy uses
Proposals map
Summary of representations received
A series of amendments have been made to add further policy provisions to the planning policy
regime in St Brelade’s Bay.
Amendments 53, 54, 55 (part c), 56, 57 and 58, and their various parts, seeks to address what
they present as the pressures and impacts of development, particularly associated with the
change of use of land to residential development from daytime and evening economy uses at
the expense of supporting the visitor economy, public amenity, landscape degradation and the
character of St. Brelade’s Bay.
(Amendments 55 (parts a and b) and 59 also relate to St Brelade’s Bay, but these are dealt with
separately as they seek to address issues of parking and community participation.)
The Minister has attempted to comprehend and analyse these amendments collectively, and to
consider their implications for the planning policy regime in the bay.
For all of the amendments the following issues are raised:
•

St Brelade’s Bay is identified as a Tourist Destination Area.

•

recent development has replaced daytime and evening economy uses with residential
units or resulted in a significant redevelopment or extension of existing dwellings to
create larger residential property, to provide larger new houses or flats.

•

the Plan needs to better balance the demands of the attraction of the bay to new
residents against the strategic value of the Bay as a key part of the visitor economy.

•

St. Brelade’s Bay Baseline, public engagement exercise found
o

an ‘overwhelming’ concern that the Bay ‘should be for the local community and
visitors, not an elite or exclusive residential domain for the ultra-rich as it is
increasingly becoming’, and
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o
•

a concern expressed by most of the Bay’s tourist businesses that ‘the tourism
offer needs to be supported or tourism businesses will continue to decline’.

delivery of St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan is uncertain.

The specifics of the amendments are as follows:
P/36/2121 (53) - Development of the shoreline zone of St Brelade's Bay should seek to
contribute to the daytime and evening economy rather than residential development alone.
•

the Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment falls sort of encouraging
landscaping in the shoreline zone that would be sympathetic with, and enhance the
bay’s green backdrop zone.

•

the Bridging Island Plan does not allow resolution of tensions between policies,
devolving resolution of these continuing tensions to individual planning officers and
members of the Planning Committee. This can lead to an expensive and timeconsuming process of delay, referral and appeal.

•

where residential development along the Bay’s seafront is encouraged, it will be to the
detriment of potential tourist economy, public amenity development and landscape
protection and improvement.

•

this amendment seeks to go some way towards resolving the current conflict in the draft
Island Plan by imposing further restrictions on developments in the Bay’s shoreline zone
so that land that has potential tourist economy and public amenity development value is
better preserved for the benefit of the wider community. Landscaping that is more
sympathetic is encouraged.

P/36/2121 (54) - Creation of ‘shoreline extension zone' to restrict residential development.
•

the Bridging Island Plan has conflicting policies without indicating how weight is applied
to local tourist economic interest and landscape values of the green backdrop zone over
wealthy individual landowner's interests. Devolving resolution of these continuing
tensions to individual planning officers and members of the Planning Committee can
lead to an expensive and time-consuming process of delay, referral and appeal.

•

a lack of clear and transparent resolution allows potential abuse of personal authority or
economic power (or perception of such) neither of which is conducive to good
government, let alone a satisfactory planning system.

•

where residential development along the Bay’s seafront is encouraged it should not be
to the detriment of potential tourist economy, public amenity development and
landscape protection and improvement.

•

this amendment seeks to identify the area of green backdrop zone along the Bay’s
eastern promenade immediately adjacent to its shoreline zone as a new ‘shoreline
extension zone’ and to impose further restrictions on developments in that area to
restrict residential development so that land that has potential tourist economy and
public amenity development value is better preserved for the benefit of the wider
community.

P/36/2121 (55) (In part) - St Brelade's Bay Improvement Plan and future parking needs.
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•

to meet the Ministers stated desire to avoid a 'Costa de St. Brelade' the interests of the
Island's community and its tourism industry are best served by discouraging the
optimisation of the density of development of private residences, such that tourist
buildings and public amenity areas are favoured until the proposed Improvement Plan is
progressed.

P36/2021 (56) – Workers’ accommodation
•

the Plan needs to better balance the demands of the attraction of the bay to new
residents against strategic value of the Bay as a key part of the visitor economy

•

a prejudice towards private housing development could prejudice the provision of staff
accommodation.

•

the amendment seeks to support the visitor economy by allowing provision of future
staff accommodation.

P36/2021 (57) – Visitor economy and public amenity
•

the potential for non-tourism based development on the seafront of St Brelade’s Bay
undermines the role of the Bay in the island’s visitor economy. The amendment seeks to
tighten the policy wording.

•

the cessation of visitor economy uses should not allow the replacement with new
residential development, rather the policy should support land uses that help deliver the
tourism offer.

•

St Brelade’s Bay is attractive for the development of private residences, which may result
in short term gains but long-term damage to character.

•

in the space of ten years, a demand for sites for residential development in St Brelade’s
Bay has prejudiced the possible future acquisition of land in the shoreline zone for
public amenity areas or premises for day and evening economy use for the local tourism
industry.

•

if new tourism and local community facilities are to be secured prior to the progress on
Proposal 17 – St Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan, Policy ER4 is one of the policies that
will need to be refined.

•

the amendment seeks to discourage inappropriate residential use of land to support the
tourism offer and visitor economy or offer public amenity.

P36/2021 (58) - Development
•

Policy GD9 aims to protect ‘skylines, views and vistas’, effectively replacing Policy GD5 of
the 2011 Island Plan. This Policy has yet to be developed to identify specific strategic
views and skylines.

•

the lack of clear definition of key views and skylines may be to the detriment of views of
St Brelade’s Bay and Ouaisné from coastal national park areas. The headlands offer
spectacular views of both bays on popular coastal walks in the area.

•

the Bay is a high profile and popular scenic seaside resort that has been identified as a
Tourist Destination Area.

•

St. Brelade’s Bay Baseline, public engagement exercise found
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o

an ‘overwhelming’ concern that the Bay ‘should be for the local community and
visitors, not an elite or exclusive residential domain for the ultra-rich as it is
increasingly becoming’, and

o

a concern expressed by most of the Bay’s tourist businesses that ‘the tourism
offer needs to be supported or tourism businesses will continue to decline’.

•

St Brelade’s Bay is attractive for the development of private residences, which may result
in short term gains but long-term damage to character.

•

past planning approvals appear to fly in the face of the emerging policy – in that it had
an adverse impact on views of a Conway Tower on site in views from a public path on
the Le Grouin headland (as well as from the western side of its public beach).

•

Ouaisné and St Brelade’s Bay have been identified, along with Beauport Bay, as the St
Brelade’s Bay Coastal Unit in the Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character
Assessment (ILSCA) which has provided landscape guidance in respect to development
in this larger area. However, the ILSCA has not delivered a detailed assessment on
landscape value in the wider Coastal Unit formed by the Bay. It does not promote new
landscaping in the wide Bay context, does not address recent impacts of development in
Ouaisné.

•

landscape guidance in the 1989 Environmental Improvement Plan (which the States
Assembly approved under paragraph 4.86 of the 2011 Island Plan to continue to make
this relevant in future Island Plans) has not been properly referenced.

•

in the space of ten years, a demand for sites for residential development in St Brelade’s
Bay has prejudiced the possible future acquisition of land in the shoreline zone for
public amenity areas or premises for day and evening economy use for the local tourism
industry.

•

there is uncertainty regarding the timescales to implement Proposal 17: St Brelade's Bay
Improvement Plan. Amendment - P.36/2021 Amd (19) seeks a deadline to progress this
Plan.

•

this amendment aims to enable the gradual improvement of views from important
public viewpoints through encouraging appropriate landscaping to integrate built areas
with surrounding areas. It also proposes other restrictions on development in the
shoreline zone so that land that has visitor economy and public amenity value is better
preserved for the benefit of the wider community.

•

Les Ruisseaux Estate and other existing built area in and above Ouaisné as far as the
Route des Genets to the north should be re-designated as Green Backdrop Zone, with
the Draft Bridging Island Proposals Map Part A amended accordingly.

Minister’s comments
Overview
The amendments relating to St Brelade’s Bay are complex and various, with implications for both
strategic and detailed policies.
The Minister is sympathetic to some of the objectives behind the proposed changes, but believes
that they are not most effectively framed, within the structure and detail of the plan.
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To help achieve the objective of better managing development that might affect the character of St
Brelade’s Bay the Minister is minded to propose his own changes and these are set out later (see
GD9 below). These can help to sustain the bay’s essential character pending the development of
further guidance as part of the St Brelade’s Bay improvement plan.
The Minister also considers it worth noting that the policy provisions in the draft Island Plan are
already significantly strengthened in terms of being able to better manage the impact of
development throughout St Brelade’s Bay. There are enhanced provisions in the draft plan to
consider issues associated with:
•

design (Policy GD6: Design quality);

•

impact on skylines and views, including views from the beach (Policy GD9: Skylines, views
and vistas);

•

greater regard to the character of the area and the context of a site (Policy SP3:
Placemaking; SP4: Promoting and protecting island identity)

•

greater protection for the green backdrop (Policy GD8: Green backdrop zone)

•

impact on the St Brelade’s Bay coastal unit, as identified in the ILSCA, under the auspices of
Policy NE3: Protection of landscape and seascape character

•

impact on that part of the Coastal National Park and its setting in St Brelade’s Bay under
the auspices of Policy NE3: Protection of landscape and seascape character

The Minister is also giving further consideration to how best to manage change affecting visitor
accommodation in the bay; and the character of this important tourist destination (see Statement
Response 59 - Visitor accommodation)
In order to assist the planning inspector in his assessment of the proposed amendments, the
Minister has set out more detailed comments.
Detailed comments
In an attempt to try and best comprehend their purpose and effect, the Minister has sought to
analyse the proposed amendments in relation to their effect on various policies of the plan; and in
relation to key themes.
The effect of the amendments is to try and establish a new planning policy regime to apply in what
is defined, in both the current Island Plan and the draft Island Plan, as the shoreline zone for St
Brelade’s Bay. Several of the amendments also seek to extend this additional planning policy
regime to an ‘extended’ shoreline zone for St. Brelade’s Bay which is shown below (where the
current shoreline zone is in blue; and its proposed extension highlighted in yellow).
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Amendments 53 (e), 54(c) and 55(c): strategic and spatial policies
Various amendments, and their constituent parts, propose changes to the following strategic
polices (in red).

Policy SP2 – Spatial strategy
Development will be concentrated within the island’s built-up area, as defined on the
proposals map.
In particular, development will be focused within the island’s primary main urban centre of
Town which will accommodate much of the island’s development needs. Development will
also be focused within the secondary main urban centre of Les Quennevais.
More limited development will take place within the island’s local centres, with the scale of
development related to local community need and context, as well as support for some
parts of the island’s economy. In order to support their vitality and sustainable growth,
some limited expansion of local centres will take place, where sites are identified in the
Island Plan.
In smaller settlements, development will be much more limited.
Outside the defined built-up area, within the countryside, around the coast and in the
island’s marine environment, development will only be supported where a coast or
countryside location is justified, appropriate and necessary in its location. Development in
the Coastal National Park will be very limited to protect its outstanding landscape and
seascape character.
The appropriate development of previously developed land and of under-utilised land and
buildings will be supported. In particular, development which makes the most efficient use
of land, and which optimises the density of development, will be encouraged.
Proposals for land reclamation will be supported where they provide an appropriate
response to increase the Town’s resilience to the impact of climate change and where their
environmental impacts are acceptable or can be appropriately managed and/or mitigated.
In the case of the shoreline zone of St. Brelade's Bay, that the development makes a
positive contribution to its daytime and evening tourist economy and is unlikely to deprive
it of sites for future expansion. (53(e))
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The optimisation of building density in St. Brelade’s Bay shall be subject to the policies
applying to its shoreline extension zone. (54(c))
The optimisation of building density in St. Brelade’s Bay shall be subject to the
recommendations and guidance published in the St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan
(55(c))
Part 53(e): it is the Minister’s view that this proposed amendment is inappropriate on three counts:
•

it is inappropriate for all forms of development to be required to make a positive
contribution to the daytime and evening tourist economy of the bay, and it is not clear how
this policy provision might be expected to apply in the case of development that is not
associated with either daytime or evening economy uses, or visitor accommodation. There
are, for example, numerous residential properties within the shoreline zone.

•

it is unreasonable and inappropriate to seek to preclude development within this area on
basis of its potential to contribute to tourism, particularly when the area includes a variety
of land uses, including residential.

•

this area is not of strategic significance and does not warrant reference in a strategic policy
of the plan.

The Minister would also add that the draft plan seeks to support and encourage the contribution of
appropriate forms of development - where they relate, for example, to daytime and evening
economy uses (at Policy ER4) and visitor accommodation (Policy EV1) – to the character of tourist
destination areas. These are identified in the draft plan at Gorey, St Helier, St Aubin and St
Brelade’s Bay.
Parts 54(c) and 55(c): these two amendment parts are similar in nature, with differing spatial
applications.
The Minister does not consider reference to the St Brelade Bay Improvement Plan to be of strategic
significance relative to the spatial strategy for the island and that its reference in this strategic
policy is inappropriate.
Matters of detail, associated with building density, are addressed in other parts of the plan and is
subject to specific policies and proposals (i.e. PL3: Local centres; H2: Housing density; and Proposal
20: Minimum density standards).
Amendments 53(a) and 54(d)

Policy SP7 – Planning for community needs
All new development must be able to demonstrate that it is helping to meet the identified
needs of our community, both in the short and long-term. In particular:
•

residential development must make a positive contribution to the island’s housing
stock, by delivering homes at optimal densities in sustainable locations, of the right
type, tenure and size;

•

new homes must be of a good design, standard and specification that is capable of
adaptation to meet the changing needs of individuals and families;
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•

the design of new development should contribute to the sense of place; and
support and enable the creation of sustainable communities where people can
know their neighbours and have a sense of belonging;

•

development must make a contribution to physical infrastructure or community
facilities where improvements are identified as necessary to meet an impact arising
from the development;

•

development must be located and designed to avoid environmental risks and,
where necessary, demonstrate how measures to minimise and mitigate any impacts
arising from identified environmental risks have been incorporated, as far as
reasonably practicable;

•

development must be designed in a way that reduces the potential for crime and
the fear of crime; and

•

new or improved public infrastructure will be supported where it is required and will
be resilient to future, changing needs

•

in the case of the shoreline zone of St. Brelade's Bay, that the development makes a
positive contribution to its daytime and evening tourist economy and is unlikely to
deprive it of sites for future expansion (53(a))

•

in the case of the shoreline extension zone of St Brelade's Bay, that the
development makes a positive contribution to its daytime and evening tourist
economy and is unlikely to deprive it of sites for future expansion(54(d)) .

Part 53(a) and 54(d): the Minister’s view of these proposed amendments are similar to those
expressed for amendment (53(e)), as the effect of these amendments is essentially the same. Thus,
as with the Minister’s previous comments, he considers these amendments to be inappropriate on
the basis of the following:
•

it is unreasonable for all forms of development to be required to make a positive
contribution to the daytime and evening tourist economy of the bay, and it is not clear how
this policy provision might be expected to apply in the case of development that is not
associated with either daytime or evening economy uses, or visitor accommodation. There
are, for example, numerous residential properties within the shoreline and shoreline
expansion zone.

•

it is unreasonable and inappropriate seek to preclude development within this area on
basis of its potential to contribute to tourism, particularly when the area includes a variety
of land uses, including residential.

•

this area is not of strategic significance and does not warrant reference in a strategic policy
of the plan

•

the relevance of this issue and provision in a policy relating to ‘planning for the
community’s needs’ is not clear.

Amendments 53 (b) and 54(e)
Policy PL5 - Countryside, coast and marine environment
Development proposals in the countryside, around the coast and in the marine environment
should protect or improve its character and distinctiveness. Where relevant, they should also
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protect or improve the special landscape and seascape character, and special qualities, of the
Coastal National Park and its setting, and be compatible with the purposes of the park.
To protect the countryside and coast and to ensure development is concentrated in the most
sustainable locations, the development of new homes will not be supported except in very
limited circumstances.
To protect the seascape and future public and visitor enjoyment of St. Brelade’s Bay, within in
its shoreline zone:
•

the development of new homes on previously undeveloped land; and

•

the extension of existing buildings in private residential use will not be supported except in
very limited circumstances (53(b))

To protect the seascape and future public and visitor enjoyment of St Brelade’s Bay, within its
shoreline extension zone:
•

the development of new homes on previously undeveloped land; and

•

the extension of existing buildings in private residential use will not be supported except in
very limited circumstances (54(e))

Where a coast or countryside location is justified, and where any impact will be limited, the
provision or enhancement of sports, leisure and cultural facilities that supports the health,
wellbeing and enjoyment of islanders and visitors will be supported.
Agricultural land will be protected, particularly where its characteristics mean the land is of
high-quality and value to the agricultural industry.
Economic development that supports the maintenance and diversification the rural and island
economy will be enabled here, where the location of development is justified and appropriate;
or where it involves the reuse or redevelopment of already developed land and buildings,
where it is appropriate to do so.
The development of sites and infrastructure that help meet the island’s strategic needs for
minerals, waste management, energy and water will be supported in the countryside, around
the coast and in the marine environment, where it is demonstrated to be in the island’s
strategic interest, and where its impact can be avoided, minimised, mitigated or compensated.
Development proposals located in the marine environment will not be supported except where
a marine location is demonstrated to be essential.
Part 53(b) and 54(e): the Minister considers these proposed amendments to be inappropriate and
unjustified.
They seek to amend a policy that has no spatial application to the island’s built- up area. Policy PL5
seeks to set a policy regime for the area outside of the built-up area i.e. the countryside, coast and
marine environment. This is explicitly described in the preamble to the policy and clearly defined
on the proposals map. The shoreline, and the proposed extended shoreline zone, are within the
built-up area (to which, in the case of the built-up area of St Brelade’s Bay, Policy PL3: Local
centres, applies – as described explicitly in the preamble to the policy and defined on the proposals
map).
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The Minister also considers them to be unjustified on the basis that, because the shoreline zone sits
within the defined built-up area, there is no justification to preclude the development of new
homes or to allow existing residents to extend their homes.

Amendments 53(c), (d), 54(f), 54(g) and 58(a): General development policies
Various amendments are proposed to general development policies GD5, GD7, GD8 and GD9 as
follows (in red). The Minister offers comments in relation to each, relative to the amendments and
their various parts:

Policy GD5 – Demolition and replacement of buildings
The demolition and replacement of a building or part of a building will only be supported
where it is demonstrated that:
1.

it is not appropriate in sustainability terms, and/or economically viable, to repair or
refurbish it; and

2. the proposed replacement building or part of a building represents a more
sustainable use of land having regard to the density of existing and proposed
development, overall carbon impact, waste generation, and the use and
performance of materials and services.
Applications for the demolition and replacement of buildings, or part of a building, must be
accompanied by sufficient information which demonstrates that the likely environmental or
sustainability benefits of the proposed development outweigh the retention of the existing
building.
In the case of the shoreline zone of St. Brelade’s Bay, exceptions to this policy will be
allowed to accommodate any improvements that:
a. enhance any site in daytime and evening use of any premise, and
b. improve the appearance and sense of place of its seafront, in the context of its
attractiveness as a Tourist Destination Area and of the Bay as a coastal unit. This will
be subject to any guidance and recommendations in the St. Brelade’s Bay
Improvement Plan, once progressed (53(c))
In the case of the shoreline extension zone of St Brelade’s Bay, exceptions to this policy will
be allowed to accommodate any improvements that:
a. enhance any site in daytime and evening use of any premise, and
b. improve the appearance and sense of place of its seafront, in the context of its
attractiveness as a Tourist Destination Area and of the Bay as a coastal unit. This will
be subject to any guidance and recommendations in the St Brelade’s Bay
Improvement Plan, once progressed (54(f))
Part 53(c) and 54(f): the Minister considers these proposed amendments to be inappropriate and
unjustified.
They seek to create an exception from a universal policy provision that would be applied to all
forms of development - wherever it is proposed to take place across the island - that seeks to help
meet the challenge of climate change, without any clear basis for so doing. It is not clear, or
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evidenced, why development in St Brelade’s Bay should be exempt from a policy which is seeking
to address such a fundamental, universal and urgent challenge.

Policy GD7 – Tall Buildings
Proposals for tall buildings are those where it is two or more storeys above the prevailing
contextual height or over 18m (or four-six storeys) high.
Proposals for the development of a tall building will only be supported where:
•

it is well-located and relates well to the form, proportion, composition, scale and
character of surrounding buildings and its height is appropriate to the townscape
character of the area. In Town this should considered relative to the St Helier Urban
Character Appraisal (2021) building height guidance;

•

it does not unacceptably harm longer views and context at street level;

•

it incorporates the highest standards of architecture and materials;

•

it has ground floor activities that provide a positive relationship to the surrounding
streets, and public realm;

•

it does not adversely affect the locality in terms of microclimate, wind turbulence,
overshadowing, noise, reflected glare, privacy and amenity of surrounding buildings;

•

it contributes to improving the permeability of the site and wider area; and

•

its height can be fully justified in a design statement.

Development of a tall building of over eight storeys within Town will only be supported in
exceptional circumstances and where the overall benefit to the community will demonstrably
outweigh any adverse impacts.
Development of a tall building of over eight storeys will not be supported outside of Town.
Subject to any further specifications in the St. Brelade’s Improvement Plan, if progressed, in St.
Brelade’s Bay:
•

any development, redevelopment or extension of:
•

any building in the shoreline zone to the west of Winston Churchill Seaside
Gardens, and

•

any building in private residential use in the shoreline zone and shoreline
extension zone to the east of Winston Churchill seaside gardens, that results
in a development higher than the building or residence’s current ridge
height, and

•

any development, redevelopment or extension of any building in daytime
and evening economy use in the shoreline zone and the shoreline extension
east of Winston Churchill seaside gardens (including any building permitted
to change to residential use), that results in a development higher than the
current ridge height (excluding fixtures) of the L’Horizon Hotel

will not be supported. (53(d))
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Part 53(d): whilst the Minister supports the objective of seeking to ensure that there is appropriate
regulation and control of the height of any development where it would impact upon the shoreline
zone (and the proposed extended shoreline zone) of St Brelade’s Bay, he considers this proposed
amendment to be misplaced (relative to this and other policy provisions in the draft plan), and
inappropriate in some respects.
On this basis, the Minister is minded to propose his own amendment to achieve the intent behind
the amendment. In this respect, the Minister is not minded to support changes to GD7, as set out
in the States Member amendment for the reasons set out in more detail below; but to put forward
his own changes for consideration to amend Policy GD9: Shoreline zone, as set out in more detail
later (see below).
In terms of the proposed changes to Policy GD7: Tall buildings, the Minister considers it to be not
sufficiently comprehensive on the basis that it fails to embrace visitor accommodation and that any
proposal to redevelop visitor accommodation would not be subject to the provisions of the
proposed amendment. There are a number of hotels that sit within the shoreline zone and its
proposed extension to this zone.
It offers no evidence or analysis to support the height restrictions imposed within the policy and,
therefore, fails to demonstrate whether it can be justified. This is particularly applicable to existing
residential development where there may be buildings which are currently limited in height and
where the impact of any development proposal which raises the height of new development may
have little or no adverse visual impact. The Minister considers that the proposed changes to the
proposed policies are both unduly restrictive to change in the built-up area and not supported by
evidence or analysis.
The Minister also considers that the level of detail expressed in the proposed changes – even
where it could be justified – is too detailed for the face of an Island Plan policy and is most
appropriately addressed in supplementary design guidance. The proposal to develop an
improvement plan for St Brelade’s Bay affords the opportunity for this to be developed in order to
develop a design guidance for different parts of the bay, relative to its character and capacity for
change and improvement. Work has already been undertaken to explore this issue through the St
Brelade Character Appraisal.

Policy GD8 – Green backdrop zone
1.

Within the green backdrop zone, proposals for the extension or replacement of existing
buildings will be supported where:
a. it does not involve the loss of a previously undeveloped site;
b. it does not unacceptably increase the visual prominence of the development, and is
well-related to existing development;
c. it avoids the skyline and the steepest slopes, where extensive earthworks may be
required;
d. it is appropriate in scale, design, material and colour, and is designed to minimise light
pollution, and is not floodlit;
e. existing green infrastructure is retained, and new additional tree planting and
landscaping is provided to support the integration of existing and new development
into the landscape; and
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f.

it does not contribute to the erosion of gaps between built-up areas.

2. The development of detached buildings, or other forms of new development, within the
green backdrop zone will not be supported except where:
a. it does not result in the net loss of green infrastructure or adversely affect the
landscape character of the green backdrop zone; or
b. the overall benefit to the community of the proposal demonstrably outweighs the
harm.
3

The shoreline extension zone of St. Brelade’s Bay shall be included within its green
backdrop zone and the same policies will apply to it with the following additional
restrictions:
a. the footprint, scale and mass of any replacement, redeveloped or extended building in
private residential use will only be permitted to be larger than the footprint, scale and
mass of the building it replaces in minor respects;
b. new development and redevelopment and /or extension and existing development
should be sensitive to its landscape context in terms of scale, design, materials and
colour; and
c. the overall benefit to the community of any proposal shall not be interpreted to mean
any housing development reasonably likely to deprive the community of future public
amenity land or the local tourist economy of future development land. (54(g))

Part 54(g): whilst inevitably well-intentioned, the Minister considers this proposed amendment to
be, in its various parts, unnecessary, inappropriate and unjustified.
The proposed amendment is unnecessary because the proposed shoreline extension zone is
already in the green backdrop zone. As a consequence, the provisions sought at 3(b) relating to
landscape context are already addressed by Policy GD8, which applies to it.
The proposed amendment at 3(a) is considered to be unduly onerous, unjustified and restrictive for
property owners who live within this area, which sits within the built-up area.
Finally, the Minister considers it unreasonable, unjustified and inappropriate to seek to preclude
development within this area on basis of its potential to contribute to tourism or public amenity,
particularly when the area includes a variety of land uses, including private residential land use.
As stated above, however, the Minister supports the intention to better regulate change in the
bay’s shoreline zone and this is best effected through consideration of and changes to Policy GD9.

Policy GD9 – Skyline, views and vistas
The skyline, strategic views, important vistas, and the setting of listed buildings, places and
key landmark buildings must be protected or enhanced.
Development that will lead to adverse impacts on the skyline, strategic views, important
vistas, or the setting of listed buildings and places or key landmarks, by virtue of siting,
scale, profile or design, will not be supported except where the overall benefit to the
community of the proposal demonstrably outweighs the adverse effects of any harm.
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Within the shoreline zone, the development of new buildings or infrastructure, new
structures or extensions to existing buildings will only be supported where they do not
obstruct significant views to, or involve the loss of open spaces which provide views to, the
shoreline and sea.
Skyline and strategic views in St Brelade’s Bay shall include:
•

existing views of its skyline from its beach;

•

existing views of its skyline and its listed buildings on its shoreline from the
following public viewpoints:
a. its pier,
b. Portelet Common (Ouaisné headland above La Cotte)
c. Le Grouin and its headland; and
d. the cliff path behind St Brelade's church towards Beauport Bay; and

•

existing views of listed buildings on St Brelade’s Bay shoreline from the public
terraces or guest rooms of visitor accommodation and dining and entertainment
areas of premises in daytime and evening use.

Within the shoreline zone:
1.

the development of new buildings or infrastructure, new structures or extensions to
existing buildings will only be supported if the development overall does not
obstruct views (in the case of private residential development) or significant views
(in the case of daytime and evening use premises or publicly owned buildings) to,
or involve the loss of open spaces which provide views to, the shoreline and sea;

2. the footprint, scale and mass of any replacement, redeveloped or extended building
in private residential use will only be permitted to be larger than the footprint, scale
and mass of the building it replaces in minor respects; and
3.

the overall benefit to the community of any proposal shall not include any luxury
housing development.

Redevelopment and /or extension of existing development in the shoreline zone should be
sensitive to its landscape context in terms of scale, design, materials and colour and should
include ancillary 'green' landscaping complementary to the wooded scarp areas of the Bay.
(58(a))
Part 58(a): whilst inevitably well-intentioned, the Minister considers this proposed amendment to
be, in its various parts, unnecessary and inappropriate; but that the intention of the proposed
changes could be realised in better, more effective ways, as set out below with regard to the
Minister’s own intention to make change, to reflect the spirt behind the amendment.
Before dealing with the Minister’s own suggested changes, the Minister’s views on the changes
proposed in the amendment are as follows:
It is unnecessary because there is no requirement or justification to specify views for specific parts
of the island on the face of a universal policy dealing with views. The preamble to the policy, at
p.95-98, provides significant detail on the nature of views that may be affected by development
proposals where the policy provision of GD9 would apply.
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The Minister considers that this level of detail is most appropriately addressed in supplementary
design guidance. The proposal to develop an improvement plan for St Brelade’s Bay affords the
opportunity for this to be developed in order to develop a design guidance for different parts of
the bay, which may seek to identify and define key views.
The Minister also considers that the proposed changes are both unduly restrictive to change in the
built-up area, particularly in relation to private residential development, and not supported by
evidence or analysis.
The Minister considers the proposed amendment to be flawed in its objective on the basis that it
fails to embrace visitor accommodation and that any proposal to redevelop visitor accommodation
would not be subject to the provisions of the proposed amendment. There are a number of hotels
that sit within the shoreline zone.
It is also considered to be inappropriate both to seek to protect private views from visitor
accommodation (as specified in the third bullet of the amendment); or to preclude the provision of
housing development within this part of the built-up area. Similarly, the term ‘luxury’ is unspecified,
meaningless and not material to the planning process.

Turning to his own suggested changes, the Minister would first wish to state that the policy
provisions in the draft Island Plan are significantly strengthened in terms of being able to better
manage the impact of development throughout St Brelade’s Bay on the basis that there are
enhanced provisions to consider issues associated with:
•

design (Policy GD6: Design quality);

•

impact on skylines and views, including views from the beach (Policy GD9: Skylines, views
and vistas);

•

greater regard to the character of the area and the context of a site (Policy SP3:
Placemaking; SP4: Promoting and protecting island identity)

•

greater protection for the green backdrop (Policy GD8: Green backdrop zone)

•

impact on the St Brelade’s Bay coastal unit, as identified in the ILSCA, under the auspices of
Policy NE3: Protection of landscape and seascape character

•

impact on that part of the Coastal National Park and its setting in St Brelade’s Bay under
the auspices of Policy NE3: Protection of landscape and seascape character

Turning specifically to the shoreline zone, a specific provision was added to the 2011 Island Plan, by
amendment in 2014, under the auspices of Policy GD9, to address the challenge of regulating the
scale of development specifically in this part of the bay:
Policy BE4: Shoreline zone (extract Revised 2011 Island Plan)
Within the shoreline zone for St Brelade’s Bay, the following forms of development will not
normally be approved:
The redevelopment of a building, involving demolition and replacement, where the
proposal would be larger in terms of any of gross floorspace, building footprint or visual
impact than the building being replaced.
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Pending the development of the improvement plan for the bay, together with the obvious concern
about the resilience and robustness of the policy provisions in the draft plan, the Minister considers
it reasonable and appropriate that the existing provisions applying specifically to the shoreline
zone of St Brelade’s Bay are retained, and in this respect, the Minister is minded to consider
making the following changes to Policy GD9, as set out below, in green.

Policy GD9 – Skyline, views and vistas
The skyline, strategic views, important vistas, and the setting of listed buildings, places and
key landmark buildings must be protected or enhanced.
Development that will lead to adverse impacts on the skyline, strategic views, important
vistas, or the setting of listed buildings and places or key landmarks, by virtue of siting,
scale, profile or design, will not be supported except where the overall benefit to the
community of the proposal demonstrably outweighs the adverse effects of any harm.
Within the shoreline zone, the development of new buildings or infrastructure, new
structures or extensions to existing buildings will only be supported where they do not
obstruct significant views to, or involve the loss of open spaces which provide views to, the
shoreline and sea.
Within the shoreline zone of St Brelade’s Bay, the redevelopment of a building, involving
demolition and replacement, where the proposal would be larger in terms of any of gross
floorspace, building footprint or visual impact than the building being replaced will not be
supported.

Amendment 56: St Brelade’s workers’ accommodation
The following amendment – amd 56 – is focused on St Brelade’s workers’ accommodation and the
amendment is in two parts. Part (a) seeks to amend Policy HE4; and part (b) to amend Policy H9.
Policy HE4, however, addresses the matter of demolition in conservation areas (Policy HE4:
Demolition in conservation areas) and it is believed that it is, therefore, made in error and seeks to
focus of Policy H4: Meeting housing needs. The Minister comments, in relation to part (a) are
offered on this basis.
The amendment, it is believed, seeks to make the following change (in red)

Policy H4 – Meeting housing needs
In order to ensure the creation of sustainable, balanced communities, the development of
new homes will be supported where it can be demonstrated that it positively contributes to
meeting identified housing needs of the local community or the island, in terms of housing
types, size and tenure, having regard to the latest evidence of need.
Development proposals which would result in an unacceptable over-concentration of any
type, size or tenure of housing will not be supported, except where overriding justification
is provided to justify the mix.
Where development proposals are subject to site or area-specific supplementary planning
guidance, the mix of specific types, size and tenure of homes should accord with that
guidance, except where overriding evidence is provided to justify a different mix.
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Subject to any further guidance provided in the St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan, within
the shoreline zone, the shoreline extension zone and other areas of strategic value to the
tourist industry of St. Brelade’s Bay, including sites used for staff accommodation, the
meeting of ‘identified housing needs' shall not take precedence over the need to
accommodate growth, and serve the needs, of the Bay’s daytime and evening economy
and the potential provision of public amenities in such areas (56(a))
Part 56(a): The general thrust of this amendment appears to seek to preclude other forms of
development throughout St Brelade’s Bay, and specifically the provision of homes, where that
might affect the availability of staff accommodation to support the tourism industry.
The amendment is flawed in a number of respects on the basis that the planning system does not
generally seek to regulate different types of residential accommodation except where consent for
that residential accommodation has been exceptionally granted to specifically support the
provision of accommodation for staff engaged to support a particular industry i.e. occupancy
conditions may be imposed on the award of planning permission for residential development in
the countryside to support the agricultural industry, where it can be demonstrated that it is
essential to provide on-site accommodation, for example). Such conditionality is not an issue in the
built-up area and any proposal, where it requires planning permission on the basis of physical
changes to the building or the creation of additional units of accommodation, will be tested on its
merits relative to other planning considerations.
Secondly, the amendment focuses on the daytime and evening economy, but appears not to
embrace the needs of hotel staff.
The draft plan encourages the provision of staff accommodation in the built-up area (at Policy H9)
and, on this basis the Minister considers this part of the proposed amendment to be unnecessary
and inappropriate.

Policy H9 – Rural workers’ accommodation
The provision of residential accommodation for workers involved in agriculture and tourism
will be encouraged and supported within the built-up area.
The development of residential accommodation for workers involved in agriculture and
tourism outside the built-up area will only be supported where it can be demonstrated that
all of the following criteria are satisfied:
i.

it is essential to the proper function of the business and is of a size appropriate to
the functional need;

ii.

it can be demonstrated that it cannot be provided on a site within the boundary of the
built-up area; or within other existing occupancy-tied rural accommodation, and still
meet the functional need;

iii.

the need relates to a full-time worker or one who is primarily employed in agriculture or
tourism who needs to be located outside the built-up area and does not relate to a
part-time requirement;

iv.

cannot be provided by an existing building, either on or off the site, and still meet the
functional need;
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v.

cannot be provided by rearranging, subdividing or extending an existing building on
the site;

vi.

where possible, is located within or adjacent to the existing business premises, or other
buildings on the site; and

vii.

the agricultural or tourism enterprise has been established for at least ten years, is
currently financially sound, and has a clear prospect of remaining so.

Where the development of residential accommodation for workers involved in agriculture and
tourism outside the built-up area is supported it will be regulated to:
viii.

prevent the sale of the accommodation separately from the site itself, or any part of it;

ix.

limit occupation of the accommodation to persons solely employed in agriculture or
tourism.

Applications for the removal of restrictive occupancy conditions will only be granted where it
can be demonstrated that:
x.

the restriction has outlived its original planning purpose, and;

xi.

there is no reasonable prospect of the accommodation being occupied by workers
involved in agriculture and tourism as demonstrated by a comprehensive marketing
exercise which reflects the nature of the occupancy restriction.

The change of use of residential accommodation in St. Brelade’s Bay for workers involved in
tourism shall be discouraged. (56(b))
Part 56(b): As stated above (in relation to Part 56(a)), the Minister considers that there is no
appropriate need or justification to seek to regulate change within different forms of residential
accommodation except where express consent is required to do so and, in such circumstances, the
planning merits of the proposal will be material.
Amendment 57
This amendment seeks to make the following change (in red)

Policy ER4 – Daytime and evening economy uses
1.

Proposals for new or extended uses associated with the daytime and evening economy
within St Helier town centre, the defined centre at Les Quennevais or at a tourist
destination area will be supported where the proposal does not have an unacceptable
impact on neighbouring residents and uses.

2. Outside of the areas identified in part 1 of this policy, proposals for new or extended
daytime and evening economy uses will only be supported where:
a. it is within the built-up area;
b. there is a demonstrable need for such uses;
c. in cases outside the built-up area, where use is made of existing buildings or, where
existing buildings are redeveloped, an environmental improvement is secured, relative
to the local character of the area.
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3. Proposals for new beach and other kiosks will only be supported where they make use of
existing buildings or structures. Mobile facilities will be subject to specified times of
operation and must be removed in accordance with them.
4. Where there are proposals for new noise- and other nuisance-sensitive uses in proximity to
existing noise- and other nuisance-generating daytime and evening activities, ‘agent of
change’ principles will be applied. Such proposals will only be supported where it can be
demonstrated that they are designed to enable existing daytime and evening uses in the
proximity of the proposed use to continue to operate and be viable without unreasonable
restrictions being placed on them.
5. Change of use away from daytime and evening economy uses will only be supported
where:
a. it can be demonstrated that there is no market demand for the continued use of the
premises for daytime and evening economy uses (the site having previously been
publicly tendered on the open market at a price no greater than the commercial value
of the site for tourist economy use (discounting any potential change of use to enable
development for residential purposes) or such price as the seller can demonstrate was
the minimum necessary to avoid a loss in capital investment in any premises (or part
thereof) in daytime and evening use on the site); (57(a))
b. in the case of tourist destination areas, there is no unacceptable adverse effect on the
intrinsic character of identified tourist destination areas;
c. outside of the built-up area, proposals deliver an environmental improvement; or
d. the overall benefit to the community of the proposal demonstrably outweighs the
adverse effects of loss of daytime and evening economy uses.
6. Any proposed design for the replacement of the whole or part of any premises daytime
and evening economic use in St Brelade’s Bay shall be supported by an independent and
objective professional assessment of the functionality of the design for commercial purpose
(including without limitation storage, delivery areas, car parking facilities and potential
impediments to customer and kitchen service in the case of a design for any restaurant or
café premises), highlighting any design features that are likely to discourage commercial
interest in the new premises. (57(b))
The Minister considers that both parts of this amendment to be flawed and inappropriate within
the context of the planning system and the Island Plan. In relation to part (a), the preamble to the
policy makes clear of the reasonable expectations of any marketing of daytime and evening
economy uses, and this is supported by supplementary planning guidance. The proposed
amendment imposes unduly onerous and inappropriate level of prescription which cannot be
legitimately effected and is without justification. The proposed amendment also appears to
preclude visitor accommodation.
The second part of the amendment seems to propose the introduction of some form of functional
test for employment-use development proposals. The Minister is of the view that there is no public
interest in any such assessment, and it is not a function of the planning system to undertake such.
Amendments 54(a) and 58(b)
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Proposals map
Various parts of the amendments propose changes to the proposals map, specifically Part 54(a) –
involving the creation of an extended shoreline zone; and Part 58(b) – involving the designation of
that part of the built-up area at Les Ruisseaux Estate, above Ouaisné, as green backdrop zone.
Part 54(a)

Notwithstanding the addition of further planning policy provisions to this part of the bay, set out in
other amendments, the Minister considers that it is appropriate to have regard to the purposes of
the shoreline zone is considering whether this proposed change to the spatial extent of the area is
valid.
The shoreline zone – under the auspices of Policy GD9 – is essentially designed to protect and
maintain public views and access to the coastline where it is visible from the coast road within the
island’s built-up area. In terms of the original definition of this area in St Brelade’s Bay, it is defined
at a point where the functionality of that objective begins to wane, as the distance and quantum of
development between the coast road and the foreshore negates public views and access. It is also
at a point where the coastal plain of the bay starts to rise and to the land becomes part of the
bay’s backdrop.
In this respect, therefore, the Minister is of the view that the green backdrop zone policy regime –
which is designed to protect the landscape character of the bay’s backdrop – is more appropriate
and applicable to this area and should be retained.
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Part 58(b)

The Minister is of the view that the built-up area above Ouaisné forms part of the physical
escarpment to the bay and would benefit from a planning policy regime which to protect its
existing green infrastructure, whilst enhancing its landscape character.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the inspector has regard to the Minister’s
comments in relation to the issues raised in relation to St Brelade’s Bay and is invited to consider
the robustness of the existing planning policy regime proposed for the bay, relative to the issues
raised.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to accept any of the proposed amendments save
for the extension of the green backdrop zone to the built-up area above Ouaisné, as set out at Part
58(b).
The Minister is minded to propose his own changes that would apply specifically to the existing
defined shoreline zone in St Brelade’s Bay, as set out and highlighted (in green) below.

Policy GD9 – Skyline, views and vistas
The skyline, strategic views, important vistas, and the setting of listed buildings, places and
key landmark buildings must be protected or enhanced.
Development that will lead to adverse impacts on the skyline, strategic views, important
vistas, or the setting of listed buildings and places or key landmarks, by virtue of siting,
scale, profile or design, will not be supported except where the overall benefit to the
community of the proposal demonstrably outweighs the adverse effects of any harm.
Within the shoreline zone, the development of new buildings or infrastructure, new
structures or extensions to existing buildings will only be supported where they do not
obstruct significant views to, or involve the loss of open spaces which provide views to, the
shoreline and sea.
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Within the shoreline zone of St Brelade’s Bay, the redevelopment of a building, involving
demolition and replacement, where the proposal would be larger in terms of any of gross
floorspace, building footprint or visual impact than the building being replaced will not be
supported.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 52 - Policy SP 1 - Policies for development standards to reduce carbon
emissions
Relevant policies
SP1 – Responding to climate change
Summary of representations received
• Why is the BIP targeting the construction industry when everyone needs to contribute
towards becoming carbon neutral?
• The Passivhaus standards unfairly target affordable homes providers
• Why have the Passivhaus and BREEAM standards been chosen, when other, better,
standards are available?
• The chosen standards will impact upon development viability and are onerous
• When will the standards be checked and by who?
• The standards will require more detailed design work to be undertaken at the point of a
planning application which will increase costs and risk of loss should the development be
refused.
• Why isn’t the 20% TER reduction sought on all development?
Ministers detailed comments
Context
The justification for requiring increased building standards to support a reduction in carbon
emissions is made clear in the plan; as set out in the introduction, the first Strategic Policy (SP1 –
responding to climate change), and the managing emissions chapter, in particular.
The States Assembly voted to declare a climate emergency in May 2019 (P.27/2019, as amended).
In February 2020, the Assembly agreed a Carbon Neutral Strategy (P.127/2020, as amended). The
Carbon Neutral Roadmap (CNR) - which will set out the major steps that need to be taken in order
to reach the ambition agreed by the assembly - is currently under development and is not due to
be agreed until 2022.
In the meantime, the draft Bridging Island Plan proposes a framework to reduce carbon emissions
arising from development activity. It is essential that the plan seeks to make progress now and
delaying a planning response to the issue would not only be a failure to uphold the decision of the
Assembly, but also a failure to plan sustainably, in a manner which best serves the interest of the
community.
Some representations have asserted that the plan unfairly targets the development industry to
support the ambition to become carbon neutral. This is not the case. All islanders and local
businesses will be required to both change certain behaviours and bear direct financial
costs to transition to lower carbon lifestyles. It is known that the use of energy in homes, and for
traveling around the Island are some of the biggest contributors to Jersey’s carbon emissions, and
therefore, addressing both the standard and location of new development must play a key role in
reducing our emissions.
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It is an established responsibility of developers, through the planning process, to ensure that a
development proposal manages the impact which it has the potential to create. The growing focus
on managing carbon emissions is reflective of the urgency to address climate issues; this focus
does should not be seen as a new concept, but instead a reflection upon an inadequate response
in the past.
The way buildings are designed has a significant influence over how much energy they consume,
and their whole-life carbon impact. To address this, the draft plan targets specific ways in which
higher-performing development standards can be achieved, depending on the development type
and its impact. They are designed to ensure that, whilst ambitious, the standards are targeted,
pragmatic and achievable.
The proportionality of standards is important during this time when the CNR has not yet been
established. The size of commitment to achieve the step-change is not yet fully clear, though it is
most likely to ask for a greater degree of change than is presently indicated by the development
standards in the plan. The targeted approach adopted seeks to manage the proportionality of the
requirements, and balance it where the most benefit might be achieved in the short to mediumterm.
Identification of standards in the draft Plan
The draft plan (p.205-206) explains how Jersey’s carbon emissions are categorised by their scope,
and Figure ME2 provides a summary of how the Bridging Island Plan is seeking to reduce carbon
emissions based on these categories. The plan also acknowledges that in order to achieve a
significant and permanent reduction in carbon emissions, a review of Jersey’s building bye-laws is
necessary. This review has not yet begun, and it will inevitably take time to develop and consult
upon proposed standards before new bye-laws technical guidance can be adopted. The plan
highlights that the outcome of the bye-laws review will trigger a reflection upon the development
standards established in the plan, and appropriate action will be taken to ensure that the plan is
suitably aligned to the new requirements, when the time comes.
In developing the managing emissions chapter, a variety of different standards and approaches
were considered for potential use in the plan. There are a number of known and emerging
standards available, each with different objectives, compliance requirements and benefits. The
Minister considered the scope, complexity, international uptake and viability impacts of these
standards before settling on what he deemed to be both a proportionate and effective means to
take immediate action to reduce carbon emissions arising from new development.
•

Policy ME1 – 20% reduction in target energy rate for large-scale developments is - in a
sense - an interim uplift to the building bye-law requirements which is applicable only to
larger-scale developments. In consultation with building control officers, a 20% reduction is
considered to be readily achievable by developers and unlikely to present any major
challenge to delivery, if required now. Whilst the baseline position of building regulations in
the UK is different to Jersey, it is also useful to note the development of the ‘Future Homes
Standard’ is seeking a 31% reduction in carbon emissions arising from the use of buildings,
and therefore, ME1 is in broad alignment with the UK direction of travel.
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The Minister believes Policy ME1 to represent a fair and proportionate approach to
reducing energy consumption in buildings in the short-term, and that this could naturally
be increased for all development in the review and adoption of new building bye-laws.
In the absence of direction from the Carbon Neutral Roadmap, in the drafting of the plan,
the Minister did not consider it appropriate at this time to apply this policy to all new
buildings but is open to extending the requirement to all buildings, if there is the will to do
so. The Minister notes that representations suggesting this have been made.
With regard to the concern raised that this will require significant up-front design work in
the planning stage, the Minister confirms that this should not be necessary as evidence of
compliance will not be required until a building bye-laws application is made, and a
condition will be applied to the planning permission to secure this.
•

Policy ME2 – Passivhaus standards for affordable homes and major development
outside the built-up area: the preamble to this policy sets a clear justification as to why a
specific standard that will significantly reduce energy consumption – and therefore
emissions – in the development of affordable homes and homes new homes in the
countryside will be beneficial not only to the occupants of those developments, but also in
offsetting the carbon impact of development which might be realised in less sustainable
locations across the Island.
The representations received in relation to this policy include challenges as to the basis of
the Passivhaus standard being selected, the effectiveness and ease of implementation of
the standard, certification challenges, viability concerns and concerns that the standard
unfairly targets affordable homes.
The Minister clarifies that some of the key drivers for selecting the Passivhaus standard for
this policy is that it is a well-established and internationally recognised standard which is
highly effective in reducing energy consumption in buildings, and one which also has
clearly defined and limited parameters for implementation. The Minister also had regard to
UK precedent where this specific standard is gaining traction in local plans following
confirmation by the Government in the UK that councils are able to set higher building
efficiency standards locally than is mandated by Part L of their building regulations (note
the Island Plan is able to establish higher building standards than the established by the
building bye-laws, in Jersey) and also with affordable housing providers electing to use the
standard for new developments. Key examples in the UK include Exeter City Council, Bristol
City Council and Fareham Borough Council.
In respect of certification, the Minister highlights that the policy does not ask for
certification; only that the development is designed to conform with the standard. Formal
certification will therefore be voluntary, and the verification of conformity will be assessed
in the discharge of a planning condition at the point in which a bye-laws application is
submitted. The discharge of the condition will be in consultation with the assessing building
control officer. Training is due to be provided to such officers in support of this approach.
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The potential viability impact of this approach has been recognised, and flexibility to deal
with this is provided for in the policy. This issue is explored further in the Minister’s
Statement Response in relation to development viability.
With regard to the standard targeting affordable homes, this reason for this is explained in
the plan, and the Minister also wishes to re-iterate that the approach in the plan is intended
to be both targeted and proportionate. In the absence of the Carbon Neutral Roadmap,
the Minister is not in a position to reasonably apply this to all new development but
reserves the future consideration of this in the subsequent Island Plan, pending the
outcome of the CNR, in the same way as the position on Policy ME1.
With regard to the concern raised that this policy would require significant up-front design
work in the planning stage, the Minister confirms that this should not be necessary as
evidence of compliance will not be required until a building bye-laws application is made,
and a condition will be applied to the planning permission to secure this.
The Minister notes the concerns raised by the island’s main affordable housing provider
Andium Homes (a States of Jersey owned company) as to the ability to implement this
standard, the efficacy of the standard, including how the occupants might understand how
to live in a Passivhaus comfortable and successfully. The Minister invited Andium to offer
suggestions as to what an appropriate alternative may be, but this has not yet been
provided. The Minister does however note and congratulate Andium homes in their
proactive approach to engage with experienced affordable Passivhaus providers in the UK,
and to pursue a pilot project - whilst the plan remains in draft – to assess cost effectiveness,
feasibility and liveability. The Minister looks forward to hearing the outcome of this work.
The Minister also notes States of Jersey Development Company (SoJDC) (also a States of
Jersey owned company) have indicated willingness to meet higher building standards in
their developments, and also that the company have recently announced their ambition to
develop a site of approximately 150 homes to be built to Passivhaus principles. The Minister
would be happy to see policy ME2 also extended to homes delivered by States’ owned
companies, should there be the will to do so.
•

Policy ME3 – BREEAM rating for new larger-scale non-residential buildings, the
preamble to this policy provides some context as to why a standard such as BREEAM New
Construction is being pursued for larger-scale non residential buildings, and the benefits
such standard can bring to effect change in both local and global development impact
through a change in development process, standards and choices. As with ME1 and ME2,
the Minister has selected this standard on the basis of it representing a proportionate and
effective approach towards the step-change needed to become carbon neutral, whilst the
Carbon Neutral Roadmap does not yet exist.
The Minister clarifies that some of the key drivers for selecting the BREEAM standard for
this policy is due to it being a well-established and recognised standard; one which has
been successfully used on a number of large-scale developments in Jersey, including office
developments in St Helier, and the States of Jersey Police Station, and also, a standard
which has precedent as a planning policy requirement in a number of UK local plans.
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Some comments have raised concern about BREEAM being an onerous and costly
requirement on developers and in response, the Minister wishes to emphasise that the
threshold of 1000sq.m of non-residential development in Jersey is high, and that aside from
large commercial development in St Helier, it is not too often that the policy requirement
will be triggered. Furthermore, the Minister wishes to be clear that adopting standards for
carbon-conscious and responsible development practices should not be seen as onerous,
but instead an industry standard which improves marketability and meets the necessary
sustainability credentials for major organisations who will go on to occupy these
developments.
Therefore, the Minister believes the proposed standards relating to carbon emissions in policies
ME1, ME2 and ME3 to be proportionate and appropriate in light of the declaration of a climate
emergency and commitment to take action to become a carbon neutral Island by 2030. Indeed,
the level of aspiration in the plan is somewhat tempered to allow the development of the Carbon
Neutral Roadmap take place and it is considered likely that a greater obligation will be placed upon
development to achieve the necessary change.
It ought to be highlighted that the recent citizens assembly recommendations for the development
of a Carbon Neutral Roadmap not only meets the level of ambition aspired to in the draft plan, but
exceeds it. The Minister notes that the citizens assembly had sight of the draft Bridging Island Plan
in the development of their recommendations.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the inspector:
• considers the issue of carbon emissions arising from new development in the context of the
declaration of a climate emergency in Jersey and commitment to take action to become
carbon neutral by 2030
• considers the draft plan’s approach to manage carbon emissions arising from new
development, in a targeted and meaningful way
• considers the representations received in relation to these standards
• considers whether the proposed use of Passivhaus as a standard is appropriate with
particular regard to matters such as air quality and liveability for occupants
• provides comment and/or recommendation in-light of such consideration
Minister’s intention
The Minister is not presently minded to amend the draft plan, but reserves his position to make
necessary change at a later stage, in such case where evidence is provided in the course of the
examination to justify an alternative approach which will lead to a better, more effective planning
outcome, in pursuance of the objective to achieve carbon neutrality.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 53 - Creation of a Marine Park
Relevant policies
Strategic Proposal 3 – Creating a marine spatial plan for Jersey
Policy NE1 – Protection and improvement of biodiversity and geodiversity
Policy NE3 – Landscape and seascape character
Summary of representations received
P.036/2021 (51) Marine Park
• A marine spatial plan should be developed before 2025, and it should seek to develop a
network of marine protected areas.
• Outside of, and in addition to, the proposal to develop a marine spatial plan for the island’s
territorial waters, a national marine park should be designated the primary purpose of
which should be to regulate fishing activity.
• Greater weight and emphasis should be given to the protection of areas of the highest
marine biodiversity, outside of already designated areas, in Jersey’s waters up to
approximately 20m in depth.
• The Coastal National Park should be extended to include high value marine habitats, which
would embrace 900sqkm or over 30% of Jersey’s territorial waters.
Minister’s comments
The Minister recognises and supports the need to develop a marine spatial plan for Jersey’s
territorial waters as soon as possible; and is also supportive of the objective of developing a
sustainable fishery in Jersey’s waters. It is important to recognise, however, that any change to the
regulation of fishing activity in Jersey’s waters also has an international dimension and needs to be
considered relative to the Trade and Cooperation Agreement between UK and EU – CP 426.
The development of a marine spatial plan – which addresses all activities that happen in the marine
environment, including fishing and aquaculture, renewable energy, shipping, leisure, as well as
planning for development – is considered to be the best way to develop an integrated policy
framework for Jersey’s marine environment. This would need to involve and engage all
stakeholders with an interest in these areas, including local and French fishers who currently enjoy
access to the island’s waters.
Proposing the creation or designation of a marine park or proposing to further extend the Coastal
National Park to embrace areas of high value marine habitats in the Island Plan will not serve to
protect valuable and sensitive marine habitats from destructive fishing practices.
Fishing practices do not constitute development and cannot, therefore, be regulated by the
planning system, and policy about them cannot be affected through the Island Plan, which is a
development plan.
Potentially destructive fishing practices can only be regulated through sea fisheries legislation. This
legislation can be used to define areas where potentially destructive fishing practices can be
controlled or prohibited and these areas can be recognised internationally. This already happens in
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Jersey’s waters in three existing marine protected areas (MPAs), covering an area of around 150
sqkm, where such practices are prohibited under sea fisheries law at:
•

Les Minquiers;

•

Les Écréhous; and

•

Inshore waters (clockwise between St Brelade’s Bay and Gronez).

These areas were identified in order to protect valuable marine habitats, such as seagrass, maerl
and kelp.
Marine protected areas are essentially designated under the OSPAR convention and given effect
through local fisheries legislation. OSPAR is the mechanism by which 15 Governments and the EU
cooperate to protect the marine environment in the North-East Atlantic.
Both the process of designating MPAs; and the regulation of activities within them, clearly sits
outwith the scope of the Island Plan, the purpose of which is prescribed by the Planning and
Building (Jersey) Law, and is clearly focused on the regulation of development activity:
to ensure that when land is developed the development is in accordance with a
development plan that provides for the orderly, comprehensive and sustainable
development of land in a manner that best serves the interests of the community;
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends the planning inspector considers the issues raised
by these representations in order to determine whether it can be appropriately dealt with through
the planning system and the Island Plan, or whether it is most appropriately dealt with by other
established regulatory regimes, following the development of a marine spatial plan.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not currently minded to accept the proposed amendment save
for part 1 (a) and (b), which would result in the following change (in red).

Strategic Proposal 3 – Creating a marine spatial plan for Jersey
The Minister for the Environment will undertake further work to develop a Marine Spatial Plan
before 2025 to organise human and marine resources and activities in Jersey’s territorial waters
and, in particular, to develop a network of marine protected areas which will be consistent with
overall environmental, economic and social objectives.
This work will inform the policies of the next iteration of the Island Plan and support
coordinated policy development and decision-making on all aspects affecting the marine
environment.
Analysis
The proposed amendment has been analysed, in detail, as below, relative to the different parts of
the proposed amendment.
Part 1. (a)-(c)
For ease of reference, the proposed changes sought by this part of the amendment are highlighted
in red.
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Strategic Proposal 3 – Creating a marine spatial plan for Jersey
The Minister for the Environment will undertake further work to develop a Marine Spatial Plan (a)
before 2025 to organise human and marine resources and activities in Jersey’s territorial waters and,
(b) in particular, to develop a network of marine protected areas which will be consistent with overall
environmental, economic and social objectives.
(c) In addition to the Marine Spatial Planning process, Jersey’s existing designated areas (Ramsar
sites and Marine Protected Areas), as well as known areas of high-biodiversity and carbon value,
extending approximately down to the 20m depth contour, should be protected via the designation
of a national marine park. Such an area will be expected to cover approximately 900km2, over 30%
of Jersey’s territorial waters, and its designation will protect the area against inappropriate
development and damaging activities.
This work will inform the policies of the next iteration of the Island Plan and support coordinated
policy development and decision-making on all aspects affecting the marine environment.

Parts 1. (a) and (b)
These Minister is minded to support parts (a) and (b) of the amendment on the basis that:
•
•

adding a timescale to this strategic proposal is helpful, and helps to focus the need to
progress this work before the next IPR;
highlighting the potential to develop further marine protected areas is considered to be
appropriate relative to environmental objectives, although this needs to be considered
through the plan-making process, balanced against social and economic objectives.

Part 1. (c)
The Minister is not minded to support part (c) of the amendment.
This part of the amendment seeks to designate a national marine park outside of the marine spatial
planning process, where its principal purpose, as set out in the accompanying report, is to regulate
fishing activity.
This cannot be achieved through the planning process or the Island Plan. It can and should be
addressed through either the marine spatial plan process, as proposed by the draft Island Plan; or
separately through changes to sea fisheries legislation. Both of these processes would also ensure
that the international dimension of this issue, related to the Trade and Cooperation Agreement
between UK and EU, is given consideration.
The value of doing this through the marine spatial planning process is that there would be a clear
process of consultation and engagement involving all key stakeholders with an interest in the
marine environment, where issues of integration and overlap between different marine activities
could be comprehensively and robustly considered.
The proposed amendment seeks to define an area for a marine park when the spatial extent of any
are to be designated in the marine environment should be based on a robust assessment of
evidence and impact.
Simply seeking to change fisheries legislation would not, of itself, require broader consideration
across the various interests at play in the marine environment. Securing international designation
of marine protected areas would, however, require a demonstration of the need for protection, the
creation of a management framework and assessing any potential socioeconomic impact. This
process is essential to fulfil OSPAR’s requirements under Annex V but, more generally, to ensure
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that any protection is justifiable and meaningful both from a conservation point of view but also so
that any adverse socioeconomic impact(s) may be justified.
As a consequence of this complexity, it is considered that these issues are best addressed as part of
a marine spatial planning process.
Parts 2. (a)-(b)
The Minister is not minded to support part 2(a)-(b) of the amendment.
For ease of reference, the proposed changes sought by this part of the amendment are highlighted
in red.
Policy NE1 – Protection and improvement of biodiversity and geodiversity
Development must protect or improve biodiversity and geodiversity.
All development must ensure (a) that the importance protection of habitats, designated
sites and species is taken into account and should seek to improve biodiversity and
geodiversity value and, where possible, to deliver biodiversity net gain.
The highest level of protection will be given to sites of special interest; marine protected
areas and Ramsar sites (b) and areas of the highest terrestrial and marine biodiversity, the
latter extending approximately to the 20m depth contour.
Applicants will need to demonstrate that a proposal will neither directly nor indirectly;
singularly or cumulatively; cause harm to biodiversity or geodiversity value.
Proposals that could affect biodiversity or geodiversity, but which do not protect or
improve it, will not be supported unless, and with regard to its status and environmental
value, and the impact of the proposed development on that status and environmental
value:
a. the changes are demonstrably necessary either to meet an overriding public policy
objective or need; and
b. there is no reasonably practicable alternative means of doing so without harm; and
c. harm is reduced to the minimum through appropriate avoidance, minimisation,
mitigation and/or compensation measures; or
d. it has been demonstrated that the predicted public benefit outweighs the harm.
Where development proposals may lead to an impact on biodiversity and geodiversity they
must be accompanied by adequate information which demonstrates how biodiversity and
geodiversity will be protected, and adverse impact avoided, minimised, mitigated or
compensated for. Where the supporting information is insufficient to demonstrate the
above, applications will not be supported.
Part 2. (a)
The proposed amendment, at part 2(a), is unnecessary because the protection of habitats,
designated sites and species is already provided by the first part of the policy which requires that
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‘development must protect or improve biodiversity, where biodiversity embraces habitats,
designated sites and species.
The second provision of the policy, as currently drafted, requires that the relative importance and
value of habitats, designated sites and species is taken into account in decision-making that affects
it.
Part 2. (b)
Sites of special interest, designated under Article 51 of the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law
because of their special ecological (amongst other) interests; Marine protected areas are essentially
designated under the OSPAR convention because of their high marine biodiversity value; and
Ramsar sites are wetlands of international importance that have been designated under the criteria
of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands for containing representative, rare or unique wetland types
or for their importance in conserving biological diversity. On this basis, Policy NE1 affords the
highest level of protection to the areas of the island’s highest terrestrial and marine biodiversity
already.
It is not clear how the amended policy would work in practice, as the ‘other’ areas of highest
terrestrial biodiversity value are not defined by the proposed amendment, so it is not clear to what
other terrestrial parts of the island they would apply.
The amendment does not provide any evidence to support the contention that the highest marine
biodiversity is contained in all areas of the island’s surrounding waters that are up to 20m in depth
and the choice of the 20 metre isobath is considered to be arbitrary. Whilst this will certainly
encompass key marine habitats it will also likely encompass areas that are species poor or where
there are mobile sands. Whilst historic data and desktop modelling has been so far used to identify
key habitats, this work has yet to be verified by survey data, which will not be available until 2022.
It is relevant to note that the draft Island Plan requires, at Policy NE1, that any impact on
biodiversity is a material consideration, and developers are required to demonstrate the impact of
development upon biodiversity, which must, of itself, include an assessment of its nature and value.
The draft plan, at p.105, identifies work that has been undertaken high value marine habitats.
Part 3. (a)-(f)
The Minister is not minded to support part 3(a)-(f) of the amendment.
For ease of reference, the proposed changes sought by this part of the amendment are highlighted
in red.
Policy NE3 – Landscape and seascape character
Development must protect or improve landscape and seascape character.
The highest level of protection will be given to the Coastal National Park, and its setting
including high value marine habitats, and development within it these areas should protect
or improve its their special qualities and be compatible with the purposes of the park and
marine areas including:
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a. the conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural
heritage of the park and marine areas, and
b. the public understanding and enjoyment of its their special qualitiesError! Bookmark not
defined.
.
Applicants will need to demonstrate that a proposal will neither directly nor indirectly,
singularly or cumulatively, cause harm to Jersey’s landscape and seascape character and
will protect or improve the distinctive character, quality, and sensitivity of the landscape and
seascape character area or coastal unit as identified in the Integrated Landscape and
Seascape Assessment.
Proposals that could affect the island’s landscape and seascape character, but which do not
protect or improve it, will not be supported unless, and with regard to the special qualities
of the landscape and seascape character area or coastal unit, and the impact of the
proposed development on those qualities:
a. the changes are demonstrably necessary either to meet an overriding public policy
objective or need; and
b. there is no reasonably practicable alternative means of delivering those proposals
without harm to landscape and seascape character; and
c. that harm has been avoided, mitigated and reduced as far as reasonably
practicable; or
d. it has been demonstrated that the predicted public benefit outweighs the harm to
the landscape and seascape character.
Proposals which result in the improvement of landscape and seascape character will be
supported.
Where development proposals impact upon landscape or seascape character, even where
they might not be situated within a landscape or seascape character area (including a
location within the built-up area) they must be accompanied by adequate information
which sets out how the proposal protects or improves landscape and seascape character.
Where the supporting information is insufficient to demonstrate the above, applications will
not be supported.
This part of the proposed amendment essentially seeks to significantly increase the size of the
Coastal National Park by seeking to extend the application of Policy NE3 to a wider spital area,
in order to afford it greater protection.
Policy NE3 is essentially about the protection of landscape and seascape character and the
policy already requires that the impact of development upon the seascape character, as defined
in the Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Appraisal (ILSCA) which is an explicit
requirement of the policy (see attached plan, showing character areas which cover the marine
environment, where impact of development on seascape character needs to be considered).
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ILSCA extract showing character areas embracing all of Jersey’s territorial waters
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This proposed amendment would result in a significant increase in the scale of the proposed
Coastal National Park.
Proposed CNP (draft Island Plan)

Proposed amendment to the CNP (amendment 51) – dotted line
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 54 - Rural economy – medicinal cannabis
Relevant policies
Strategic Policy SP6 – Sustainable island economy
Policy PL5 – Countryside, coast and marine environment
Policy GD1 – Managing the health and wellbeing impact of new development
EI1 – Existing and new industrial sites and premises
ERE2 – Diversification of the rural economy
ERE5 – New or extended agricultural buildings
Policy ERE1 – Protection of agricultural land
Summary of representation received
•

concern about policy gap in relation to development for medicinal cannabis.

•

the dBIP should include particular policy provision for protection of residential amenity in
particular from impacts resulting from development for medicinal cannabis

Minister’s comments
The Minister for the Environment is aware that the operational requirements of the growers of
medicinal cannabis may be different from that of traditional agriculturalists. However, each case for
new or extended facilities relating to the growing or processing of medicinal cannabis will be
regarded on its own merits in light of the policy framework of the Island Plan.
The draft Island Plan includes policies to guide the assessment of agricultural development,
industrial development and other development within the countryside and coast.
Proposals will be thoroughly assessed within the context of the planning application process and
within the context of policy GD1 – managing the health and wellbeing of new development. This is
a comprehensive policy which applies to all forms of development that require planning
permission, across the island and seeks to ensure that the impact of development upon
neighbouring uses is a key consideration.
Where proposals do not comply with the requirements of the policy framework, they will not be
supported.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the inspector notes the comments made
relative to the issue raised.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to change the policy framework as proposed in
the draft bridging Island Plan.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 55 - Waste and water - La Gigoulande Quarry
Relevant policies
Strategic Policy SP6 – Sustainable island economy
Policy PL5 – Countryside, coast and marine environment
Policy MW2 – Safeguarded inert waste management or disposal sites
Summary of representations received
•

La Gigoulande Quarry should not be designated as an inert waste management / disposal
site owing to the generation of significant commercial traffic, primarily large vehicles on
the local road and lane network.

•

La Gigoulande Quarry should be designated as a future water reservoir site.

Minister’s comments
Inert waste disposal
The Island Plan designates a small number of inert waste management or disposal sites which will
be safeguarded through the policy regime from any new developments that may adversely affect
the operation or capacity of those sites. The restoration of sites, once operations have ceased, will
also be guided by these policies.
The draft Plan designates La Gigoulande Quarry as a safeguarded inert waste management or
disposal site as it already benefits from a full planning permission1 for the management and
disposal of inert waste. The planning permission was granted in recognition of the expectation
that once the disposal facility at La Collette has reached capacity for accepting waste, La
Gigoulande Quarry will become the island’s prime disposal route for inert waste.
The option of using the quarry for inert waste disposal or for water storage was considered by
Arups in their Minerals, Waste and Water Study2, as part of the scenario planning for informing an
integrated solution to the island’s minerals, waste and water strategy. The study concluded that:
“On balance, the future of La Gigoulande Quarry as an integrated minerals and waste
asset (including extension of extraction to Field 966), rather than as an additional reservoir,
better meets the island’s needs. There are a number of reasons for this, including:

1
2

•

The existing permission at La Gigoulande which supports inert waste management
uses.

•

There are other interventions which meet future water demand without requiring
La Gigoulande to be used as a reservoir (and potentially in a more cost-effective
manner). Whilst there still might be a case for using La Gigoulande for water
management, an integrated view suggests it would better serve the island in a
different use…

P/2012/0121
Minerals Waste and Water Study
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•

Such a solution could be put in place relatively quickly, helping to resolve the imminent
capacity issues at La Collette. Additional measures such as extraction of high value
materials and temporary super-filling at La Collette would help to extend its lifespan to
allow the solution to be established.” [Extract: page 115 of study]

The Minister considers that, in light of the findings of the Arup study and the extant planning
permission for the establishment of an inert waste site, La Gigoulande Quarry is appropriately
designated as a safeguarded inert waste management and disposal site.
Water storage
Please refer to SR 62: Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry Safeguarded
mineral area.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the planning inspector considers the issues raised through the
consultation, having particular regard to the conclusions of the Arup study and the extant planning
permission for the quarry.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to change the designation and policy framework
as proposed in the draft bridging Island Plan.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites
as protected industrial sites
Relevant policies
Strategic Policy SP6 – Sustainable island economy
Policy PL5 – Countryside, coast and marine environment
EI1 – Existing and new industrial sites and premises
ERE2 – Diversification of the rural economy
ERE4 – Reuse of modern farm buildings
Summary of representations received
Several representations, including a States’ Member Amendment (38) have been received in
response to the consultation exercise raising general concerns about the lack of affordable
industrial and warehousing land across the island.
One representation requested that the Island Plan zones a site specifically for a building supply
company1 .
Requests, including Amendment 38, have also been received for consideration of specific sites to
be re-zoned as protected industrial sites, including;
•

Bienvenue Farm, La Grande Route de St Laurent, St Lawrence (Amendment 38)

•

La Solitude Farm, La Rue de la Solitude, St Martin

•

Rondel Farm, La Rue du Haut de L'Orme Trinity

•

Field 380, La Rue a la Dame, St Saviour

•

Fields B26 and B27, La Route des Quennevais, St Brelade

Minister’s general comments
A key purpose of the Island Plan is to facilitate the growth of Jersey’s economy. This is achieved
through a variety of mechanisms such as supporting key economic sectors, ensuring suitable land
is available for different types of employment development and supporting skills and training
needs.
Prior to the Covid-19 pandemic, Jersey’s economy was continuing to grow, typically averaging
between 1 to 2% per annum. This is supported by the analysis undertaken by Jersey’s Fiscal Policy
Panel Advice for the 2020-2023 Government Plan (March 2019)2 that identified a growth in gross
valued added (GVA) of 0.4% in real terms in 2017. This marked a fourth year of recovery from an

1
2

Response 1043368890 to Draft bridging Island Plan consultation
Fiscal Policy Panel Advice for 2020-23 Government Plan
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extended economic downturn after 2007, which left GVA 9% below its 2007 level and 9.5% below
its 2000 level.
Uncertainty about the impact of Brexit, twinned with the effect of Covid-19 has, however, led to a
subdued economic outlook for Jersey in the short term. The economic assumptions for August
2020 included downward revisions for real GVA and a forecasted reduction in employment by
1.6%3 . The nature of this economic outlook may mean that there is a suppression in consumer and
investor confidence, and subsequently a subdued demand for new or additional employment land
floorspace or premises in the island. Whilst all sectors are experiencing challenges, the Business
Tendency Survey for 20204 highlighted that for construction, retail and hospitality sectors these
challenges are more pronounced.
The current uncertainty about demand presents a particular challenge for the preparation of the
Island Plan in seeking to establish a basis upon which to develop a planning policy framework to
support the island’s economy over the plan period of the Island Plan. Part of the response to this
challenge is to prepare a shorter-term Island Plan, which can respond to more immediate issues
where they are known, whilst seeking to enable a more considered response to the implications of
the current uncertainty as the effects of change become apparent.
To further support the Island Plan Review in this respect, the Government of Jersey commissioned
Arup to produce an Employment Study5 . The study provides an overview of the island’s existing
economic and employment performance and associated land use requirements. It also seeks to
understand future likely demand for employment floorspace/land over the short-term period of
the bridging Island Plan, as well as identifying other policy responses or mechanisms that should
be considered in preparing the plan to support Jersey’s economy, including its post-Covid-19
recovery.
The study focuses on those economic sectors which make a significant contribution to Jersey’s
economy and which have specific or significant land use needs, and thus addresses four key
employment land uses including:
•
•
•
•

visitor accommodation;
retail and other town centre uses;
offices; and
light industrial land.

The study comprises a number of distinct parts, but critically, for each type of employment land use
it assesses a range of land use ‘futures’ which might occur over the lifetime of the plan and sets out
a series of recommendations about the how the bridging Island Plan might respond to them. This
includes broader planning policy considerations, but also sets out a series of recommendations
related to the potential requirements for future land and development opportunities to support
each particular sector.
In respect of the light industrial / warehousing sector, the critical spatial land-use considerations
can be summarised as follows:
Economic assumptions
Business Tendency Survey
5 Employment Study
3

4
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•
•

seek to protect and intensify, where appropriate, use of existing industrial sites;
in the longer term, look to support new industrial space at strategic locations, such as the
ports and La Collette; and
any development in the short-term should focus on existing sites or allow their extensions
in the built-up area. Restrict industrial development in the countryside to only those uses
that cannot be accommodated elsewhere.

•

The Minister considers that the policy framework of the draft Plan and in particular, policies PL5, EI1
and ERE4, offers a degree of flexibility that will support new industrial or warehousing development
where appropriate. These policies are expected to allow the demand for new or extended
premises to be met during the bridging Island Plan period. The Minister does not consider that it is
necessary to introduce any new policies relating to industrial land supply or to allocate any new
sites as protected industrial sites or for the specific needs of an existing company.
The situation will be monitored over the life of the plan.
Site specific
Bienvenue Farm
States Member Amendment 38 has been made which seeks to rezone land and buildings at
Bienvenue Farm, from green zone to protected industrial site. The amendment also proposes that
Policy EI1 be amended to make explicit that development at Bienvenue Farm and adjacent land be
supported for the purposes of warehousing and storage, or where it would complement and
support an existing rural business; or enables a new business that has the potential to make a
significant contribution to the rural economy.
The proposition is supported by a representation on behalf of the land-owner6.
Minister’s comments; Bienvenue Farm
The site is within the green zone and developed to a significant extent with a variety of large,
modern sheds and polytunnels constructed to serve the agricultural sector, primarily poultry. Some
agricultural activity still takes place on the farm.
The adjacent land is designated as a Protected Industrial Site (Thistlegrove) and the site the subject
of this submission relates to it well in terms of proximity and access.
However, whilst the site offers the potential expansion of the existing commercial complex, there is
no clear justification at this time for the release of any such land, relative to local demand.
Moreover, the location of this particular site, in a rural setting does not accord with the plan’s
spatial strategy and sequential test where preference would be given to sites of strategic
significance that are well-located relative to the ports and the primary and secondary centres.
The designation of an enlarged protected industrial site, encompassing Thistlegrove, Bienvenue
Farm and any other adjacent agricultural sheds and poly-tunnels would result in a site of
considerable size; remote from the primary and secondary centres and with limited opportunities
to encourage modes of sustainable transport to and from the site.

6

Response 65398054 to Draft bridging Island Plan consultation

218

Draft Bridging Island Plan: Post-consultation report
Part 3: Minister’s statement responses
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Any further intensification of existing and authorised commercial use would be assessed against
the relevant policies of the plan.
The Minister does not support the proposed rezoning of Bienvenue Farm as a protected industrial
site.
La Solitude Farm
A representation has been submitted on behalf of the land-owner7 which states that:
“La Solitude has been in employment use for many years and is seeking to continue as an
employment site. La Solitude is a busy employment site, providing the location for a number of
businesses. In the absence of other employment land being rezoned the need for its continued use to
support the island’s economy is paramount”.
Minister’s comments: La Solitude Farm
The site is, currently, within the green zone but is zoned as part of the Coastal National Park in the
draft Plan. The re-zoning reflects the underlying landscape and coastal character, as detailed in the
Jersey Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment and is explained in further detail
in the Minister’s Statement Response regarding the Coastal National Park.
The site is occupied by a number of large sheds, originally constructed for the agricultural sector.
There are several commercial concerns operating out of the site, including car sales and
professional catering suppliers.
The policies of the draft Plan, in particular EI1, offers support for proposals for the development of
new or the redevelopment, renewal, or intensification of existing light industrial uses and buildings
outside the built-up area where they support rural diversification; or make use of existing buildings.
The Minister considers that there is sufficient flexibility within the plan to allow for sites such as La
Solitude Farm to continue in commercial operation, with the potential to adapt to changing
business trends and operator needs. However, the location of the site in a rural setting, accessed
via relatively narrow country lanes does not accord with the plan’s spatial strategy and sequential
test where preference would be given to sites of strategic significance that are well-located relative
to the ports and the primary and secondary centres. Furthermore, the site has limited opportunities
to encourage modes of sustainable transport to and from the site.
Any further intensification of existing and authorised commercial use would be assessed against
the relevant policies of the plan.
The Minister does not support the proposed rezoning of La Solitude Farm as a protected industrial
site.
Rondel Farm
A representation has been submitted on behalf of the land-owner8 which states that:

7
8

Response 184393128 to Draft bridging Island Plan consultation
Response 539053852 to Draft bridging Island Plan consultation
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“The owners of Rondel Farm feel very strongly that the site merits being either rezoned or more
favourable policy terms being given to allow more flexibility about commercial / employment uses;
given that the site already has approved commercial uses taking place and there is land located
immediately adjacent in commercial use, and such use can be accommodated without unacceptable
harm to the character of the surrounding area and could deliver environmental improvements
through an appropriately designed scheme”.

Minister’s comments: Rondel Farm
The site is within the green zone and occupied by a number of large sheds and poly-tunnels,
originally constructed for the agricultural sector. There are several commercial concerns operating
out of the site, including retail, warehousing as well as some remaining agricultural use.
The policies of the draft Plan, in particular EI1, offers support for proposals for the development of
new or the redevelopment, renewal, or intensification of existing light industrial uses and buildings
outside the built-up area where they support rural diversification; or make use of existing buildings.
The Minister considers that there is sufficient flexibility within the plan to allow for sites such as
Rondel Farm to continue in commercial operation, with the potential to adapt to changing business
trends and operator needs. However, the location of the site in a rural setting, accessed via
relatively narrow country lanes does not accord with the plan’s spatial strategy and sequential test
where preference would be given to sites of strategic significance that are well-located relative to
the ports and the primary and secondary centres. Furthermore, the site has limited opportunities to
encourage modes of sustainable transport to and from the site.
Any further intensification of existing and authorised commercial use would be assessed against
the relevant policies of the plan.
The Minister does not support the proposed rezoning of Rondel Farm as a protected industrial site.

Field 380, La Rue a la Dame, St Saviour
A representation has been submitted on behalf of the land-owner9 requesting that the site be
rezoned from green zone to a site for light industrial use, given “...its location next to a commercial
area including Normans, Jersey Telecom Engineering, Jersey Hospital Services and former JEP site
[Jersey Evening Post] recently granted planning permission for light industrial and self-storage uses”.
This green zone site is just over 0.5 ha in extent and whilst it abuts the light industrial use of land at
Five Oaks, the site is not within the built-up area.

Minister’s comments; Field 380, La Rue a la Dame
The site is open and undeveloped land and presents a green buffer between the industrial land to
the south-east and residential development to the south-west and the more open countryside to
the north. The development of Field S380 for light industrial or warehousing purposes would
9

Response 853108104 to Draft bridging Island Plan consultation
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represent a clear and significant encroachment into the open countryside, thereby harming the
local landscape character.
Furthermore, the location of the site in a relatively rural setting does not accord with the plan’s
spatial strategy and sequential test where preference would be given to sites of strategic
significance that are well-located relative to the ports and the primary and secondary centres. The
site has limited opportunities to encourage modes of sustainable transport to and from the site.
The Minister does not support the proposed rezoning of Field S380 as a site suitable for industrial
development.
Fields B26 and B27, La Route des Quennevais, St Brelade
This land, comprising two fields, lies immediately to the south of Jersey Airport outside the airport
operational boundary, and is the subject of a proposal to designate the site for light industrial
purposes to facilitate the delivery of a vehicle inspection centre10.

Minister’s comments; Fields B26 and B27, La Route des Quennevais,
The site is within the green zone and forms part of the strategic visual gap on open countryside
that separates the southern airport boundary and the site of the new Les Quennevais School. This
area has been the subject of recent intensification of development during the current plan period,
represented by the development of the Airport Cargo Centre, the redevelopment of the airport
garage, and the extensive development of the Les Quennevais School site. In this respect, the
retention of the remaining green buffer assumes a greater significance. Any potential release of
this site for development would need to have objectively considered this issue and dealt with any
mitigation, where appropriate.
The site is also potentially constrained by the existence of the hazard presented by the fuel storage
facility along the southern boundary of the airport.
Whilst acknowledging that this site is well-connected to the primary route network and would sit
within an area of semi-industrial development to the north and east, there is considered to be a
need to demonstrate that an appropriate site assessment process has been undertaken. No
evidence has been provided as to the work undertaken to assess whether or not there are other
potential sites available to accommodate such a facility within either a built-up area or previously
developed site elsewhere in the island, which must be first a consideration before the redesignation of green zone land is considered.
Whilst the Minister acknowledges that this proposal is linked to a specific timeframe, it is relevant
to note that the draft plan sets out a proposal to undertake the development of both a west of
island planning framework; and the development of an infrastructure roadmap, which seeks to
explore the long-term development opportunities for La Collette, both of which would afford a
more comprehensive opportunity to consider the potential opportunity for other locations for such
a facility.

10

Response 357781773 to Draft bridging Island Plan consultation
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On the basis of the above, the Minister feels unable to offer support for the use of Fields B26 and
B27 at this time.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the Inspector considers the proposed amendment, together with
the findings of the Employment land: sites assessment and the Minister’s comments as stated
above.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to support amendment 38 and is, further, not
minded to change the site designations and policy framework as proposed in the draft bridging
Island Plan.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 57 - Policy ERE3 - Traditional farm buildings
Relevant policies
Policy ERE3 – Conversion or re-use of traditional farm buildings
Summary of representations received
P.036/2021 (28) Traditional farm buildings
• there may well be instances where traditional farm buildings are unable to be maintained
within agricultural use and so it is preferable that they are restored in line with their
heritage value in order to be put to other uses;
• where such an alternative use is permitted, this use should only be for the traditional farm
buildings themselves and should not be for surrounding agricultural land, which should
remain in agricultural use irrespective of the new use for the farm buildings.
Minister’s comments
Whilst the Minister supports the intent of this amendment, any proposal that involves the change
of use of surrounding agricultural land would, of itself, require planning permission and would
already be subject to the policy provisions of:
•
•

Policy ERE1: Protection of agricultural land, which sets a policy framework for the
assessment of proposals to change the use of agricultural land;
Policy H8: Housing outside the built-up area, which sets a presumption against the
extension of the boundaries of existing or new residential development into agricultural or
open undeveloped land in the green zone or Coastal National Park.

Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends the planning inspector notes the Minister’s
comments.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to accept amendment 28 and the changes which
would arise as a consequence of this proposed amendment (shown in red).

Policy ERE3 – Conversion or re-use of traditional farm buildings
Proposals to convert or re-use traditional farm buildings for other employment uses will be
supported where it is proven that the building is no longer required for agriculture.
Proposals for employment uses which support the diversification of the rural economy will be
encouraged.
Proposals to convert or re-use traditional farm buildings for non-employment use, such as the
provision of residential accommodation, will only be supported where no alternative
employment use is appropriate or viable.
In all cases conversion will only be supported where the building is of a sound and substantial
construction and is capable of conversion without extensive alteration, extension or re-building,

223

Draft Bridging Island Plan: Post-consultation report
Part 3: Minister’s statement responses
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

and without adversely affecting the character or appearance of the building or changing or
affecting the employment use or the nature of surrounding agricultural land.
Development proposals for the re-use of traditional farm buildings in the countryside must be
accompanied by adequate information which demonstrates the redundancy of the building to
the holding and the industry; and describes the nature of the building and its appropriateness
and capability for re-use and adaptation. Where the supporting information is insufficient,
proposals will not be supported.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 58 - Policy ERE8 - Aquaculture
Relevant policies
Policy ERE8 – Fishing and aquaculture
Summary of representations received
P.036/2021 (37) Aquaculture
• whilst the plan already makes provision for aquaculture in the Royal Bay of Grouville
aquaculture box, it should make provision for further expansion, where evidence of need
can be demonstrated, and where it does not harm biodiversity value.
Minister’s comments
The significance of the island’s aquaculture industry is recognised and supported by the draft plan,
where a supportive policy regime is provided in the Royal Bay of Grouville aquaculture box. Currently
licensed concessions occupy about 70 hectares of the 224 hectares of this designated intertidal
aquaculture zone and there is, therefore, capacity for new entrants and scope for expansion on
existing concessions through enhanced management (e.g. increasing sack or table density). The
containment of future aquaculture activity within the ‘Grouville box’ is designed to assist the industry
(by reducing the burden of securing new planning consents and other administration) but also to
prevent the piecemeal expansion of aquaculture into other parts of the coast. Since the creation of
the box in 2017 three intertidal concessions, including two that were in areas deemed ecologically
sensitive, have been decommissioned.
It is not envisaged that there will be demand for the development of further aquaculture activities
that cannot be met within the Royal Bay of Grouville aquaculture box during the plan period.
As a consequence, the draft plan seeks to focus this form of development activity in Grouville and
sets a policy presumption against the provisions of facilities elsewhere within the island’s inter- or
sub-tidal zone. The pre-amble to the policy requires that any proposals outside of this area would
need to be supported by an environmental impact assessment and a clear justification of need.
The proposed amendment seeks to shift the emphasis of the policy presumption against
aquaculture development outside of the Royal Bay of Grouville aquaculture to one of conditional
support, the effect of which is not considered to alter the policy intent.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends the planning inspector notes the Minister’s
comments.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is minded to accept the proposed amendment, which would
result in the following change (in red).

Policy ERE8 – Fishing and aquaculture
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Proposals to provide facilities and infrastructure which are essential for the fishing industry will
be supported within the operational port of St Helier.
Proposals to provide new or extended landside facilities outside the built-up area to support
the aquaculture industry will be considered as if they were proposals for agriculture
Proposals for new or extended aquaculture facilities outside the built-up area must be
accompanied by a business plan which justifies the location of the development; and
demonstrates its contribution to the rural economy. This will need to demonstrate why existing
premises or buildings in the locality are unsuited to the proposed use(s). Where the supporting
information is insufficient proposals will not be supported.
The aquaculture box in the Royal Bay of Grouville will be safeguarded from other forms of
development which might harm the viability and integrity of this area for the purposes of
aquaculture. The development of new, or the extension of existing, aquaculture infrastructure in
the Royal Bay of Grouville aquaculture box will be supported.
The development of new, or the extension of existing, aquaculture infrastructure in other parts
of the inter- or sub-tidal zone will not be supported only be supported where:
•
•

it is required to meet a proven need, which cannot be met elsewhere; and
it would not harm marine biodiversity value.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment - Statement response

SR 59 - Policy EV1 - Visitor accommodation
Relevant Policies:
Policy EV1 – Visitor accommodation
Summary of representations received
•

a small number of representations have been received which, whilst not directly
related to the issue of visitor accommodation, have raised the need for the Island
Plan to provide some form of protection or safeguarding of the island’s tourism
industry, particularly in those parts of the island that have a distinct role in the
industry. This is generally focused where there is provision of visitor accommodation
and other tourist facilities.

•

concern has been expressed that the demand for residential accommodation is
serving to erode the island’s stock of tourism infrastructure. In St Brelade’s Bay this
is particularly focused on the loss of what might be considered to be tourism
support facilities, including daytime and evening economy uses, such as cafés,
restaurants, bars, but all elements of land use associated with the industry are
subject to development pressure.

•

whilst a long-term trend, concern has been raised since the publication of the draft
plan about the number of hotel sites that are now the subject of proposals for
redevelopment (see: FOCUS: Jersey's hotel dilemma... build or protect? | Bailiwick
Express)

Minister’s comment
The tourism and business travel sector has been significantly affected by the Covid-19
pandemic as a result of travel restrictions. There is a high level of uncertainty for the
sector’s prospects and the Minister is concerned to ensure that the bridging Island Plan
provides an appropriate policy response over the short-term bridging plan period to
maintain the industry and to help it recover.
In addition to its economic function, the presence and functioning of a tourism industry in
the island contributes to a range of services and facilities that are also enjoyed by islanders,
including the availability of air and sea connections and the hospitality offer.
During the preparation of the draft Island Plan, consideration was given to the potential
policy response to help best support the industry, having regard to both the longer-term
changes and demands of tourism and the effects of the pandemic. The Employment Study
(2020) recommended that the draft plan might seek to protect visitor accommodation,
particularly existing hotels, from any further losses. It is evident that there has been a longterm restructuring of the industry in the island, manifest in the reduction of tourist bed
stock particularly in the lower grade accommodation, and new investment in higher grade
accommodation and facilities. The release of hotel bed stock has presented a number of
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redevelopment opportunities to enable the provision of residential accommodation, which
has helped ensure a supply of homes during the current plan period.
Following consultation with ministers, and specifically those with responsibility for Economic
Development, Tourism, Sport and Culture, it was considered that the existing policy regime
for visitor accommodation, as provided in the current Island Plan, should be maintained in
the draft plan. This policy regime (set out at Policy E1: Protection of employment land)
exempts any proposals for a change of use away from visitor accommodation from a test of
market demand. The intention to require a market test prior to a change of use for visitor
accommodation was not considered to be in the strategic economic interest of the island,
and that the risk of any structural land use barriers emerging in these sectors over the
bridging plan was not sufficient to warrant such a test.
In light of the issues raised during consultation and the level of development activity that is
currently focused on hotel sites, however, the Minister for the Environment wishes to
explore the potential for amendment to the draft plan to ensure that some form of
qualified protection is provided to those elements of tourism infrastructure where they exist
in those parts of the island that are most critical to Jersey’s tourism industry.
The draft plan already identifies and defines tourist destination areas, at St Brelade’s Bay, St
Aubin, St Helier and Gorey. In addition to this, the Minister would wish to ensure that some
regard is had to any proposals affecting established visitor accommodation in prime
locations around the coast and in the countryside. Tourism support facilities, such as
daytime and evening economy uses are already the subject of a test of market demand in
the draft plan, where proposals to change their use are made across the island (see Policy
ER4: Daytime and evening economy uses).
In light of the above, the Minister would wish to test whether this policy regime should be
supplemented specifically in relation to proposals for a change of use away from visitor
accommodation that is located in the island’s tourist destination areas or outside of the
built-up area by the addition of a series of policy tests related to:
•

technical or practical viability of enhancement and adaptation to meet industry
demands;

•

market-testing;

•

impact of the character of the area; and

•

overall community benefit.

This would not preclude a change of use away from visitor accommodation, but simply
serve to ensure that any such proposals were more robustly evidenced and considered as
part of the decision-making process during the bridging plan period.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the inspectors test and explore the
need for and appropriateness of enhancing the planning policy regime to better manage
change affecting the island’s tourism industry and specifically its remaining stock of visitor
accommodation.
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Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is minded to amend the draft plan, to seek to ensure that
proposals for a change of use away from visitor accommodation in the island’s tourist
destination areas and outside the built-up area are well evidenced and considered as part
of the decision-making process during the bridging plan period.
In this respect, therefore, the Minister is minded to make the following changes to the draft
plan, as highlighted in green.
Policy EV1 – Visitor accommodation
Proposals which contribute to the quality and range of Jersey’s visitor
accommodation offer will be encouraged.
Proposals for extended or altered existing visitor accommodation throughout the
island, and particularly in the identified tourist destination areas, will be supported.
Proposals for new visitor accommodation will be supported in the built-up area,
and particularly in the identified tourist destination areas.
Outside of the built-up area, proposals for the development of new self-catering
visitor accommodation will be supported where it involves the re-use and
conversion of traditional farm buildings or where it can provide a viable use for
listed buildings. In both cases, such accommodation must remain in tourism
accommodation use only; this will be secured through the use of planning
conditions or obligation agreements.
The development of camp sites or the use of land for touring units will only be
supported where it does not harm landscape or seascape character; or the
surrounding area by virtue of visual impact, noise, disturbance and traffic
generation relative to the capacity of the local area to accommodate the
development; and does not detract from the enjoyment of the area by others. The
requirement for any ancillary buildings associated with these uses outside of the
built-up area, will only be supported where it involves the re-use of existing
buildings.
Where proposals outside of the built-up area comply with this policy and relate to
the redevelopment of a building(s), involving demolition and replacement they
must deliver an environmental improvement to the site and the surrounding area, in
terms of a reduction in visual scale, mass volume, design and materials and finishes.
Changes of use away from visitor accommodation use where located in tourist
destination areas or outside the built-up area will not be supported unless it is
demonstrated that:
a. it is not technically feasible to refurbish, extend, adapt, or redevelop the
accommodation to meet current or future requirements; or
b. it can be demonstrated that there is no market demand for the continued use of
the premises for visitor accommodation; and
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c. there is no unacceptable adverse effect on the intrinsic character of identified
tourist destination areas; and
d. the overall benefit to the community of the proposal demonstrably outweighs
the adverse effects of loss of visitor accommodation.
Proposals for the temporary use of visitor accommodation for other uses will be
considered on a case-by-case basis. Planning conditions will be attached to timelimit permissions as appropriate.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 60 - Policy EV1 - St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan – timeframe
Relevant policies
EV1 – Visitor economy
Proposal 17: St Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan
Summary of representations received
P.36/2021 (19)
P.36/2021 amd. (19)
• the Bay has a high value for the visitor economy and Island community.
• recent developments have been contentious and challenged by some.
• the Island Plan 2011 was revised in 2014 and included a requirement to prepare additional
guidance for St Brelade’s Bay.
• recent public engagement as part of the background research for the Bridging Island Plan
identified concerns from the community and stakeholders about the form of recent
development and the potential loss of the tourism offer through inappropriate forms of
development and further erosion of character.
• the SBBIP will, it is contended, clearly set the parameters for future development that all the
stakeholders will understand and may help arrive at a consensus.
• to ensure clear and timely guidance is published the St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan
needs to be produced, consulted upon and published within a defined timeline.
o it should be published and adopted by December 2023 (amd 19)
o it should be published and adopted by May 2022. (amd 19 amd)
Minister’s detailed comments
The draft plan acknowledges that St. Brelade’s Bay is an important part of Jersey's tourism offer.
The character of the bay is defined by the natural environment, built form and cultural uses and
activities. These take place on land, beach and sea. These elements combine to create the bay's
unique character and support its role as a valued place for visitors and Islanders alike.
The St. Brelade’s Bay baseline study1 confirmed that the policies of the bridging Island Plan can
ensure management of development proposals affecting the bay; which in turn can be
complemented by the production, consultation and publication of a St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement
Plan, as set out at Proposal 17 of the draft plan.
The objectives of the improvement plan set out in the bridging Island Plan seek to:
• protect the delicate balance between the natural landscape and the built-up components
of the bay.
• improve the environmental quality and public experience in key public areas of the bay,
particularly the beachfront area (including the beach, promenade, Route de la Baie, public
car parks and Churchill Park).

1

St Brelade character appraisal baseline report
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•

•

create a more comfortable and welcoming environment for families, visitors and residents
to enjoy their time in the bay’s public spaces enjoying healthy outdoor spaces and
activities.
The improvement plan should be developed by engaging the local community to enhance
the bay. It should identify potential proactive interventions by the Government of Jersey,
the Parish, residents and business.

The Minister supports the establishment of a timeframe for work to be undertaken to develop the
St Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan. Any such timeframe needs, however, to be realistic and needs
to allow appropriate time for the project to be undertaken, including appropriate community and
stakeholder engagement.
It is anticipated that new plan will be approved, as amended, in March 2022. On this basis, the
Minister considers that the shorter timescale of May 2022 does not allow sufficient time for the
development of the St Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan to be undertaken, following the approval of
the new plan. The longer timescale, of December 2023, is considered to be more realistic and
appropriate.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the planning inspector notes the comments made above.
Minister’s intention
The Minister is minded to accept the proposed amendment (in red) to Proposal 17 setting a
deadline of December 2023 but is not minded to accept the further amendment requiring
completion by May 2022 (in red).
Proposal – St Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan
The Minister for the Environment will develop an improvement plan for St Brelade’s Bay by
December 2023 May 2022. The plan, which will be developed by engaging the Parish, residents,
business and other key stakeholders, will identify potential proactive interventions to enhance the
bay and support its role as a valued place for visitors and islanders alike.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 61 - Parking
Relevant policies
Policy H2: Housing density
Proposal 29: Sustainable transport zones
Policy TT4: Provision of off-street parking
Summary of representations received
• Amd P.036/2021 (42) Transport and parking
• the current Island Plan has a comprehensive range of objectives, proposals, targets and
policies to support travel and transport that is absent from the draft bridging island Plan;
• to ensure that explicit reference is made to the provision of parking space, for residents and
visitors; as well as amenity space, in considering the appropriate density for a development
site
• to require supplementary planning guidance for sustainable transport zones and parking
standards to be approved by the States Assembly, in conjunction with the emergent
parking strategy;
• to enable the provision of additional parking in Town (where it is not associated with other
forms of development) for residents, visitors and shoppers;
• to enable the provision of additional parking in town where required/sponsored by
government
• to ensure that there is an appropriate policy framework to deal with parking proposals that
involve the loss of front gardens, with potential implications for street character and safety.
Minister’s comments
Planning and transport policy
Whilst the areas of planning and travel are inextricably linked, it is relevant to note that the Island
Plan is a development plan, and that it seeks to support and enable the implementation of the
objectives, policies and proposals of the island’s Sustainable Transport Policy, and its associated
emergent rapid plan workstreams. It is not for the Island Plan, therefore, to set transport objectives
or transport policy.
One of the STP rapid plan workstreams, that is currently underway, will provide a parking plan. This
will deliver a comprehensive transport policy framework for the provision and management of
parking in the island, having regard to the objectives of the STP. It will specifically address issues
associated with the provision and management of overall parking supply, including public parking;
parking for people with disabilities; and parking for commercial needs; as well as matters
associated with mechanisms to influence access to and use of parking relative to other modes of
transport.
Supplementary planning guidance: parking standards
The planning system can help contribute towards the objectives of the STP, so far as they relate to
parking, through the preparation and issue of supplementary planning guidance that sets
standards for the provision of parking that is associated with different forms of development. It can
also regulate the use of land used for parking as a specific form of development.
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Current parking standards, set out in existing supplementary planning guidance, are woefully out
of date. There is a longstanding commitment to revise them and work has already been
undertaken to do this, involving preliminary consultation with key stakeholders including
Infrastructure, Housing and Environment (Operations and Transport) and the Parish of St Helier’s
Roads Committee, amongst others. It is the Minister for the Environment’s intention to issue draft
supplementary planning guidance for parking standards, in association with draft guidance on
density and space standards for homes, in parallel with the Island Plan Review process in order to
provide greater transparency about the implications of some of the policy provisions set out in the
draft Island Plan.
This guidance will be issued for formal consultation with all of the island’s highway authorities,
including the Minister for Infrastructure and the parish roads committees, as well as other key
stakeholders and the wider public. This will afford an opportunity for consideration to be given to
the relationship of draft parking standards with the emergent parking plan.
The legal vires for the preparation and adoption for supplementary planning guidance rests with
the Minister for the Environment. He will have due regard to the comments received from the
Minister for Infrastructure, parishes and other stakeholders in the adoption of new guidance for
parking standards associated with development.
The Connétable of St Helier asserts that islanders should have equal rights to own a private car
regardless of where they live. This is, however, a false premise. The issue is not whether islanders
own a private car but whether they have access to and choices about the transport that gets them
to where they want and need to go. St Helier provides a greater range of travel options than other
parts of the island - including the ability of town residents to access private cars, whether privately
owned or available for hire.
Access to affordable housing is significant challenge for many islanders. Inevitably homes with
access to varying levels of parking are more expensive, wherever they are provided in the island. It
is important to ensure that a range of homes can be provided in those parts of the island with a
wider range of transport choices, to help people meet their housing needs whilst being able to
travel to where they need to go. Supplementary planning guidance for revised parking standards
will seek to reflect the availability of transport choices in different parts of the island whilst seeking
to ensure that development is provided with an appropriate level of parking provision whilst
ensuring optimum efficiency in the use of land.
Public off-street parking provision
The Minister of the Environment is of the view that the provision and management of new public
parking space in the island as a specific form of development should be addressed through the
development of the parking plan being prepared under the auspices of the STP. The outcomes of
the STP parking plan can be addressed during the short plan period of the bridging Island Plan,
where appropriate, through the preparation and issuing of supplementary planning guidance; or
through the subsequent Island Plan Review. In the meantime, and to help deliver the STP
objectives of seeking to reduce the impact of vehicles and to create more space for people in
Town, the draft Island Plan seeks to ensure that the development of new off-street parking (where
it is not directly related to a form of development) is limited to ‘meanwhile’ use of land for shortstay (shopper) parking.
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Parking and development
The draft Island Plan needs to make provision for the provision of parking in association with
different forms of development. In relation to the matter of density, as set out at Policy H2:
Housing density, the policy makes clear that the appropriate density for an individual development
site will be informed by matters such as the quality of the design and the level of accessibility of the
site’s location which influence how much parking space, as well as amenity space, will be provided.
These factors, whilst implicit in the consideration of design and accessibility, are not explicitly
referenced in the policy as currently drafted, and the Minister considers that it is helpful to make
specific reference to them. The Minister considers, however, that this is not just an issue of quantity
of parking and amenity space, but also its quality. It is important that amenity space is of value and
utility; and also that parking is provided for both motor and non-motor vehicles, as appropriate,
and that it is well-integrated into the design of a site.
One form of amenity space that is often the subject of development pressure for use as private offstreet parking space is front gardens. This can have a number of implications including an impact
upon the nature and character of the street, particularly in those parts of Town where there is a
concentration of nineteenth century architecture where the front gardens of terraces are often of a
uniform design and form part of the architectural composition of the street. The loss of these front
gardens for the use of car parking can result in the loss of ornate architectural features such as
walls, railings and tiling or formal planting, as well as introducing parked cars as a visual intrusion
affecting building frontages and the street. The creation of individual private vehicular accesses
along a street can also pose greater risk for highway safety, particularly pedestrians.
Whilst the draft bridging Island Plan provides a policy framework to be able to deal with the
impacts of this form of development on the character of streets and buildings; and highway safety,
it would be helpful to make explicit reference to this form of development on the face of policy.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister for the Environment recommends that the planning inspector notes his comments as
set out above and invites him to consider the issue of the provision of off-street public parking in
Town.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment’s intentions, as they relate to the various issues and parts of the
plan affected by them, as set out above, are as follows:
Supplementary planning guidance: parking standards
The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed revisions to Proposal 29: Sustainable transport
zones (part b) (in red);
Proposal – Sustainable transport zones
The Minister for the Environment will develop and publish bring to the States Assembly for
approval, in conjunction with the Minister for Infrastructure’s forthcoming Parking Strategy,
draft supplementary planning guidance (SPG) for sustainable transport zones (STZ) to:
•

establish standards for the provision of motorised and non-motorised vehicle parking:
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o
o
•

for various forms of development, including residential; and / or
for the zone, or any part of the zone.

set out any planning policy considerations and associated standards:
o for the provision of associated facilities to support sustainable travel;
o for the provision of electric vehicle charging infrastructure or services; or other
low emission technologies, and / or
o to advance other policies set out in the STP or a related policy plan.

As part of the development of any supplementary planning guidance for sustainable transport
zones, the Minister for the Environment will consult the Minister for Infrastructure; the relevant
parish(es); stakeholders and members of the public.
Public off-street parking provision
The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed revisions to Policy TT4: Provision of off-street
parking (part c) (in red);
For the purposes of clarity, the Minister is minded to propose minor revision (in green) to,
distinguish between policy TT2: Active travel, which contains provisions related to cycle parking.
Policy TT4: Provision of off-street parking
Development that has the potential to generate vehicular movements and a requirement
for car and other forms of parking will be supported only where it provides an appropriate
level of accessible, secure and convenient off-street car motor vehicle parking, that is wellintegrated with the development, and which accords with adopted parking standards in
terms of number, type, quality, security and accessibility, to meet all users’ needs, with
priority given to parking for people with mobility impairments.
To encourage a shift to more sustainable modes of transport, support may be given for
development that does not meet adopted minimum standards, where contributions
towards alternative parking elsewhere, or sustainable transport infrastructure or services, is
secured, and where it can be demonstrated that any deviation will not lead to problems of
indiscriminate parking in the locality. Any such contribution would need to be secured
through a planning obligation agreement.
The development of land for the provision of off-street car parking space in Town will not
be supported except where it is provisioned as a “meanwhile use” against agreed
timeframes for use as short-stay (shopper) parking unless the new spaces will be provided
for the use of residents, shoppers and visitors.
To encourage the more efficient use of land and to enhance environmental quality, the
redevelopment of off-street parking provision in the built-up area will be encouraged and
supported
Parking and development
The Minister is minded to accept the proposed revisions to Policy H2: Housing density (in red);
and to propose his own changes to this and other policies (part a) (in green)
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Policy H2 – Housing density
A positive design-led approach for the provision of new homes will be encouraged at all sites in
the island’s built-up area to ensure optimum efficiency in the use of land.
Residential development will be supported where it meets or exceeds the adopted minimum
residential density standards established for the island’s built-up areas.
The appropriate density for any individual site will be informed by:
•
•
•

•

the quality of design, relative to the nature of the site and its local context, and the
character, capacity and sensitivity of the area to accommodate the development;
the quality, type and mix of homes being created; and its contribution to the creation of
sustainable communities; and
the level of accessibility by walking, cycling and public transport, to a range of services and
facilities, including the capacity of existing local infrastructure to accommodate the
development
the quantity and quality of amenity space and parking, including visitor parking.

Residential development below the minimum density will only be supported where it is essential to
protect the special interest and character of the area, or where there is an overriding justification to
provide a particular mix and type of homes.
Proposals involving five or more homes should be supported by a schedule of accommodation
and density statement: proposals that are not accompanied by this information will not be
supported.

Policy TT4: Provision of off-street parking
Development that has the potential to generate vehicular movements and a requirement for car
and other forms of parking will be supported only where it provides an appropriate level of
accessible, secure and convenient off-street car parking, that is well-integrated with the
development, and which accords with adopted parking standards in terms of number, type, quality,
security and accessibility, to meet all users’ needs, with priority given to parking for people with
mobility impairments.
To encourage a shift to more sustainable modes of transport, support may be given for
development that does not meet adopted minimum standards, where contributions towards
alternative parking elsewhere, or sustainable transport infrastructure or services, is secured, and
where it can be demonstrated that any deviation will not lead to problems of indiscriminate
parking in the locality. Any such contribution would need to be secured through a planning
obligation agreement.
The development of land for the provision of off-street car parking space in Town will not be
supported except where it is provisioned as a “meanwhile use” against agreed timeframes for use
as short-stay (shopper) parking.
Development involving the loss of front gardens and their boundary features to provide frontage
parking with direct access to/from the public highway will not be supported where this would harm
the character or appearance of the street scene or compromise highway safety.
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To encourage the more efficient use of land and to enhance environmental quality, the
redevelopment of off-street parking provision in the built-up area will be encouraged and
supported
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area
Relevant policies
Strategic Policy SP6 – Sustainable island economy
Policy MW1 – Provision of minerals
Policy PL5 – Countryside, coast and marine environment
Policy GD1 – Managing the health and wellbeing impact of new development
Policy NE1- Protection and improvement of biodiversity and geodiversity
Policy NE3 – Landscape and seascape character
Policy ERE1 – Protection of agricultural land
Summary of representations received
A significant number of representations (including P.036/2021 (29) La Gigoulande Quarry)
have been received in response to the consultation exercise raising concerns including:
General principles
• There is no need to identify or safeguard additional mineral reserves at La Gigoulande
during the envisaged life of the bridging Island Plan
• More thought should be given to importation of aggregates
• Impact on Jersey’s Carbon Neutral Strategy
• Contrary to the principles of green zone designation / impact upon landscape character
• Concern that the designation will result in the loss of good agricultural land
• Could output from Ronez Quarry and the use of secondary aggregates negate the
need for La Gigoulande Quarry to continue production?
Detailed development control matters
• Potential adverse impact upon residential amenity by virtue of noise, dust, vibration and
increased use of the country lanes by heavy vehicles
• Potential adverse impact upon biodiversity
• Potential adverse impact upon the setting and fabric of heritage assets
• Potential loss or re-routing of a green lane resulting in disrupted walking / cycling
routes
Data / quality of advice issues
• Inconsistency of forecasted remaining reserves (2011 IP vs draft BIP)
• Data is based solely on evidence submitted to Arup by the quarry owners
• Arup Ltd has been the sole consultant providing information and advice to the
Government of Jersey since 1999. Good governance should have required a change in
consultants used.
Other issues
• La Gigoulande Quarry should be designated as a potable water storage facility
(reservoir)
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•

It should be made explicit in Policy MW1 that mineral workings restoration schemes
should be secured by planning obligation agreements.

Summary of Minister’s response
The decision to include MY966 in the draft bridging Island Plan safeguarded minerals area for La
Gigoulande Quarry was taken in light of professional evaluation of available evidence. The
Minerals, Waste and Water study [2020] is a thorough document that does not lead the
Government of Jersey (GoJ) to adopt one policy stance but, instead, presents a range of scenarios
for GoJ to consider.
The MWW study confirms that the ongoing security of aggregates supply depends on primary
production at the quarries and secondary production at recycling sites. Safeguarding these sites
and supplies is important to ensure that construction cost and impacts on the environment are not
unduly increased.
Greater reliance on the importation of aggregates through the harbours is not considered to
represent a secure or sustainable supply route and, therefore, protecting – and in some cases
extending – existing quarries is considered essential to safeguard medium and long-term supplies.
Many of the issues of detail raised through consultation, as to the potential environmental impact
and its mitigation associated with the extraction of minerals from Field MY966, can and will only be
addressed through the context of a planning application and associated environmental impact
assessment processes.
Minister’s comments
The Minister for the Environment’s statement response is structured as per the groupings outlined
above.
General principles
Introductory note
It is essential that there is a sufficient supply of minerals to provide the infrastructure and buildings
that the island needs. Since minerals are a finite natural resource, and can only be worked where
they are found, best use needs to be made of them to secure their long-term conservation and
management. There is a need to plan for a steady and adequate supply of aggregates by
maintaining landbanks of at least 10 years for crushed rock.
Informed by the Minerals, Waste and Water study (2020)1 the Island Plan seeks to do this by:
•

•

1

proposing to safeguard mineral resources by defining safeguarded minerals areas; and
proposing appropriate policies so that known locations of specific minerals resources of
strategic importance are not sterilised by non-mineral development where this should be
avoided (whilst not creating a presumption that the resources defined will be worked);
taking account of the contribution that substitute or secondary and recycled materials and
minerals waste would make to the supply of materials, before considering extraction of
primary materials, whilst aiming to source minerals supplies on-island.
Minerals Waste and Water Study
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The draft bridging Island Plan, therefore, carries forward the 2011 IP designation of La Gigoulande
Quarry as a safeguarded minerals area (SMA), and an inert waste management / disposal site.
The draft plan, however, proposes an extension of the SMA designation to take in field MY966 and
part of La Rue Bechervaise. An extension is also proposed to the Ronez Quarry SMA (on the north
coast), into fields J31 and J32.
There is no need to identify or safeguard additional mineral reserves at La Gigoulande during
the envisaged life of the bridging Island Plan
All the topics covered in the Minerals, Waste and Water study are long-term issues requiring longterm actions.
The 2020 Arup Minerals, Waste and Water study estimates construction industry demand for
primary aggregates to be 295,000 tonnes of quarried material p.a. [figures based on three-to-fiveyear average sales figures from the main on-island producers]. Of this, La Gigoulande produces
approximately 125,000t (42% of total supply).
Over the longer-term Arup estimates that by 2031, annual demand for primary aggregate (crushed
rock and sand) would be in the region of 325,000 and 345,000 tonnes depending on population
growth (of which 260-265,000 tonnes would be of crushed rock). Given that extraction of sand is
likely to cease at Simon Sand in the very near future, it is important that reserves of primary
aggregate are safeguarded for the future.
Demand is not forecast to change significantly over the next few years.
Current consented reserves at La Gigoulande are estimated to be 900,000t – just over seven year’s
supply at the average extraction rate. Extension into MY966 would release an estimated 4 million
tonnes of aggregate, sufficient for approximately 32 years production at the current average rate.
Expansion of the Ronez Quarry SMA, as proposed in the plan, would increase its lifespan from
three years to between 15 and 20 years (at current rates of extraction). A planning application for
the extension of extraction into Fields J31 and J32 was granted permission in July 2021
(P/2016/0714).
Whilst the Minister acknowledges that La Gigoulande Quarry holds sufficient reserves to cover the
period of the bridging Island Plan, the fact remains that the quarry holds less than eight years of
reserves at current extraction rates. There is, currently, no objective evidence to suggest how the
longer term-trends in respect of the use of recycled materials or innovative construction
techniques, will affect the demand for primary aggregates. However, while it is likely that the use
of recycled materials within the construction industry will increase over the coming years, the
demand for aggregates in the short to medium term is expected to remain on a par with present
levels.
Hence, either during the life of the bridging Island Plan, or shortly into the life of its successor, it is
reasonable to expect that a planning application may be made for extended extraction into Field
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MY966. Granite Products Ltd have stated in their published submissions that any such application
will propose that MY966 be worked separately to the current extraction operations in order to
facilitate use of the existing quarry for consented inert waste management / disposal and
landscape restoration works [planning app ref: P/2012/0121].
The quarry operator also states that “On the assumption that a planning application for the
extraction of mineral in Field 966 is prepared in 2021 and submitted at the end of 2021, that the
planning application takes one year to determine and that a further year is required for the discharge
of any planning conditions, site preparation works, overburden stripping and construction of the Field
966 access ramp, then it is evident that the planning application should be submitted by the end of
2021. Not to do so may preclude access to Field 966 unless production from the quarry was heavily
curtailed prior to or ceased at the end of 2023”.
The purpose of extending the safeguarded minerals area into Field MY966 is to prevent any
development of the land that may preclude any future extraction rather than to pre-empt any
extraction proposals.
Deferring designation of an expanded safeguarded minerals area will not result in additional
information being made available. Additional detailed information will only be forthcoming upon
the submission of a planning application and associated EIA. It also does not preclude the
submission of a planning application.
Importation of aggregates as an alternative / carbon neutral strategy
Self-sufficiency of aggregate production is not presented in the Minerals, Waste and Water study
as a principle in and of itself. It is noted as a disadvantage of those supply options tested which
depend most heavily on imports. Importing aggregates requires transport over longer distances:
road transport in the country of origin; shipping to Jersey, and then local distribution. Imports
would necessarily involve significantly greater energy expenditure per tonne of aggregate
consumed than locally sourced aggregate. The result would be a higher CO 2 footprint per tonne
than locally produced product.
Arup’s assessment of the costs of importing aggregates included a formal discussion with the Ports
of Jersey. Different options for long-term imports of varying volumes of aggregates were
considered.
Ports of Jersey Ltd offered the view that sand (in particular) could, potentially, be imported
competitively with locally produced sand although actual costings could only be made in the full
knowledge of UK levies, transport costs, volumes and frequencies of shipments. Ports of Jersey Ltd
do not possess such information and, hence, are unable to state categorically whether importation
would be a cheaper option.
However, Arup explained that in order to provide a cost basis that could become the foundation of
policy, they would undertake their own analysis of the logistics and the costs of importing and are
content that the cost estimates as shown in the study are reasonable. Ports of Jersey Ltd confirm
that they do not challenge the assumptions used in the Arup report.
The following points from that figure in the report should be noted:
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•

UK mainland production costs are shown to be about 20% lower than on-island production
at either Ronez or La Gigoulande Quarry. This is because of larger scale of production and
the more competitive mainland aggregates market.

•

After adding local land transport and port charges, the cost on leaving the mainland is £31
per ton which is close to the £28.50 delivered cost of locally sourced product.

•

However, when the £12 per ton shipping costs from Portsmouth to St Helier (as quoted to
Arup by ProFreight) and £12.00 per ton St Helier Port charges (as per the current Ports of
Jersey tariff schedule) are added, the delivered cost of imports is £55 per ton – which is
93% higher than the delivered cost of local aggregate

•

This high shipping cost per ton reflects the low volumes involved and the need to use
relatively small vessels. Although shipping costs would be lower if Jersey had a specialist
aggregates import facility allowing large vessels to be accommodated at St Helier, Ports of
Jersey’s own recent study concluded that such a facility would not be economically viable at
the volumes likely to be required. In addition to this Arup was advised that the Port does
not wish to tie up the large space that would be needed for such a facility. Furthermore, the
dust and traffic impacts in the port would be likely to result in significant detriment to the
port environment.

Other things being equal, therefore, increased dependence on imported aggregates would
compromise Jersey’s zero carbon policy goal.
On-island quarrying is relatively less carbon intensive than the alternative option – to import
aggregates. This is based on the reasonable parallels between the Jersey and Guernsey situation
and the detailed work that has been carried out for Guernsey in the 2020 ‘Aether Report2’ (see link
below).
The conclusions for Guernsey, which are thus considered to be reasonable to be extended to
Jersey, are as follows:
•

Aggregate demand met by imports has a significant impact on global greenhouse gas
emissions compared to demand met by local quarrying.

•

The embodied carbon intensity for on-island Guernsey production and supply ranges from
4.9 to 5.2 ktCO2e per tonne of aggregate (across some different scenarios) compared to
the imported equivalent of 23.6 kt CO2e per tonne of aggregate.

•

This is due to imported materials having high emissions from the processing and transport
of materials, especially shipping.

However, the two scenarios are accounted for differently in terms of National Emissions
Inventories-

2

States of Guernsey: Committee for the Environment and Infrastructure - The island's future aggregate supply
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Imported material emissions are indirect emissions (reported by another jurisdiction) and not
attributable to official island totals. Therefore although relatively lower, the emissions from onisland supply will increase emissions in an island’s greenhouse gas emissions inventory as it
accounts for locally produced emissions. The relatively higher emissions from imported aggregates,
would be accounted for in the countries of production and so not increase local emissions
inventories.
It could be argued that on-island production has both the lowest emissions and the most
transparent accounting mechanism as they are being accounted for in the jurisdiction where the
aggregates are being consumed.
The emissions impacts outlined above need to be considered as part of a wider assessment of
quarrying activities including economic factors and other environmental factors such as impacts on
biodiversity and water resources.
Contrary to the principles of green zone designation / impact upon landscape character
Minerals can only be extracted from where they occur. The island’s three principal extraction sites:
Ronez Quarry, Simon Sand and Gravel and La Gigoulande Quarry, all lie within the Coastal National
Park or within the green zone. These sites are now part of Jersey’s ‘working’ landscape and it is
generally considered that extensions to extraction sites would be preferable to the opening of new
sites. With the cessation of sand extraction at Simon Sand and Gravel expected during the plan
period, there will be additional pressure upon Ronez Quarry and La Gigoulande Quarry to meet the
market demand for sand-based products.
Extensions to the existing quarries will have significant advantages over the opening of new
quarries on virgin sites in the countryside or coast. Environmental impacts are likely to be less
pronounced and the required infrastructure is already largely in place. Extensions would also
involve less overall land disturbance as they allow for the extraction of rock from existing worked
faces, rather than necessitating wholly new excavations.
Accordingly, the draft bridging Island Plan acknowledges that the development of sites and
infrastructure that help meet the island’s strategic needs for minerals, waste management, energy
and water will be supported in the countryside where its impact can be avoided, minimised,
mitigated or compensated [see draft Policy PL5].
Loss of good agricultural land
The draft bridging Island Plan acknowledges that the loss of good agricultural land will not be
supported unless in exceptional circumstances and where the nature of the proposed use
genuinely necessitates and is appropriate, to its location (see draft Policy ERE1 – Protection of
agricultural land).
In the case of minerals extraction, which is deemed to be in the strategic interests of the island’s
economy, this can only occur where appropriate and winnable reserves are identified. The planning
system must successfully balance the need to protect the island’s landscapes from unreasonable
harm whilst also supporting a viable and sustainable economy. In this respect, it is recognised that
certain policies can, seemingly, pull in different directions to other policies. This is not a flaw in the
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system, but simply a product of a complex and wide-ranging Plan. It is for the decision maker to
carefully balance the planning merits of a development proposal with the policy requirements of
the Plan.
Could output from Ronez Quarry and the use of secondary aggregates negate the need for La
Gigoulande Quarry to continue production?
Consultation responses questioned whether it would be feasible to rely only on Ronez for all
primary aggregates supplies after 2031 with increased use of secondary aggregate to supplement
the primary stock.
In the MWW study, various potential supply scenarios are considered in Appendix C. One of the
scenarios (Scenario 2 – to 2031, pC2) does consider the possibility of Ronez Quarry alone being
responsible for primary aggregates supply, and with La Gigoulande Quarry being closed in order to
become a water reservoir.
A scenario in which only one quarry supplies all the island’s primary crushed rock aggregates
would result in a monopoly. The MWW study considers but rejects any option that would rely on
one source only for the island’s primary aggregates. Aggregate prices on the Island are already
considerably higher than on the mainland. A monopoly would exacerbate this. Moreover, reliance
on a single quarry to supply the island’s primary aggregates would prejudice the security of supply
over the long-term. With two operators, that supply is more secure.
Reliance on Ronez Quarry alone would also increase, substantially, the extraction rates of the
quarry as it works to meet the demand currently met by Ronez and La Gigoulande Quarry
together. The working ‘life’ of the quarry would, therefore, be likely to be halved to 10 years at the
maximum. Quality issues may also arise whereby the reserves at Ronez may not always meet the
quality standards required by the construction industry. At present, any quality issues can be
resolved by sourcing the required quality material from either of the two quarries that are currently
extracting and processing aggregate that meets the required quality assurance tests.

Detailed development control matters
Potential impact on neighbour amenity, biodiversity and heritage assets
The Minister fully understands and appreciates the concerns raised by nearby residents, business
and the wider community, but remains satisfied that the planning application process, in tandem
with the requirements of the EIA Order, will ensure that full and considered regard is had to the
environmental and other impacts of any expanded mineral extraction at La Gigoulande Quarry.
The draft bridging Island Plan simply seeks to safeguard this site for mineral extraction based on
the need to identify how the island might seek to meet its long-term need for aggregates: it does
not propose to confer any presumption of approval for this form of land use.
The development of the land involving the extraction of minerals from the site would still need to
be the subject of separate planning application. Any planning application would be the subject of
public consultation and could, at the Minister’s discretion, be the subject of a planning inquiry.
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Proposals for minerals extraction would also, by virtue of Order3, need to be accompanied by a full
and comprehensive environmental impact assessment which would be subject to its own process
of scoping and consultation.
EIA identifies both the positive and negative environmental effects of proposed developments prior
to planning permission being considered. It aims to prevent, reduce or offset any identified
significant adverse environmental effects of development proposals.
The EIA process ensures that planning decisions are made in the full knowledge of the
environmental effects and with full engagement of statutory bodies, local interest groups and
members of the public.
Notwithstanding the recommendations of the examination in public, the majority of the concerns
raised so far in the representations will be fully assessed in the context of the planning application /
EIA process. The designation of MY966 as part of the La Gigoulande SMA would not, in any way,
prejudice the planning / EIA process.
If suitable mitigation measures could not be secured to safeguard residential amenity, impact on
bio-diversity and the wider landscape character, then any proposal to extend extraction into the
field would not be supported.
Many of the issues of detail being raised, through consultation on the draft bridging Island Plan, as
to the potential environmental impact and its mitigation associated with the extraction of minerals
from Field MY966, can and will only be addressed through the context of a planning application
and associated EIA processes.
Loss of green lane / disruption to cycling and walking routes
In respect of potential impact upon the future of La Rue Bechervaise, there are two options for
working Field MY966 if, ultimately, extraction proceeded into the proposed designated area. A
more detailed description of the potential expansion of the quarry into Field MY966 has been
prepared by Granite Products Ltd in a published document; An appraisal of the proposed southern
extension - Granite products Ltd, 20214. The two options for working the field are summarised
below:
1.

Work it separately from the existing quarry. This could ensure the retention of La Rue
Bechervaise but, would result in a lower yield of aggregate and could, potentially
increase the impact on local and residential amenity.

2. Work it from the existing quarry and re-route La Rue Bechervaise along the southern
perimeter of MY966. This option would maximise yield and help reduce impact.
From a policy perspective, the impact of any planning application to expand mineral extraction into
Field MY966 upon the integrity of the local road and cycle route infrastructure will be a material
consideration. It will be a matter for the decision maker on any forthcoming planning application to

3
4

Planning and Building (Environmental Impact) (Jersey) Order 2006
Promotion of an extension to the mineral extraction operations at La Gigoulande quarry, Jersey – Granite Products
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consider the issue in light of all supporting evidence, including comprehensive EIA and responses
from public and stakeholder engagement.
Data / quality of advice issues
Inconsistency of forecasted remaining reserves (2011 IP vs draft BIP)
The 2011 Island Plan (revised 2014) quotes La Gigoulande Quarry as having an estimated 3.2 million
tonnes of stone reserve at the start of 2011. Planning permissions granted in 20015 and 20076
consented the extraction of two million tonnes and 1.4 mt respectively; totalling 3.4 mt which is not
dissimilar to the original estimate.
The 2011 Island Plan’s calculation of a 27 year reserve at La Gigoulande is based on the 3.2mt
estimate and an assumed annual output (extraction rate) of 118,000t. Arup calculated the same 27
years remaining reserve, but used the consented 3.4mt reserves baseline and a predicted
extraction rate of 125,000t per annum, on average.
It has come to light during subsequent discussions with Arup that the 2011 Island Plan’s assumption
of there being 3.2mt remaining reserves at that time was, in likelihood, an over estimation. The 2011
estimate of 3.2 mt seemingly did not take into account the extent of extraction at the quarry
between the 2001 planning permission and the approval of the 2011 Island Plan.
Since the 2001 planning permission, approximately 2.3mt have been extracted from La Gigoulande
Quarry. This figure reflects higher than average extraction rates for some years during the period
and leaves a reserve of between 900,000t and 1.1mt. At an average extraction rate of between
118,000 and 125,000 t per annum, this equates to between 7.2 years and 9.3 years of remaining
reserves. The draft bridging Island Plan assumes the lower volume of reserves (900,000t) and an
average extraction rate of 125.000 t per annum, giving just over seven year’s winnable reserves.
The 2011 Island Plan (revised 2014) also refers to the quarry operating company suggesting that
‘…the life of the quarry could be prolonged by a further 40 years to 2076, when recycling operations
are established under the auspices of policy WM6 (if recycling volumes are available), because
primary aggregate production would be reduced by 50%’. [para 10.10]
This statement was offered by the operating company in response to a request for information on
the (then) current position of mineral supplies and extraction in the island prior to the drafting of
the 2011 Island Plan. In retrospect, it is understood that the intent of this statement should have
been to indicate that the proposed recycling arrangements could extend the life of the quarry up
to a total of 40 years, not an additional 40 years. The original statement was not reflected in any
policy of the 2011 IP, nor endorsed in the Plan. Moreover, the draft bridging Island Plan does not
make reference to the ’40-year’ statement.
While the over-estimation of remaining reserves at La Gigoulande Quarry as stated in the 2011
Island Plan is acknowledged, it does not materially affect the policy direction of the draft bridging
Island Plan. Remaining reserves at La Gigoulande Quarry stand at just over seven year’s supply and
the minerals policies of the draft bridging Island Plan reflect this fact.

5
6

P/1996/1041
P/2006/1273
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The decision to include MY966 in the draft bridging Island Plan SMA was taken in light of
professional evaluation of available evidence by Arup Ltd. The MWW study [2020] is a thorough
document that does not lead GoJ to adopt one policy stance but, instead, presents a range of
scenarios for GoJ to consider.
The MWW study confirms that the ongoing security of aggregates supply depends on primary
production at the quarries and secondary production at recycling sites. Safeguarding these sites
and supplies is important to ensure that construction cost and impacts on the environment are not
unduly increased.
Data is based solely upon evidence submitted to Arup from the quarry operators
The quarry operators are best placed to provide information on the extent of reserves remaining,
current and historic levels of demand and supply and on the potential extent of reserves on /
under land within their ownership.
The consultation raised questions as to whether the extent of existing consented reserves had been
under-estimated by the quarry operators. In particular, whether the reported winnable reserves
exclude material in the ground on which plant is located. Arup confirm that the reserve calculation
does not exclude material on which the plant is located. Normal practice is that the calculation of a
quarry’s reserves includes all potentially workable rock in the deposit in question. In almost all
quarries, therefore, it is a simple matter of geology that processing plant will be located on top of
winnable reserves.
Quarry operators seek to locate plant in a location that offers the best balance among competing
demands of excavating efficiency, transport access, visual impact and dust management. The best
location may vary from time to time depending on how a quarry is worked. For example, one part
of a quarry may become too deep and waterlogged, or too steep, to work efficiently. Or,
unexpected problems with rock quality may arise. It is not uncommon for on-site plant to have to
be moved from one location to another. Obviously, best practice will seek to minimise such moves
because of the cost involved.
While at every quarry the issues will be different, the quantity of reserves underneath an operator’s
processing plant will generally be a small proportion of the calculated total and not a factor in
whether or not additional reserves may be needed to secure future supplies.
It is an established requirement of minerals planning policy that permitted reserves of at least 10
years supply are maintained, with provision in planning for a further 10 years. The Arup Report
simply advises GoJ on the range of options for delivering on these requirements, noting the pros
and cons of each. In the case of La Gigoulande Quarry, the issue is more complex because the
location is an option for the future of not only quarrying but also management of inert wastes and
the reprocessing of them into secondary aggregates.
The Minister is satisfied that Arup’s use of the term ‘economically winnable reserves’ is accurate
and based on industry-acknowledged definition and terminology.
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Arup Ltd has been the sole consultant providing information and advice to the Government
of Jersey since 1999. Good governance should have required a change in consultants used.
Arup were contracted to produce the Minerals, Waste and Water study following an open
procurement process that complied with the Government of Jersey’s procurement best practice
procedures. They are an internationally recognised consultancy, offering impartial and multidisciplinary advice to governments, NGOs, businesses and individuals. In awarding the contract to
Arup to produce the study, due diligence was followed.
The fact that Arup were engaged to work on the first Minerals Strategy prepared for the island in
1999 is not considered to be material or to present any issues of governance. Since that time Arup
have not been retained or engaged to provide further advice in relation to minerals planning. The
development of the MWW Study is an entirely new commission. The fact that Arup have been
engaged to undertake this work is not considered to represent inadequate governance or to
present any issue that has prejudiced the formulation of sustainable minerals and waste policies for
the island.
With each new Island Plan draft minerals and waste policies, together with the background
evidence reports such as Arup’s study, are subject to full scrutiny through the independent
examination in public.
The Minister remains satisfied that Arup’s contribution to the evidence base underpinning the
minerals and waste policies is well-informed, impartial, robust and professional.
La Gigoulande Quarry should be designated as a potable water storage facility (reservoir)
Jersey Water’s raw water supply system currently comprises of six impounding reservoirs, two
direct catchments with storage tanks, seven pumped surface water catchments, six boreholes and
La Rosière desalination plant. The surface water catchments supply around 95% of the raw water
for the island, amounting to 2,705 million litres, or approximately 120 days of supply (equating to
22.5 million litres per day or 22,500 cubic metres).
Figures from Jersey Water indicate that, on average, in 2017, 20,100 cubic metres of water per day
were supplied to homes and businesses across the island.
However, demand forecasting undertaken as part of Jersey Water’s Water Resource Management
Plan7 indicates that water demand is expected to rise to 22,800 cubic metres per day by 2045, with
dry years expecting a demand of 23,900 cubic metres per day.
In order to increase raw water storage capacity to meet the expected long-term demand, Jersey
Water have identified the potential for a new reservoir to be created within the void at La
Gigoulande Quarry once extraction ceases (see report). This proposal is also supported in a
number of representations received through the Island Plan consultation exercise.

The option of using the quarry for water storage was considered by ARUP in their Minerals, Waste
and Water Study, in one of the scenarios (scenario 2) for informing an integrated solution to the

7

Water Resource Management Plan
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island’s minerals, waste and water strategy. The study concluded that the use of La Gigoulande
Quarry for water storage would not meet the expected increase in demand and that there were
more effective methods of increasing the island’s available supply. These alternatives are detailed in
section 7 of the Arup study.
Moreover, the Minister notes that La Gigoulande Quarry is in private ownership, with the owners
making clear their intent to continue extraction and to extend operations into Field MY966. The
void left by the original workings would be used as an inert waste management and disposal site
as per the planning permission granted in 2016 (ref: P/2012/0121).
Looking beyond the period of the bridging Island Plan, and its successor, Arup comment that
“There might be a scenario in which La Gigoulande has a triple use, also incorporating water storage
– particularly in the longer term towards the end of Jersey Water’s 2040 forecast period. This was not
explicitly tested...but the nature of La Gigoulande and its extension into Field MY966 could mean that
a diversity of uses could be envisioned, explored and planned for...” [para 8.2]
It should be made explicit in Policy MW1 that mineral workings restoration schemes should
be secured by planning obligation agreements.
Policy MW1 states that “All proposals for extended mineral extraction sites must be accompanied by
an environmental impact assessment and a comprehensive after-use site restoration plan.
Restoration plans should demonstrate that the site will be restored, with a positive enhancement of
both the site and the landscape or coastal character of the area, to an appropriate use within a
reasonable timeframe, and provision for the long-term maintenance and management of the land.
The implementation of such approved schemes will be secured through the use of planning
conditions or planning obligation agreements”.
The Minister considers that the wording is sufficient to successfully secure appropriate restoration
schemes where necessary.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the planning inspector considers the issues raised through the
consultation, having particular regard to the desirability of maintaining a minimum of a 10-year
supply of primary aggregate whilst having regard to the island’s objectives to become carbonneutral.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to change the designation and policy framework
as proposed in the draft bridging Island Plan.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 63 - Minerals: Simon Sand and Gravel site
Relevant policies
Strategic Policy SP6 – Sustainable island economy
Policy MW1 – Provision of minerals
Policy PL5 – Countryside, coast and marine environment
Policy GD1 – Managing the health and wellbeing impact of new development
Policy NE3 – Landscape and seascape character
Summary of representations received
Representations received in relation to the Simon Sand and Gravel site raise several issues as
summarised below:
•

Concern over any expansion or continued extraction at the site owing to the long-term
impact on the character and value of the Coastal National Park.

•

Concern that Arup’s recommendations to support extended extraction at the site, until
reserves are exhausted, have not been adopted by the Minister.

•

Lack of evidence to support alternative supply methods for sand and their potential
impact on the island’s carbon neutral targets as suggested in the plan, namely:
o

Crushed down rock

o

Recycled aggregates

o

Imported aggregates

Minister’s comments
Concern over any expansion or continued extraction at the site owing to the long-term
impact on the character and value of the Coastal National Park.
The Jersey Mineral Strategy 2000- 2020, which was reflected in the policies of the 2011 Island Plan
(revised in 2014), envisaged the winding down of the Simon Sand and Gravel extraction site by
2018, having regard to its location within the context of a sensitive landscape setting which forms
part of the Coastal National Park, with a progressive restoration of the dune landscape.
Planning permissions have, subsequently, extended the consented period of extraction, within the
boundaries of the existing operational quarry site, up to December 2023 (planning ref:
RC/2018/0816), with conditions requiring restoration by 2026, beyond which, there was an
expectation that the facility would cease all extraction operations.
The draft plan allocates the Simon Sand and Gravel site as a safeguarded minerals area. However,
Policy MW1 states, expressly, that proposals for the extension of extraction beyond the
boundaries of the existing consented area (under planning permission ref: P/2003/1318) will not
be supported.
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The Minister considers that, given the high sensitivity of the site, the significant length of time that
extraction has been undertaken and the requirement of planning permission RC/2018/0816 that the
site be restored to a naturalised landscape, further extraction beyond that which is currently
consented will not be supported.
The Minister further considers that the continued or extended extraction of the site could result in
unacceptable harm to the biodiversity of the local area by virtue of changes to the hydrological
gradient of the site and the potential for allowing pollutants to enter the aquatic environment,
which includes fresh-water reserves accessed via bore-holes. Any additional areas of open water
resulting from an extended extraction site also have the potential to attract local and migratory
wetland birds which would present a threat to the safety of aircraft landing from, or taking off
towards, the west by virtue of bird-strike.
Ultimately, any proposal to continue the extraction of minerals from the site (or from an extended
site) beyond the terms of the extant planning permission would still need to be the subject of
separate planning application. Any planning application would be the subject of public
consultation and could, at the Minister’s discretion, be the subject of a planning inquiry. Proposals
for minerals extraction would also, by virtue of Order1, need to be accompanied by a full and
comprehensive environmental impact assessment which would be subject to its own process of
scoping and consultation.
Concern that Arup’s recommendations to support extended extraction at the site, until
reserves are exhausted, have not been adopted by the Minister
The 2020 Minerals, Waste and Water study (‘the study’) presented a range of scenarios for the
Government of Jersey to consider. The scenarios were based on the future requirements for
minerals, inert waste and potable water, and how they might be met in an integrated fashion.
Although the study made a series of conclusions and recommendations, it was not designed to
offer a single, complete solution to the issue.
The study represents a single body of evidence, with suggestions, that must be considered in the
wider context of the planning history of the Simon Sand and Gravel site, and the expectations of
the community and industry stakeholders stemming from that history. Moreover, the site, which
lies within the dune landscape of the coastal strip, is very sensitive to the impact of any further
workings.
The Minister must carefully balance the known advantages of maintaining an on-island supply of
sand from an existing extraction site with the need to protect and enhance the landscape character
and biodiversity of an area. In this instance, the Minister considers that the environmental
considerations outweigh the arguments for continued extraction at Simon Sand and Gravel.
Hence, while the Minister gave full consideration to the study, he considered that there were other
factors that justified a resolution not to adopt Arup’s suggestions in relation to the continuance of
extraction at Simon Sand and Gravel.

1

Planning and Building (Environmental Impact) (Jersey) Order 2006
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Lack of evidence to support alternative supply methods for sand and their potential impact
on the island’s carbon neutral targets
The Minister recognises that that substitute or secondary and recycled materials and minerals
waste will, over the medium to long-term, make an increasingly important contribution to the
island’s supply of aggregate for the construction industry and, in doing so, will ultimately lessen the
demand for primary aggregates.
The extraction site produces approximately 55-60, 000 tonnes of sand and gravel per annum. The
Arup study acknowledges that any decision to, effectively, secure the cessation of extraction at
Simon Sand and Gravel needs to take note of impacts, including consideration of whether, and if
so how, local users of Simon Sand and Gravel’s products could adapt to the removal of the current
output from the industry [see page 20 of the study].
Crushed rock
Approximately 50% of Simon Sand and Gravel’s product is purchased by Ronez Quarry and La
Gigoulande Quarry for use in the manufacture of ready-mix concrete and concrete blocks.
However, both Ronez Quarry and La Gigoulande Quarry are able to produce industry acceptable
sand fractions through the processing of post-extraction fines and mineral wastes.
The Arup study notes that Ronez Quarry are at an advanced stage in designing processing plant
that will produce a range of sands, based on granite dust. Ronez is also experimenting with
processes to recycle glass into sand products These alternative supply routes, once operational,
would allow Ronez to fully adapt to the cessation of extraction at Simon Sand and Gravel.
Granite Products Ltd at La Gigoulande Quarry have stated an intention to respond to any cessation
of extraction at Simon Sand and Gravel by manufacturing their own sand from crushed granite,
with additives, to simulate the beneficial characteristics of natural sands. An amount of importation
of soft sand, used for mortar production, would also be undertaken. This would be likely to be
imported using roll-on, roll-off ferries in one-tonne bags transported on lorry trailers.
Although exact volumes and production rates of crushed rock derived sand are not known at this
stage, it is evident that bulk importation of sand and gravel would not be necessary for Ronez and
La Gigoulande to continue to supply the island with a significant proportion of its demand for sand.
Simon Sand and Gravel’s remaining custom (approximately 50%) is with the island’s smaller
construction firms. This may have to involve the importation of volumes of sand in order to
supplement the crushed rock product. At present, likely volumes of importation are not known and,
hence, the potential impact on the island’s carbon neutral target cannot be accurately assessed.
Recycled aggregates
Jersey currently recycles more construction and mineral waste than almost anywhere in the UK
(Arup study, page 22). This supply of secondary aggregate accounts for over 40% of the island’s
total aggregate sales of just under 500,000 tonnes per annum (primary and secondary).
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Although the majority of secondary aggregate does not constitute, and is not intended as, an
alternative for sand, the fact is that as technologies evolve and awareness of the need for meeting
environmental targets increases, the secondary aggregate sector is expected to play an ever
increasingly important role in both the management of the island’s inert waste streams and in
supplying the domestic market with products specifically tailored for the needs of the construction
(and other) industries.
Continued investment by the recycling and secondary aggregate sectors in terms of plant,
technology and knowledge will lessen the need for any importation of product.
The cessation of extraction at the Simon Sand and Gravel site is not expected to have any adverse
impact upon the secondary aggregates sector. Indeed, it is probable that cessation will act as a
catalyst for the recycling and secondary aggregates sectors to become more effective and efficient
in supplying the industry’s requirements for secondary aggregate and, potentially increasing
output of acceptable sand substitutes.
Imported aggregates
See Statement Response SR62 (Minerals: Rezoning Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the planning inspector considers the issues raised through the
consultation, having particular regard to balancing the need for security of supply of primary
aggregates with the need for the protection and enhancement of the landscape character and
biodiversity of the Coastal National Park.
Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to change the designation and policy framework
as proposed in the draft bridging Island Plan.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)
Relevant policies
General plan requirements and proposals
Summary of representations received
Some representations have raised concern about the deliverability of the plan from the perspective
of proposals delivery, supplementary planning guidance and planning staff resources and capacity.
These are predominately from industry representatives and those who are routinely engaged with
the planning process. The points raised include:
• Concerns over the number of proposals that the draft Bridging Island Plan proposes, which
would need to be delivered in short period of time.
• The Minister has a poor track-record of ensuring Island Plan proposals are delivered.
• The proposals should be prioritised in a specific order and a programme for doing so
should be included in the plan.
• There is no timetable provided for the preparation, consultation and introduction of the
SPG’s that will identify specific measures required to satisfy at least 17 Policies in the plan
and a concern that this will mean prolonged uncertainty about exactly what is required to
comply with requirements in the draft plan with varying interpretation by planning case
officers in applying policy to specific planning applications.
• Clear guidance is required in relation to space and parking standards. There has been a
failure to keep SPG’s updated to reflect current standards being applied. This has inevitably
led to significant confusion and varying interpretation between planning case officers.
• The draft Bridging Island Plan raises a number of new policy issues which will require skills
beyond the present training and capacity of the planning team.
• The Minister should make the most of opportunities for joint working and seek third sector
and industry involvement in the development of policies. This would help to support more
effective policy outcomes.
• The planning applications team are already under-resourced, and the additional
requirements of the plan will slow them further and create an even larger planning
applications back-log.
Minister’s detailed comments
The Minister for the Environment considers the representations received to fall into three broad
categories: delivery of proposals, supplementary planning guidance and planning skills and
capacity - for the sake of clarity, the response is provided on this basis.
Delivery of proposals
It is important to be clear that proposals are not an essential component of the plan - they have no
statutory basis and will be rarely raised in the context of determining planning applications, as they
are not framed as policy. The Minister includes proposals in the plan simply to highlight what
additional work should be prioritised over the plan period and, just as the plan is fully functional
without proposals, proposals may also be brought forward in isolation from the plan, if required.
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Whilst it is not necessary for proposals to be identified, they are nevertheless considered an
important means to establish areas for continuous improvement, and to create a line of visibility
towards challenging policy areas which need to be addressed in the future. The plan should not
scale back its ambition in this respect.
Some proposals in the Bridging Island Plan serve to usefully highlight key areas of focus which will
guide the transition from the shorter-term plan, into the development of a subsequent, longerterm, plan.1 It should be expected that these proposals will be prioritised for that reason.
The Minister is clear that the work required to deliver the suite of proposals is not the sole
responsibility of the Minister for the Environment. If agreed, they become a commitment of the
States Assembly, and they will require prioritisation with other ministers and appropriate additional
resourcing through corporate allocations where necessary.
The Minister agrees that the extant 2011 Island Plan, whilst developed in-light of the priorities of the
time, has generally failed to deliver on the States Assembly commitments to undertake the work
highlighted in its proposals. The main cause of this has arguably been a lack of integration of Island
Plan delivery with the government’s wider strategic and business planning functions, which are
necessary to secure prioritisation and resources to deliver government work. However, since 2011
the Government of Jersey strategic planning function has matured significantly. The Island Plan is
now fully embedded both within the Government’s longer-term strategic planning framework and
in an operational sense is also the responsibility of the Strategy and Innovation Directorate within
the Strategic Policy, Planning and Performance Department, which also leads the development of
the Government Plan and other long-term strategies.2
On the basis of this relationship, when the Bridging Island Plan is approved, new proposals will be
considered for funding through the development of the Government Plan, and the prioritisation of
smaller workstreams (such as the development of supplementary planning guidance) will be
identified as key deliverables in departmental business plans. It will be through these mechanisms –
where a specific deadline is not already established within the draft Island Plan – that the order and
timeliness of the delivery of proposals will be established by the States Assembly, or by Ministers,
where appropriate.

Where a proposal has been identified as required to inform the development of the subsequent Island Plan, it has
been identified in the performance chapter of the draft Bridging Island Plan (p.315-317).
2 See Page 14, figure 4 of draft Bridging Island Plan for performance management and business planning standards
and principles
1
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Figure 1: diagram showing the Island Plan as part of the strategic planning framework, and route of proposals to be
brought forward in the Government Plan and Business Plans.

This framework also creates a means for accountability, where the prioritisation – or deprioritisation- of proposals committed to in the Bridging Island Plan can be publicly addressed.
The Minister notes and agrees the point raised that a partnership approach which can make use of
expertise in non-government organisations to support the delivery of some of the Island Plan
proposals may prove to be beneficial. The suitability of such an arrangement will be considered at
the point of developing a plan to deliver each proposal. In any event, the majority of proposals,
including the development of supplementary planning guidance, will be subject to stakeholder
and/or public consultation as part of their development.
Supplementary planning guidance
The draft Bridging Island Plan recognises the areas of supplementary guidance (SPGs) that should
be developed as a priority to support the effective implementation of the plan. Many of these SPGs
are required regardless of the Bridging Island Plan or have been identified to support the
implementation of newer policy concepts.
The requirements for Supplementary Planning Guidance does not imply a ‘gap’ exists in the Island
Plan. Island Plan policy provides a useable policy framework, and all additional content in SPGs will
be consistent with that format. SPG is often used to make the process of engaging with the Plan
more user friendly, and to provide additional where technical guidance that is relevant to, but does
not need to form part of, Island Plan policies.
The Minister appreciates that there are a number of supplementary planning guidance documents
which are already dated and require review, and that this needs to be prioritised to ensure
alignment with the strategic direction of travel in Jersey, reflective of local needs. Key examples of
this are guidance for both parking and residential space standards, both of which are identified as
proposals in the plan and that are in the process of final development.
In recent years, the timely development of supplementary planning guidance has been hampered
by a number of factors, and the Minister recognises the challenges this has presented in the
planning process. Factors preventing delivery have not been solely resource and capacity driven,
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but also a symptom of evolving contexts which ought to be sufficiently stable before enduring
guidance is established. Key areas of new consideration include the emerging policy framework of
the draft Bridging Island Plan, but also how we rise to the challenge of becoming carbon neutral,
whilst understanding the societal impact of the Covid-19 pandemic.
As with many sectors, Government has also faced staff capacity issues as a direct result of the
Covid-19 pandemic and vacancies. However, as Government re-calibrates itself out of the public
health response and back towards business as usual, staff capacity is being restored.
In response to the approval of the draft Bridging Island Plan, the Minister will publish a programme
to deliver priority supplementary planning guidance documents, and a schedule for reviewing
other dated guidance documents. This programme will take advantage of the Place and Spatial
Planning team now having direct access to wider policy expertise and capacity to support SPG
production. This includes the newly created Strategic Housing and Regeneration team who will
provide specialist housing and regeneration advice, and the Sustainability and Foresight team who
will support on matters relating to environmental policy including transport, energy and carbon
emissions.
Planning skills and capacity
Representations have raised concern about how the Bridging Island Plan requirements may impact
upon the timely determination of planning applications, with there already being a significant
backlog of planning applications, and on-going resourcing challenges in the Development Control
team.
The Minister wishes to stress that the capacity of planning officers and speed of decision making
should not be a reason to dilute necessary planning requirements in the draft Bridging Island Plan.
Resources should instead be made available to ensure that the aspirations of the plan can be
delivered.
The Minister does acknowledge that there will be training and skills requirements arising out of the
proposed policies in the draft plan and work is being done to identify and develop these
requirements into an upskilling programme to commence in January 2022, in preparation of the
plan’s adoption. This programme will include workshops on thematic policy issues and seminars on
assessing development viability, flood risk and carbon impact.
Work is also being undertaken to establish how existing skills across government might
appropriately support the implementation of new Bridging Island Plan requirements, such as the
use of building control officers to assess whether or not a proposal complies with specified building
standards; sustainability and foresight officers to consider carbon impact assessments, and officers
responsible for managing storm water drainage and coastal sea defences to assess flood risk
assessments.
The present context of delays and backlogs in the system come as a result of the exceptional
circumstances that have been experienced over the last 18-months, with Covid-19 and emergency
staff re-deployment, compounded by staff sickness and vacancies. The planning applications team
continue to work at reduced capacity, with currently seven vacancies in the planning applications
and compliance teams, and a further two in building control. Infrastructure, Housing and
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Environment recognise the urgent need to resolve these resourcing challenges and have
developed a recruitment plan aiming to restore full professional capacity by Q3/4 2021, before the
draft Bridging Island Plan is to be adopted. Again – this Minister wishes to stress that this context
should not be used as a reason to justify a dilution of the necessary requirements established by
the Island Plan, but instead the reason why it must be ensured that staffing issues are resolved as
soon as possible.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the planning inspector has regard to the explanation provided in
relation to the status and intent of proposals identified in the draft Bridging Island Plan.
Minister’s intention
The Minister regards the proposals of the plan to be well-intended with a clear route for delivery
and accountability and therefore, does not intend to make any changes to the Plan in this regard.
The Minister will continue to advocate for the prioritisation and resources required to deliver the
proposals identified in the plan, and the maintenance of an adequately resourced planning
function to deliver the plan.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 65 - Performance framework
Relevant policies
Proposal 36 – Strengthening the Island Plan performance framework
Summary of representations received
Some comments have been made in relation to the structure and approach of the proposed
performance framework, including one States Member amendment.
• Amendment 60 (Connétable of St Brelade): Performance measures
In summary, this amendment proposed proposes further or Policies GD8, GD9 ER4 and NE3. These
suggest the loss of trees and the likely increase in new trees is measured. In addition the use of
floor space is challenged with the suggestion that footprint should be substituted alongside
“additional storey/built height area”.
Minister’s detailed comments
With regard to the general representations received, the Minister is content that the performance
framework of the plan and relationship to the Jersey performance framework is appropriately
designed, and therefore, no changes to this framework are necessary.
As set out in Proposal 36, the aim is to strengthen the performance framework by using systems
data to automate the data gathering. The indicators proposed in the plan have been carefully
assessed to ensure that such automation can follow. Floorspace figures are collected for each
application made. Footprint is a less precise measure of the built form. Adding the new upper
floors to this would require a new data set to be calculated and monitored. There is no data
collected on trees felled or trees planted, measuring the later would require close monitoring at 2
to 5 year intervals. Whilst the aspiration to monitor tree loss is understood there will be other
mechanisms tied to the emerging Tree Strategy for the island.
To add a performance measures to calculate the loss of strategic views from headlands would
require upfront identification and mapping of such strategic views. This would be a significant
investment which would of course require full mapping of all strategic views in Jersey. The Minister
contends that the policy framework allows strategic views to be carefully considered when new
development is proposed under GD9, and as such changing the performance measure would not
be required.
The additional measures proposed by Amendment 60 are therefore not considered to benefit the
effectiveness of the plan-performance monitoring framework and the Minister would not be
minded to accept the amendment, as proposed.
The Minister notes that the RIDA (regulatory improvement digital asset) project is underway, which
is a government regulation wide review of digital requirements and will include consideration of
data collection and management. The replacement of existing records management systems is due
to be complete by approx. end 2022.
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Minister’s intention
The Minister for the Environment is not minded to accept Amendment 60 (a), (b), (c), (d) and (e)
to amend the Plan’s performance framework and will retain the wording as drafted.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 66 - Developer viability and deliverability
Relevant policies
This issue applies to the entire plan, but has greatest relevance to the following policies and
proposals:
• Proposal – Sustainable Communities Fund
• Proposal – Future affordable housing provision
• GD3 – Planning Obligation Agreements
• GD10 – Percent for art
• ME1 - 20% reduction in target energy rate for large-scale developments
• ME2 - Passivhaus standards for affordable homes and major development outside the
built-up area
• ME3 - BREEAM rating for new larger scale non-residential buildings
Summary of representations received
General concerns about additional costs arising from the draft Bridging Island Plan that will burden
developers, including:
• challenges to methodology and basis of assumptions made in the 2017 Jersey Infrastructure
Levy viability assessment.
• lack of clarity as to which policies would be removed upon the adoption of the Sustainable
Communities Fund, and how this will relate to the use of POAs
• concerns that the draft Bridging Island Plan imposes significant and costly additional new
requirements on applicants, including additional cost for consultants fees added to already
high development costs.
• the viability of development in Jersey is ever decreasing, there are developers (and private
property owners) who are giving up on undertaking work due to the high costs and
uncertainty within the system.
Minister’s detailed comments
In order to provide some structure and clarity in responding to the key issues raised through the
consultation, the Minister for the Environment’s statement response is structured by general
themes, as set out below:
1. General principles of measuring the draft Bridging Island Plan viability
Some of the representations made in the consultation raise concern as to the basis of the draft
Bridging Island Plan viability being considered in light of an assessment that was undertaken
in 2017. This 2017 viability assessment considered local land values and development costs and
was produced in consultation with the local industry. The Minister is aware that not all industry
representatives agreed with the assumptions made in the 2017 assessment.
It is important to emphasise that the use of this work to consider the viability of the draft
Bridging Island Plan does not seek to justify scope to apply a levy or charge as the original
2017 assessment sought to do. The 2021 Draft Bridging Island Plan – Viability Note report aims
to highlight whether or not viability/profitability has improved since 2017, and therefore
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indicate whether or not there is more - or less - scope to withstand increased developer
contributions, through a charge and/or through increased policy requirements. The report
sets-out that high-level data from the BCIS and Statistics Jersey indicates that viability has
improved since 2017, that is to say the scope to make developer contributions or to deliver
greater levels of policy requirement are now greater than they were in 2017.
The assessment focuses on whether or not the policies of the draft Bridging Island Plan - when
compared to those of the Revised 2011 Island Plan - increases development costs to such an
extent that they will render development unviable. The 2021 viability note uses the available
data as a baseline and has regard to the apparent divergence of construction costs and
property values that has happened since the baseline was established in 2017. It is also clear
that the viability of both the proposed Sustainable Communities Fund and potential affordable
housing requirement for open market housing is to be explicitly set aside for further viability
analysis.
The viability of the Revised 2011 Island Plan, as articulated through the 2017 assessment,
cannot be reasonably disputed given that the plan has been in place for a considerable
amount of time and development has been taking place under that plan. Indeed, the amount
of development aspired to in the Revised 2011 Island Plan has been realised and therefore
arguments that there is no value capacity for some moderate additional policy requirements
in the draft Bridging Island Plan are considered to be without any firm foundation.
The 2021 viability note highlights the apparent divergence of build costs and property values
since the 2017 assessment was undertaken, indicating how build costs have increased by less
than 20%, but property values more than 20%, and in some cases, such as 4-bed homes, the
increase in property values is in excess of 40%. The 2021 note also recognises, however, that
there are real material uncertainties around the values of properties and the costs of
construction that are as a direct result of the Covid-19 pandemic, as has been highlighted in
the relevant representations to the draft Bridging Island Plan consultation.
Therefore, whist the 2021 viability note seeks to provide some appropriate narrative around
development viability context in 2021 and the policy requirements proposed in the Draft
Bridging Island Plan, the Minister can neither predict or resolve the uncertainty presented by
the Covid-19 pandemic whilst the unprecedented situation with property sales and supply
chains remains fluid. The Minister also contends that full re-assessment of viability in Jersey
today would not achieve the level of certainty and precision that some representations are
seeking. The uncertainty caused by both the pandemic and Brexit is not considered sufficient
justification to not make progress in key policy areas, as is being proposed by the draft
Bridging Island Plan.
The Minister has sought to explicitly mitigate some of the risk associated with the present
economic uncertainty in the form of a shorter-term Bridging Island Plan. Adopting a Bridging
Island Plan means the evolving economic context of development in Jersey can be reevaluated in the relative short-term, when hopefully, there will be more market stability. The
development of the subsequent Island Plan and reflections on the impact of the policies
established through the Bridging Island Plan will be helpfully supported by the undertaking of
a detailed viability assessment to consider whether there is scope to introduce the SCF and/or
a proportion of open market homes to be allocated as affordable, in the policy framework
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design of the subsequent Island Plan. In this work, the Minister fully intends to re-examine
residual land values in Jersey, having regard to the comments made about the local context in
relevant representations received, and provide a full, locally derived update as to the change
in construction costs that need to be taken into consideration.
2. Sustainable Communities Fund
The majority of concerns raised about the implementation of a Sustainable Communities Fund
(SCF) are considered to be significantly premature. The “Lichfields representations on behalf of
the Jersey Construction Council” response, as submitted by a consortium of developers and
industry representatives to the draft Bridging Island Plan, makes many references and
challenges to the principles, design and viability of a fund, on the basis of a previous attempt
to introduce a levy in Jersey. However, the reason for including the SCF and the proportion of
open market homes as proposals, and not as a policy, is because the Minister must first
undertake a new and detailed viability assessment. Should this viability prove that there is
scope to introduce a the SCF and/or proportion of open market homes as affordable, the
Minister would, in the case of the SCF, then need to design and introduce necessary enabling
legislation (which would require further approval by the States Assembly) before the SCF could
be introduced. This work has not yet been done and will not start until such time that the
Bridging Island Plan is approved.
The work to test viability and design a potential fund must - and will - involve industry
engagement where all of the points raised in the Litchfield Report and wider representations
can be appropriately and usefully raised. Due to the scale and complexity of this work, it isn’t
the intention of the Minister to implement any resulting policy during the Bridging Island Plan
period. Indeed, the implementation of a SCF would be disruptive to the policy framework of
the Bridging Island Plan, as it is most likely a number policies would need to be changed to
ensure that the introduction of a SCF does not create instances of ‘double dipping’1. The
Minister cannot change Island Plan policies without going through a formal Island Plan review
process and given the short lifespan of the Bridging Island Plan, this would therefore be in the
development of the subsequent Island Plan.
The Minister notes the concerns raised that the relationship between the SCF and existing
policy requirements of the plan (such as percent for art contributions) is unclear. The Minister
confirms that those policies which lead to developer contributions will be reviewed as part of
the process to consider the introduction of the SCF, with the intention to simplify and reduce
developer contributions arising from policy requirements. As stated above, this consideration
will need to be as part of the development of the subsequent Island Plan to enable those
policies to be changed, should that be required.
The Minister accepts that the wording of the proposal seeking to pursue the introduction of
the Sustainable Communities Fund could be clearer to avoid any confusion or fear that the
SCF would be placed upon the framework of the Bridging Island Plan. The Minister, therefore,
proposes amended wording to the proposal to ensure that the intention to bring this forward
as part of the subsequent Island Plan is clear.

Double-dipping is a term used to describe an instance where something is paid for twice: through both the policy
framework of the plan, and through the application of funding generated by the SCF fund.
1
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3. Increased policy requirements affecting viability in the draft Bridging Island Plan
Representations received raise concern over the viability impact of some proposed policies in
the draft Bridging Island Plan. The Minister highlights that where a cost impact is to be
expected from a new or changed policy in the draft Bridging Island Plan, that this has been
acknowledged in the Draft Bridging Island Plan – Viability Note (2021). Key areas of concern
raised include the revision of the percent for art policy (GD10), the development standards
proposed by the Managing emissions chapter (ME1, ME2 and ME3 specifically) and a general
concern about increased consultancy requirements to produce information.
In response to these concerns, it should be both highlighted and emphasised that the Minister
has designed these policies to be pragmatic in their application, with flexibility to deal with
practical and financial viability, and to allow the developer to propose appropriate and
proportionate solutions.
•

Policy GD10 – Percent for art: The revision to the percent for art policy acknowledges
the inconsistency and implementation challenges learned from its predecessor in the
Revised 2011 Island Plan. The original policy, though guidance, was established at flat
rate of 0.75% of development costs and whilst voluntary, was often seen to be
mandated in the decision-making process. The supplementary guidance for the original
policy is prescriptive and creates additional cost through the need to appoint an
‘approved art advisor’ and lacks support for community-led projects which have the
potential to cost less whilst being very successful.
The updated approach proposed in policy GD10 seeks to address these issues and
create greater certainty and flexibility for the developer. Whilst it can be asserted this
policy seeks a 0.25% uplift, the policy is clear that the requirement is for “approximately
1% of the total construction cost” to be set aside for public art. This is, therefore, a
guide that should be interpreted as a maximum requirement, and not a definitive
requirement. The preamble to the policy elaborates on the objectives of the policy and
how it can be realised in a proportionate and appropriate way:
“In development schemes, where the inclusion of art will be of public benefit, a
contribution to public art of approximately 1% of the total construction cost of the
development will be expected. However, the actual financial value and product arising
from the contribution should be of a commensurate/reasonable scale and value to
the scale of the development and the nature and origin of the artistic
contribution.”(p.99)
The intent of this flexibility is to ensure that the resultant public art, regardless of its
financial value, is right for the development and its context, and achieves a quality
outcome. It will be for the developer to justify their approach to the contribution, which
should be in the form of a public art statement which sets out the artistic brief, the
artist’s response to the brief, a proposal for the public art, costings and agreement to
procure the installation or public art from a named artist or artistic business. It will then
be for the decision maker to decide if the developer’s response is adequate.
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The Minister appreciates that further guidance in this respect would be helpful to
developers in navigating the requirements, and hence the inclusion of a proposal to
develop such guidance.
•

Managing emissions policies (ME1, ME2, ME3): These policies represent a targeted
approach to reduce carbon emissions from buildings. As the draft Bridging Island Plan
viability note highlights, the cost impact of these standards can be reduced or avoided
through early consideration in the design stages, and balanced when considered
against the whole lifecycle cost of the building’s energy consumption. Cost impacts
associated with the standards can be expected to be:
o

ME1: less than 2.5%

o

ME2: 2.9% for flats and between 5-8% to the costs of housing.

o

ME3: negligible cost impact to achieve ‘very good’ and from under 1% to 5.5%
for ‘Excellent’ depending on the nature of the scheme, with offices being a little
under 2%.

Of these proposed policies, Passivhaus (ME2) is recognised to carry the greatest
potential for increased costs, and hence why there is explicit flexibility provided in the
policy to ensure viability does not compromise the deliverability of the scheme:
“In those cases where it is argued that the Passivhaus requirement will render a
development unviable, a viability assessment, which considers the whole development
life-cycle must be provided. Should the viability case be accepted, the developer will
be required to demonstrate how the building has been designed to achieve the
highest possible standard towards reaching the Passivhaus standard, within the scope
of viability”.(p.211)
The Minister, therefore, does not agree that these standards will present developmentlimiting viability challenges, with the cost impacts considered to be low (and lower when
the developer considers the requirement in the early design stages), with the addition of
flexibility in the achieving of the Passivhaus standard to allow viability to be addressed.
•

Additional consultancy costs to support evidence development: the Minister
acknowledges that the effect of the draft Bridging Island Plan will be, in some cases,
that more evidence will be required to accompany planning applications to help ensure
the objectives of the plan are being met. In many instances and depending on the
origin of the application, the requirements will not require significantly more specialist
input than the requirements of the current Revised 2011 Island Plan but will require
consideration and time.
The Island Plan must be effective, and this can only be assured when a decision maker
has enough information to understand the impact of a development and is able to
ensure that it can be implemented appropriately and managed through the use of
conditions. In some instances, such as the use of viability assessments, the requirement
for information is only in the developer’s interest to ensure that their case can be
proven, rather than an application refused.
The Minister does appreciate that there must be a balance between the assessment and
accountability of a development’s performance, and the need to avoid unnecessary
bureaucracy. The additional requirements for information are centred on environmental
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issues and hence why the Minister has included “Proposal – Design statements and
statements of sustainability”, where the Minister will further consider how these
requirements can be streamlined into a simple reporting structure, as far as possible.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that the inspector considers the viability and deliverability of the draft
Bridging Island Plan.
Minister’s intention
The Minister is not minded to amend the plan as the Minister considers that the requirements of
the plan will not render normal development unviable.
To ensure the timeline and intent for the development of a sustainable communities is clearer, the
Minister intends to amend the wording of Proposal – Sustainable Communities Fund, as set out (in
green) below (see Modification schedule)
Proposed modification:
Proposal – Sustainable communities fund
Recognising the challenges to secure the sustainable future development of Town, a
Sustainable Communities Fund will be established and funded through a land development
levy, subject to approval by the States Assembly.
Work to design and introduce the necessary legal mechanisms for the Fund will take place over
the plan period of the bridging Island Plan, ready for inclusion into the subsequent review of
the Island Plan.
The viability of the proposed Fund will be assessed and arrangements for the governance and
allocation of the Fund, including the role of Parishes, will be set out when it is proposed. As part
of this work, restrictions will be put in place, through regulations, to ensure that developers are
not charged twice for the same infrastructure.
Should a mechanism also be introduced to deliver a proportion of affordable homes on all
housing development sites, restrictions would also be put in place to ensure that contributions
to the Sustainable Communities Fund were viable, proportionate and appropriate in light of the
contribution made by the delivery of affordable homes.
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Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
Minister for the Environment – Statement response

SR 67 - Proposals map changes
Relevant policies
Summary of representations received
A variety of issues have arisen in relation to the proposals map, which can be categorised as
follows:
• Mapping anomalies: domestic boundaries
• Mapping anomalies: allocations under current Island Plan
Minister’s detailed comments
The scope of this Island Plan review has not included a detailed and systematic review of the builtup area boundaries of the plan.
The only systematic review that has been undertaken is that relating to the Coastal National Park
boundaries, as set out the Coastal National Park Boundary Review.
A number of representations have, however, been received which have sought to raise issues
relating to the definition of the built-up area. Some of these seek to resolve what effectively
amount to anomalous issues where it is evident that the boundary of the built-up area, as defined
on the proposals map, does not satisfactorily relate to the situation ‘on the ground’. In most
instances, these are longstanding and concern domestic boundaries.
Other representations have been made, in most cases, seeking to secure some form of
development or, in others, protection, by proposing changes to the definition of various zones in
the plan, in order that a site may be subject to a different planning policy regime. Where this has
arisen, these representations have been considered under the auspices of the relevant policy area
(for example, PL5: Coastal National Park; or GD8: Green backdrop zone).
Other mapping issues have arisen where there is a discrepancy as a result of change, either in the
form of development or policy, proposed between the Revised 2011 Island Plan and the draft
bridging Island Plan where this has not been reflected in the associated revision of the proposals
map.
The Minister would offer the following comments relative to each of the categories, and seek to
provide additional details of each case in the associated appendices (numbered as per the list
below), with proposed changes to the proposals map, outlined in green.
Mapping anomalies: domestic boundaries
1.

Le Pepiniere, St Lawrence (BHLF-ZZ1R-2KXT-Z)
This case would appear to involve the longstanding incorporation of a field remnant into a
domestic boundary. The issue also appears to affect the property to the south, as well as others
to the north east. There is considered to be little or no potential impact upon local landscape
character given the location of these sites, and the enclosed nature of these boundaries around
an existing field that is surrounded by development on three sides.
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The Minister is minded to amend the built-up area boundary to regularise these anomalies by
embracing these domestic gardens within it.
2. Land at Glenwhern, Grouville (ANON – ZZ1R-2KMN-F)
It is evident that the area of land highlighted by this representation forms part of a domestic
garden and is physically and visually distinct from the landscape character of the Grouville
coastal plain.
The Minister is minded to amend the built-up area boundary to exclude the residential
boundary of Glenwhern from the Coastal National Park and to embrace it within the built-up
area.
Mapping anomalies: allocations under current Island Plan
3. Field MN402, St Martin
This site was allocated the development of homes under the auspices of the Revised 2011 Island
Plan. The site has now been developed and it is appropriate for it to embraced within the
boundary of the built-up area of St Martin’s Village.
The Minister is minded to amend the built-up area boundary to embracing Field MN402 within
it.
4. Field O785, St Ouen
This site of vacant and derelict glass was allocated the development of affordable homes under
the auspices of previous Island Plans, but its development has not been realised.
The site is not proposed to be taken forward for development as part of the bridging Island
Plan. It has, however, been mistakenly included within the built-up area boundary of the smaller
settlement of St George’s Church.
The Minister is minded to amend the built-up area boundary to exclude Field O785 from within
it.
5. Sewage treatment plant, Bellozane, St Helier
During the plan period of the current Island Plan, work has been undertaken to redevelop the
island’s sewage treatment facility at Bellozane Valley. Part of the site currently sit outwith the
built-up area boundary. The Minister is minded to amend the built-up area boundary to
embracing the entirety of the plant within it.
Minister’s recommendation
The Minister recommends that inspector consider the proposed changes relative to the
representations received and the comments made in order to determine whether they might be
deemed to be an appropriate response to the issues raised.
Minister’s intention
The Minister is minded to amend the proposals map, as set out in the attached appendices
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Appendix 1: Le Pepiniere, St Lawrence

2003

2011

Current map: site (red)

2019
Proposed amendment to BUA (green)

270

Draft Bridging Island Plan: Post-consultation report
Part 3: Minister’s statement responses
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Appendix 2: Land at Glenwhern, Grouville

2003

2011

Current map: site (red)

2019
Proposed amendment to BUA (green)
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Appendix 3: Field MN402, St Martin

Revised 2011 Island Plan

2020 aerial image (u/c)
Current map: site (red)

Proposed amendment to BUA (green)
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Appendix 4: Field O785, St Ouen

Revised 2011 Island Plan

2020 aerial image
Current map: site (red)

Proposed amendment to BUA (green)
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Appendix 5: Sewage treatment plant, Bellozane

2020 aerial image
Current map: site (red)

Proposed amendment to BUA (green)

274

Draft Bridging Island Plan
Post-consultation report
Part 4: Summary of consultation responses

Part 4: Summary of consultation responses
______________________________________________________
Introduction and strategic proposals
Strategic policies
Places
General development
Natural environment
Historic environment
Economy
Housing
Managing emissions
Community infrastructure
Travel and transport
Minimising waste and environmental risk
Utilities and strategic infrastructure
Minerals extraction and solid waste disposal
Performance and delivery
Sustainability appraisal
General Comments

Part 4: Introduction and strategic proposals

_______________________________________________________________________

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

The Minister agrees with most of these points, which effectively justify why a
short-term plan is being proposed in favour of a long-term plan whilst so
much long-term uncertainty exists. The Minister does not agree that the
housing demand is unproven, and both the draft Bridging Plan and its
supporting evidence provide justification as to why action in this respect is
required.

Strategic proposal 1: Development of a long-term planning assumption
BHLF-ZZ1R2K6Y-3

Strategic Proposal
1 - Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

In the light of the Covid pandemic all previous assumptions have been thrown into doubt, this is supported by studies in other jurisdictions and
local anecdotal evidence, it is therefore unsafe to proceed to plan based on pre-pandemic assumptions. There is increasing pressure building
upon politicians to either stop or severely restrict population growth, if these changes to policy are sufficiently robust, they may result in a
population decrease in the short term (i.e., the life of the BIP) thus again invalidating the underpinnings of the plan.
Population is the single most contentious issue and if not addressed properly could have disastrous consequences, our current level of increase
is unsustainable and appears to be directly fuelling the decline in economic productivity in the Island, basing housing need projections upon the
range of previous figures is meaningless and not in the public interest.

SR01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

The proposed rezoning of agricultural land to meet a now unproven housing demand is both unsustainable environmentally and economically.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNX-T

P9 – recognises immigration is much greater than 325 per year but no attempt has been made to limit this. This has caused the housing crisis
(or greatly enhanced the damage done). Immigration needs addressing far more urgently than any other States project.

[View full
response]

SR01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

[View full
response]

The Minister is clear that the purpose of developing a shorter-term Island
Plan is to ensure that already identified needs can be met, whilst not making
long-term commitments in the face of present uncertainties. The Minister
cannot justify delaying necessary progress, especially to meet existing
housing availability challenges.

Quality of life needs to be given high priority. This means a maintenance of the current level of population is required, rather than 1,000+ annual
increases. Otherwise, there will be a consistent and long-term downward trend of declining quality of life, sacrificed for a false belief of
“economic growth”. The belief in maintaining immigration levels due to an ageing population is cultivating a Ponzi scheme, as we will need to
have more people coming in each year down the line to look after those, we bring each from the previous decades etc. to look after the elderly.
We need to stop immigration now, assess needs over the next four to five years, use current population resources better, consider importing
temporary labour (nine months out of 12 months right to work but no right to stay – they will have higher wages to compensate but this policy
of not staying needs to be enforced).
Numerous references in the draft plan to the welfare of children. A large number of children see a bleak prospect ahead as they have little
chance of affording a house in Jersey and will probably leave. How is continued immigration, and the continuing house price increases as a
result, good for the current generation of children? The answer is, it is not.
I really do not understand how the draft plan is focusing on building more homes when the focus should be on dealing with the uncontrolled,
“oh let’s see what happens if we do nothing”, population growth crisis we have.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJ5-K

In my view you should wait until the results of the 2021 census before developing the new Island Plan. It is impossible to accurately plan when
population numbers and trends are not accurately recorded or understood. It is also very hard to make reliable assumptions on population or
economic growth in the middle of an unprecedented and highly unusual pandemic.

See also, SR01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

BHLF-ZZ1R2KUA-A

Strategic Proposal
1 - Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

On the whole it is an impressive piece of work and should serve as a good framework for the period 2022-25. Hopefully many of the principles
will be carried forward beyond that time. It is of course regrettable that it has had to be written without a population policy being in place. Had
there been the firm population limits and controls that I, and many other islanders believe to be necessary, then the proposals and policies in
the plan could have been much more specific.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the positive comment and agrees the importance of
having certainly in relation to long-term population change, but also that this
is a matter which cannot be controlled through the plan. Long-term
population change is intended to be considered through the Development of
a long-term planning assumption, which will inform the Development of the
subsequent Island Plan.
SR01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KNB-4

Strategic Proposal
1 - Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

Without a population policy - including on the overall capacity for Jersey - all Island Plans are only 'short-term' as they need further rezoning
after a few years. This will be evident from a brief examination of the multiple propositions put to the States Assembly over the last 40+ years as
population has increased (a summary would provide helpful context for those not aware of changes over this timescale).

[View full
response]

BHLF-ZZ1R2KV9-3

Strategic Proposal
1 - Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

There is no Population Policy and it is completely inappropriate to bring forward a new Island Plan before we have such a Policy.

[View full
response]

1. Introduction

[View full
response]

Minister’s detailed response
See SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

See SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYP-W

This document provides feedback as part of the Consultation on the Draft Bridging Island Plan (referred to here as “The Plan”).
Although only intended to cover a three-year window it is a major piece of work and includes many things that might have been expected in a
longer 10-year plan or an overarching strategy (such as coastal protection) – but with proposals for housing provision only be planned for a 3year window.
While I can understand the desire to produce a replacement plan this makes it very difficult to comment effectively on the content and as the
Plan is 374 pages it is difficult to provide feedback on all areas

The draft Bridging Island Plan intentionally deals with both short and longterm issues for the Island. It is essential the Island Plan provides a framework
for the sustainable Development of the island, and this must therefore look
into the future. Environmental issues are naturally enduring, but social and
economic issues are more susceptible to change, as is clear through our
experience with the Covid-19 pandemic, and as is the reason why the Minister
has presented a short-term plan to ensure this uncertainty has time to settle
before a long-term plan is established.
SR01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

I have set out observations below but recognise I may have missed some content and am not trying to comment on all areas.
2. Summary
2.1. Planning timescale
The plan provides a combination of short term and very long-term areas – e.g., short term for works to be completed within 3 years and long
term of coastal defences and mining
Suggestion: If this is intended to last a short period it may be better to bring any key elements into a revised version of the 2011 plan as revised
in 2014 and complete the production of the new Island Plan for 2024. As the law to require a plan and the change to allow an interim plan are
all led by the States Assembly they should be able to approve this.
2.2. Comparison to current policies
The Plan states “For the avoidance of doubt, all previous development plans will be superseded by the approval of the bridging Island Plan,”
I could not find a cross reference policies and strategies to the existing Island Plan making it hard to understand what is being changed,
improved or lost.
Suggestion: If not already available a cross reference should be provided before the States Assembly discuss this to allow easy comparison with
existing policies in the current Island Plan or the key elements of the current draft should be applied as a short-term bridging revision to the
current Island Plan.
3. Key dependencies – Population plans
3.1. Economic and Population plan
A key dependency for the plan is an understanding of the strategic direction for the island population and economy as available to or agreed by
the States Assembly. Without this the plan has to guess at possible population change.
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Minister’s detailed response

The plan notes
“Strategic Proposal 1 - Development of a long-term planning assumption
Ministers will work together to develop a long-term planning assumption, with a clear and
comprehensive methodology, for the next and future Island Plans, that reflects and responds to:
•
•
•
•

the migration control policy;
the forthcoming population policy;
the findings of the Future Economy Programme; and
the future development of wider relevant policies, including skills”.

This recognises the importance of population but moves the decision until later. We have been doing that for many years.
Suggestion: There should be no planned increase in housing until the real effects on population can be understood and planned for. At most
we should assume last known population plus net natural growth of 100 per year.
3.2. Economy and population - Brexit, covid and G7 agreement on minimum corporation tax
Some key elements of this are not available in particular:
•
•
•

There is no population policy setting out planned changes in population;
The population is not accurately available from the 2021 census
The impact on population of Brexit and Covid is not fully understood although some changes can be implied by staff shortages in some
sectors, the finance industry reducing staff requirements and the number of people returning to homes outside the island (or coming back
to Jersey) for retirement or life.

The recent G7 agreement could significantly impact the need for staff in finance and other tax related industries. Although this risk has been
long present the probability is now increasing.
Until the way forward is clear the Plan should treat this as a significant risk and plan for the need to increase economic diversity and a possible
reduction in population.
To do this using local people it will need a range of facilities available at all sizes and price ranges. This applies to offices, tourism and
agriculture.
The Plan already includes some elements for the protection of employment land. These should be strengthened to preserve opportunities for
entrants to the market at all levels in agriculture, light industry and non-finance related office work.
In particular what might now be seen as lower value sites should be preserved as a way of allowing new entrants to enter facilities at lower cost
– e.g. small offices and small agricultural holdings.
3.3. Population – Social Security and GVA
The plan is based on an assumption of a growing population and refers to the proposed Migration Control Policy which suggests the growth in
population may have been driven by a concern about the ability to meet social security obligations and the dependency gap. The report also
shows that since 2007 the increase in population has resulted in a reduction in per capita GVA.
The report also states
“In 2011, when discussing the impact of the planet’s population growth, Sir David Attenborough described “The notion of ever more old people
needing ever more young people, who will in turn grow old and need even more young people, and so on ad infinitum, is an obvious ecological
Ponzi scheme”.11 On an island with finite resources the same logic can be applied to bringing in more long-term migrants to grow the economy
and to fill skills and labour gaps in the island. A failure to manage high levels of migration in the working age population now is likely to lead to

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Introduction and strategic proposals | 3

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

Support for the long-term planning assumption is noted.

[View full
response]

See SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

further ageing demographic bulges in the future. A significant increase of migrants in their 20s and 30s over the next ten years would lead to
another pensioner bulge in the 2070s and 2080s leading to increased health and pension costs to be met by following generations of workers.”
Migration Control Policy - Page 14. (I have added bold highlight)
The above clearly shows you cannot address long term housing issues with short term solutions.
The Plan attempts to provide short term solutions for affordable housing for the next few years with no ability to draw on a strategy or plan for
the next 30 – 60. This will not solve the issue of affordability which has been driven by many factors including demand, money supply and
material costs.
Suggestion: Any proposals to rezone land for housing should be put on hold until a Population Policy has been agreed based on accurate
information and a long-term economic strategy.
Suggestion: The Plan should identify the current housing stock and the level of population that would make this “affordable” to most working
people to help inform decisions in this area so that States Members have an alternative vision to consider other than just more building.
3.4. Dependency ratio
In terms of the dependency ratio, migration planning needs to consider the number of older people leaving the island to retire back to their
home country. It is not clear to what extent this has been considered but is known to occur in all sectors.
Suggestion: If basing figures on a dependency ratio, the Plan should provide the underlying figures showing how outward migration is to be
taken into account.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

Strategic Proposal
1 – Development
of a long-term
planning
assumption

The below responses are submitted by Visit Jersey on behalf of the visitor economy. A significant concern to be highlighted at the outset is the
omission of a dedicated tourism section within this Draft Bridging Island Plan. This is in contrast to other areas such as retail, sport, culture and
heritage which all have dedicated sections. This oversight is surprising and worrying and does not appear to take account of the extensive
benefits that the tourism industry provides for the island and its residents. This point is covered in further detail below within the ‘General
comments about Introduction and strategic proposals’ section, but given the significance of the omission, we also wanted to flag this issue as an
initial and over-arching concern.
Strategic Proposal 1 - Development of a long-term planning assumption:
Visit Jersey welcomes the formulation of a long-term planning assumption. It is important that the Government Tourism Strategy is
contemplated within any long-term planning assumption which is carried forward into future Island Plans, so that these are aligned, and tourism
is recognised as a key industry in the island's post-COVID recovery. The lockdown has helped islanders to really appreciate Jersey. Supporting
local tourism and hospitality businesses and enjoying a Jersey staycation has reignited islanders’ passion and pride for our island and the many
wonderful experiences it provides.
A Tourism Strategy for Jersey can help galvanise this sentiment and the impact it has on the economy and quality of life for all, developing a
sustainable, productive tourism economy and meaningful direction which aligns with long-term Government ambitions to protect and value our
environment.

ANON-ZZ1R2KKT-K

Strategic proposal
1 – Long-term
planning
assumption

The existing Island Plan, 6.33 in Table 6, showed a requirement for 4,000 homes over the period 2011 to 2020 (on the basis The States Strategic
Plan 2009 - 2014 establishes a clear objective that all Island residents be adequately housed and the assumption a MAXIMUM inward migration
at a rolling five year average of not more than 150 heads of households pa, which equates to overall increase 325 persons each year ).
However the housing requirement, set in the OAHN report, recognised that the population growth has been significantly higher the anticipated
additional 325 peoples and potentially one large failing in the government system/ process which has caused a net shortfall of 1,800 homes in
the 10 year plan.

And
See SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

The Island Plan failed the housing requirement in a CLEAR objective by 45% !! and partly, the lack of a total effective “Migration Policy” not
followed by the various States Deptments in the last decade.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Minister’s detailed response

Please seriously consider capping the population as the huge rise is contributing to our housing, pollution and traffic problems. Also, would you
please seriously consider including a marine conservation park in the plan as it is very important that we protect our coastal environment

[View full
response]

As set out in Strategic Proposal 1 and 3, the Minister intends to both consider
population and migration policy in the Development of a long-term planning
assumption and will consider marine conservation in the Development of a
marine spatial plan. See also, SR01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island
Plan

Overriding comment is that there should be a general principle of avoiding any decisions which would result in the irreversible change to our
islands green zones in any bridging plans. The purpose of a bridging plan should be to provide reasonable solutions and reuse of space without
making long term and irreversible changes to the Island.

[View full
response]

SR01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

Ministers will work together to develop a long-term planning assumption, with a clear and comprehensive methodology, for the next and future
Island Plans, that reflects and responds to:

[View full
response]

The development of a planning assumption does not bear a strong
relationship to these two issues, as the assumption will represent an objective
analysis of future population character (as-in, our demographic profile), which
is more acutely impacted by migration and economic activity.

The resident population in 2000 was 88,400 persons and in 2019 with 107,800 persons.
In the last 5 years in the only figures which are available (2015 -2019) from States of Jersey Statistics Unit has Net inward migration average 1220
persons pa and Total Annual change 1380 persons pa.
The “failed” Island Plan housing sector is already leaving the island starting on the back foot, with total known 1,800 home shortfall but that is
made worse because the Bridging Plan delivers on the Government's Common Strategic Policy building up to 1,500 new affordable homes by
2025 . The Housing crisis will get worse and not helped by lack of any proper “Migration Policy” to be fully evaluated and then agreed.
The resident population has increased 21% (11,600 persons ) exponentially in last decade and this NOT sustainable on any on the critical
indicators: water, sewage, pollution, traffic, housing etc but yet the Island is signed up to carbon neutrality by 2030 ?!
The lack of a detailed critical piece of information and States Depts have made their own assumptions, in form significant policies. ‘Preferred
Strategy Report’, which set out the assumptions upon which the new bridging plan will be based concludes that its own “analysis" currently
suggests that inward migration to Jersey in the next five years will be around half the level seen in the last five years, which was an additional
1,370 people a year. So, the new plan is based on net population growth of 800 people a year, 700 of that through migration and 100 through
natural growth. The claimed assumption are based on recent migration trends and the likely impacts of Covid and Brexit. That equates to a
population increase of 3,200 between now and 2024. Provision should be made for around 3,750 homes, up to 2024.
The “failed” Island Plan housing figure has been because the inward migration level was been actually at 1,380 persons pa, despite with
assumption of 325 persons pa, by an incorrect increase of 400%!!
The Bridging Plan is based on a total population growth 800 people assumption but it is evidentially provided the actually persons to be 1,380
pa in last decade and therefore the correct assumptions in Bridging Plan are flawed by 50%. Or consecutive the Island Plan assumption
computer models will also again be subject to the garbage in, garbage out outcomes.
The Bridging Plan main assumptions should be updated, especially the Migration Policy which is supposed to be aligned and informing the new
island Plan, which need to put through process a detailed sensitivity analysis and with the outcomes transparently share with the public / key
stakeholders/ Independent Planning Inspectors.
The world has many changes at the moment, which the affects population persons in real time and while policy makers/ Govt carry on in their
own silo's. John Rochester, Mourants Partner, in his opinion in the last month Business Article stated that the channel islands are a prime
example of these desirable locations in the world and there so already evidence of inward migration which leads to long term population
growth with an impact on the housing market. i.e An architect's practice has just recently moved its office from Hong Kong because of political
worries and island Government has allowed “J” status but the local property market prices are already significantly increasing and next the
inflation rate will increase soon
The new Island Plan, draft Migration Policy and Carbon Neutral Strategy, the main Govt assumptions / policies are all CONFLICTED and it is NOT
SUSTAINABLE.

ANON-ZZ1R2K4Y-1

Strategic Proposal
1 -Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

ANON-ZZ1R2KSF-D

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

Strategic Proposal
1 - Development of
a long-term

•

The climate emergency
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ANON-ZZ1R2K7C-E

Selected
policies

Comments

planning
assumption

the biodiversity crisis

Strategic Proposal
1 -Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

There is very little attention paid in the introduction and policy forming language to the necessity for food and clean drinking water, both
essential to life. The provision of food depends on more than farmed fields, but also our ecological supporters, wildlife. No bees, no pollination,
no food production. In the long term this makes our island overly dependent on agricultural products from across the sea. In a crisis, such as a
pandemic, or war, food supplies may not be forthcoming, fought over even. In such a circumstance we are immediately vulnerable if we have in
effect permanently built over green land. We have seen green field sites developed so much in the past twenty years alone. St Martin’s school,
Quennevais school, St Mary’s school, La Rocquier School, Etc. Trinity houses, St John houses, Grouville, St Clement, houses, houses. Many green
acres lost. Such Development is in effect irreversible. It is understood that homes are required, but also noticeable from above how many sites,
already contaminated, are not being considered. Greenhouse sites (concrete bases), old quarries (why do we still allow quarrying?!), St Saviour’s
hospital, The answer may lie in education rather than further green field development. Educating those who can afford large homes to occupy
them only for as long as they have need, to house a family. There are privileged couples and individuals amongst our population occupying
thousands of square feet to be able to appear well off. This needs to be discouraged. Shamed even. In an island of our size a small home should
be considered the the best thing to own. Kinder to the ecology, the environment, the rest of humanity. Building more will go against some of
the primary aims of FUTURE JERSEY.

Strategic Proposal
5 - An
infrastructure
roadmap for Jersey

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the points raised, many of which are very valid. However,
the plan must provide for the sustainable development of the Island in a
manner which best serves the interests of the community, and this requires a
balance between meeting the needs of the environment, community and the
economy, whilst not compromising our ability to meet those needs in the
future - achieving this balance often requires compromise, as is evident in the
range of policies articulated in the draft plan. The plan seeks to ensure that
the island's existing resources are used as responsibly as possible in meeting
these often-competing needs, and effective population control will support
this into the future.

[View full
response]

Gender issues are not intended to form part of the Development of a longterm planning assumption, which will be used to inform broad requirements
for infrastructure and housing. The draft plan has two strategic policies which
seek to ensure that the needs of the community can be met (which may take
into consideration gender specific needs), and also requires that development
is designed to be inclusive (See SP3 – Placemaking and SP7 – Planning for
community needs).

[View full
response]

The Bridging Island Plan is purposefully short-term to allow time to consider
the long-term needs of the Island, which includes the Development of a
planning assumption and infrastructure roadmap for Jersey. The plan
continues to seek appropriate protection for employment land uses,
agricultural land and coastal landscape character.

How can you remove green fields and have more green space? How can you improve well-being when you increase built up area? Don’t do it.
Re-use, recycle, repurpose old buildings, old mess. In response to the phrase ‘affordable housing’, there is a public call for that, but some fault
lies with an unregulated estate agent system artificially driving market conditions. Prices are being driven up beyond realistic valuations. The
method used for pricing houses and apartments is ridiculously arbitrary. This also could use attention.

ANON-ZZ1R2KGR-D

ANON-ZZ1R2KJF-4

Strategic Proposal
1 -Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

I would like to see the Development of a long-term planning assumption include consideration of gender mainstreaming as a policy objective. I
would refer to the research undertaken on women and planning by the Royal Town Planning Institute in particular Part II which considered the
impact of gender-based design, Covid-19 and barriers faced by women in the built environment and how to account for and consider these.

Strategic Proposal
1 -Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

With regards to SP1 - all policies and approaches to a bridging island plan must allow for land and sites to exist by the time a long-term
proposal is brought forward. The primary focus must be on the safeguarding of land and its classes (employment, agricultural, coastal) until
such a time a cohesive planning assumption can be brought forward.

More information can be found here https://www.rtpi.org.uk/research/2021/march/women-and-planning-part-ii/

SR01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

ANON-ZZ1R2KJG-5

Strategic Proposal
1 -Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

We all understand the conflict between affordable housing for our children and protecting the natural environment.

Strategic Proposal
3 -Creating a
marine spatial plan
for Jersey

Additionally, I do believe that the coastal park should be extended and afforded the highest of protections. Without this automatic assumption
against Development and the protection it would confer then it will be chipped away at, and our over-stretched planning department faced
with planning consultants, lawyers and deep pockets will have to make very challenging decisions as to the best use of taxpayers’ funds. It is a
facility for the use of the whole island and needs protection now more than ever.

Strategic Proposal
1 -Development of
a long-term

Include in the bullet points the St Brelade Bay Improvement Plan.

[View full
response]

It is my firm belief that immigration is the number 1 issue for the majority of islanders together with the increasing number of very large houses
being built to accommodate wealthy incomers on sites that could accommodate several family homes. This seems to have accelerated in the
last three years and is an increasingly divisive issue.

The Development of a long-term planning assumption will be undertaken to
inform the subsequent Island Plan. The Minister addresses the need to
provide a range of homes at optimal densities in the housing chapter of the
plan (Policy H2 and H4, in particular).
SR43 - Coastal National Park

ANON-ZZ1R2KSR-S
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The development of a specific area plan is not relevant to the Strategic
Proposal 1 – Development of a long-term planning assumption, which is
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Comments

planning
assumption

With respect to the reference to the Future Economy Programme, the pace of policy development is not keeping up with threat of exponential
technology/New Economy change and its likely impact on Islanders highlighted in the PWC report on the anticipated impact of AI on the
finance industry and the Economic Council Report.

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response
about developing assumptions for population and economic growth/change,
to plan for future infrastructure and housing requirements.
With regard to the delivery timetable, see SR60 St. Brelade’s Bay
Improvement Plan – timeframe and SR64 Implementation and delivery

The proposed local development plan for St Brelade's Bay in Proposal 16 (paragraph 4.87) of the current Island Plan has yet to materialise
despite independent planning inspectors in the 2014 review recommending it be progressed with 'some urgency'.
The Bridging Island Plan is itself a bridging plan partly because of a lack of progress on a final Migration Policy (which itself is scheduled to
precede the results of the 2021 public census conducted every 10 years).
Rather than state the items in the bullet points should be reflected and responded in the next and future Island Plans, planning policy processes
need to be rethought (using modern management techniques) and this timetable revised to accelerate policy development and make it more
satisfactorily data based, solution-orientated and responsive to interim feedback.
Without this review of planning policy processes, the SBBA has a concern, based on its personal experience, that the St Brelade Bay's
Improvement Plan will become a can to be kicked down the road, while deterioration of land availability and other infrastructure and green
infrastructure support (that could otherwise be provided by the current Bridging Plan) to its local tourism industry continues.

ANON-ZZ1R2KX5-1

Strategic Proposal
1 -Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption
Strategic Proposal
2 -Understand the
long-term
requirements of
Jerseys energy
market

Without much tighter controls on immigration and an upper limit on population, the attempts to protect the environment that are promoted in
this Plan will ultimately turn out to be meaningless. Similarly, building more houses to "solve" the current housing shortage is only a solution if
the population doesn't keep increasing. Otherwise, the demand for more green field sites is insatiable.

[View full
response]

The risks of an increase in the dependency ratio cannot be solved by inward migration, they simply push the problem further into the future,
whilst also making it worse in the longer term.

The Minister notes and agrees the points raised in relation to the importance
of population and migration control but reiterates that it is not the role of a
land use plan to establish that control.
SR01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan
With regard to points raised about sustainability and sustainable
Development, it is essential that the plan seeks to achieve a balance between
environmental, community and economic needs, whilst not compromising
our ability to meet those needs in the future - achieving this balance often
requires compromise, as is evident in the range of policies articulated in the
draft plan.

In general the emphasis on wellbeing is very welcome. However, the constant references to "sustainability" are meaningless without a definition
of sustainable. In the absence of a definition, it appears that the word "sustainable" (and its derivatives) are simply added whenever there is a
desire to make something appear more attractive than it might otherwise be (for example, "we need more sustainable housing", instead of "we
need more housing").
In terms of specific proposals, I endorse the comments made in the National Trust for Jersey relating to the Strategic Proposals.

Strategic Proposal
3 -Creating a
marine spatial plan
for Jersey
Strategic Proposal
4 - A west of island
planning
framework

•
•

Strategic proposal 1: the Development of a long-term planning assumption
will be focussed on objectively understanding demographic change, which
does not require consideration of biodiversity and climate, and this is
appropriately considered elsewhere.

SP1: Should include the biodiversity and climate crises
SP2: Should also include a goal of reducing energy consumption

SP4: Designating a "second town" at Les Quennevais must not mean automatic assumptions of greater density of Development. Green spaces
(including large gardens) need to be protected to prevent the entire urban area becoming high density flats.

SR01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan
Strategic proposal 2: Understanding Jersey's long-term energy market will
include consideration of long-term consumption reduction.

Strategic Proposal
5 - An
infrastructure
roadmap for Jersey

BHLF-ZZ1R2KEK-4

Strategic Proposal
1 -Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

Strategic proposal 4: increasing density in existing built-up areas is a key
element of the plan's spatial strategy, and this is not limited to Les
Quennevais as a secondary centre and all built-up areas will have a role to
play. A number of public green spaces have the benefit of protection from
Development in the area, and other green spaces are protected where
considered necessary (such as by way of Green Zone designation).

To our Politicians and Government of Jersey departments

[View full
response]

SR01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

Population context and Planning Assumption (Island Plan Introduction page 17)
We need to limit the population of Jersey NOW. Since the 1970’s we have talked about trying to limit the overall population of Jersey by limiting
net immigration. The group called ‘Concern’ was set up to lobby the States for population control.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Published
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Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

The Minister is clear that the purpose of developing a shorter-term Island
Plan is to ensure that already identified needs can be met, whilst not making
long-term commitments in the face of present uncertainties. The Minister
cannot justify delaying necessary progress, especially to meet existing
housing availability challenges.

I agree with an article in the JEP of 31 October 2020 by Gary Burgess and a more recent letter in JEP of 5 May 2021, both calling for a population
policy. How many more years do we have to wait? Dependency Ratio (Island Plan Introduction page 18)
The age of the population is relevant to restrictions on inward migration. However, higher levels of dependency may be mitigated if older
people were incentivised to continue working. The dependency ratio would fall and you wouldn’t need net immigration. The absence of net
inward migration and the level of employment growth need to be curtailed by limiting net inward migration, so that we have a population plan
which severely limits population growth.
Population growth is ruining the quality of life in Jersey.
Based on the current GVA as a consequence of Covid 19 gives us an excellent opportunity to curb the rise in population NOW.
Please stop the rise in inward migration so that it does NOT rise during the period 2020 to 2025.
Apart from setting limits on population we also need to talk about reducing family size, maybe by having a ‘one child policy’?

ANON-ZZ1R2KXJ-P

Strategic Proposal
1 -Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

Lack of a Population Policy to steer any Island Plan:
It is wrong to construct a plan dealing with housing when there is no Population Policy in place. It is putting the cart before the horse and
grossly irresponsible. No proper account has been taken of the effect of Covid and Brexit on the population of the Island and the remaining
workforce. There are significant shortages of staff in many industries due to a large outflow of workers during the pandemic and we just do not
know what our population is. Why have we not even waited for the Census results? How can you plan when you don’t know what you’re
planning for?

See also, SR01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

Specifically concerning green field rezoning - the construction industry is already over stretched by current projects and does not have sufficient
capacity to cope with building on all these green field sites in addition to the numerous other large projects currently in plan. As it is not realistic
to fit all this building in by 2025, why make the decision on this re-zoning now?

Strategic proposal 2: Understanding the long-term requirements of Jersey’s energy market
ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

Strategic Proposal
2 – Understanding
the long-term
requirements of
Jersey’s energy
market

In particular, development will be focused within the island’s primary main urban centre of Town which will accommodate much of the island’s
development needs. Development will also be focused within the secondary main urban centre of Les Quennevais.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the positive comments made in relation to the defined
spatial strategy. Policy ERE1 should be effective in preserving quality
agricultural land, and advice on planning application impacting such land will
be subject to consultation with the agricultural land planning officer.

All such developments must provide or improve public open space or children's play areas or will contribute to public open space or children's
play areas.
Outside the defined built-up area, within the countryside, around the coast and in the island’s marine environment, development will only be
supported where a coast or countryside location is justified, appropriate and necessary in its location, and where the enhancement of the area's
biodiversity is provided. Development in the Coastal National Park will be very limited to protect its the outstanding landscape and seascape
character of the Coastal national Park and its surrounding countryside.
The appropriate development of previously developed land and of under-utilised land and buildings will be required
Proposals for land reclamation will only be supported where they provide an appropriate response to increase the Town’s resilience to the
impact of climate change and where their environmental impacts are minimal or can be appropriately mitigated and/or compensated for.

ANON-ZZ1R2KFG-1

Strategic Proposal
2 – Understanding
the long-term
requirements of
Jersey’s energy
market

The Board commends the emphasis placed on defining the Spatial Strategy for our Island where any space is at a premium. The Dairy Industry
manages nearly 25% of the farmed area within the Green zone, which is made up of a variety of field types ranging from meadows and
woodland to fertile loam soils, all of which contribute positively to the Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment, which is a
formative part of the dBIP.
The Board is opposed to the increasing use of good agricultural land within the Green zone for ‘manicured orchards’ through to indiscriminate
‘rewilding schemes’, which diminishes the relevance of local food security and abuses the principles of the Agricultural Sales and Leases Law.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Minister’s detailed response

ERE1 – Protection
of agricultural land

Whilst Policy ERE1 – Protection of Agricultural Land is supported in this regard, its effectiveness will be dependent on the adequate provision of
resources to administer it, for which the representative organisations of the Agricultural Industry might be able to assist.

ANON-ZZ1R2KG7-J

Strategic Proposal
2 -Understand the
long-term
requirement of
Jerseys energy
market

The energy make up of jersey should reflect a more diverse proposition than being reliant on a single provider to import electricity, with a goal
of working towards being a net exporter of renewables

[View full
response]

These considerations will form part of the development of the strategic
proposal.

ANON-ZZ1R2KSR-

Strategic Proposal
2 -Understand the
long-term
requirements of
Jerseys energy
market

See our remarks above regarding the pace of policy development. We are surprised this work has not been undertaken already given that the
commitments that the government has already in the Kyoto Treaty. A massive increase in the production by Islanders of more in the way of
renewable energy is desirable, possibly essential. The SBBA would expect a revisit of the Island's contract of energy supply with EDF (currently
weighted towards the supply of cheaper nuclear energy which disincentives work on developing renewables) to the extent this is regarded as a
reason to delay work in the area.

[View full
response]

See relevant statement response: SR64 Implementation and delivery

[View full
response]

See: SR53 Marine Park designation

Strategic proposal 3: Creating a marine spatial plan for Jersey
BHLF-ZZ1R2K63-W

Strategic Proposal
3 - Creating a
marine spatial plan
for Jersey

Jersey’s marine territorial area extends to approximately 2,500km2, and consists primarily of shallow water coastal seascape that encompasses
rocky reefs, boulders, cobbles, gravel, sand and biogenic habitats, such as maerl and seagrass. The large 12m tidal range also creates vast
intertidal areas, contributing to a diverse array of interconnected habitats that support thousands of different species across Jersey’s coastal
ecosystems.
The Marine Biology Section (MBS) of the Société Jersiaise has been surveying and researching Jersey’s intertidal and subtidal environments for
many years. Special research areas of note include Jersey’s maerl and seagrass beds, both of which are benthic habitats of international
importance, and listed as IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature) red list species and OSPAR (Oslo-Paris Convention for the
Protection of the Marine Environment of the Northeast Atlantic) threatened habitats (OSPAR 2002). These threatened marine habitats do not
exist as separate distinct areas but as highly interconnected and interdependent ecosystems, meaning the health, resilience and productivity of
one area can be indirectly impacted by the degradation of another.
Benthic habitats are important for coastal fisheries but at the same time are being negatively impacted by bottom towed fishing practices
(Kritzer et al. 2016), homogenising sediments and reducing habitat complexity which results in lowered species richness (Halpern et al. 2008;
Watling and Norse 1998) and productivity
A dedicated marine management system would help to best protect Jersey’s benthic habitats. Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) are the most
effective form of spatial marine fisheries management and help to restore habitats and support biodiversity. The different levels of protection
afforded to an MPA are key factors in achieving its main objectives. They can generally be grouped in to seven major categories (VillaseñorDerbez, et al. 2018), namely to:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Avoid overexploitation
Conserve species under a special protection regime
Maintain biological processes (reproduction, recruitment, growth, feeding)
Improve fishery production in adjacent waters
Preserve biological diversity and the ecosystem
Recover overexploited species
Recover species of economic interest

Many MPAs do not provide protection to all habitats within their boundary (Solandt et al. 2020), but with increasing research showing the
benefits of protecting a diverse array of habitats within an encompassing MPA, also known as the ‘whole-site’ approach (Sheehan, Cousens, et
al. 2013; Solandt et al. 2020), there is growing pressure on marine governing bodies to extend protection to all habitats within a MPA boundary.
As many species use numerous habitats across their life cycle, this is a vital change in the current governance of MPAs to improve their ability to
conserve and enhance the biodiversity within them. Jersey is one of the few places in the British Isles that has a network of MPAs that are all
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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[View full
response]

See statement response SR53 Marine Park

[View full
response]

See relevant statement responses:

‘whole-site’, putting Jersey at the forefront of marine conservation in the UK with 6.5% of our territorial waters protected from mobile gear
fishing.
Ecosystem services (ES) provided by an MPA are also an important component. ‘People are part of ecosystems and ES are the benefits that
people obtain from them’ (UNEP 2006a). These include provisioning services like fisheries, regulating services such as carbon sequestration and
storage, erosion prevention and moderation of extreme events, and cultural services including benefits to tourism, recreational activities,
aesthetics and wellbeing.
As a signatory to OSPAR, The Bern Convention (Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats), Convention on
Biological Diversity, Ramsar (Convention on Wetlands of International Importance), and ASCOBANS (Agreement on the Conservation of Small
Cetaceans of the Baltic, North East Atlantic, Irish and North Seas), Jersey has committed to protecting it’s marine ecosystems (States of Jersey
2013), adopting a science based approach and utilising the precautionary principle in its decision making.
There have been calls to increase the protected areas in Jersey under a new Marine Park designation which would cover approximately 30% of
Jersey’s waters based on the UN sustainable development goals recommendation for 30% of the marine environment to be protected by 2030
(UN General Assembly 2015). This marine park would protect a wide range of habitats from mobile gear fishing to conserve habitat complexity
and improve connectivity between habitats.
The designation of a Marine Park under the Island Plan does not provide legal protection in terms of conservation and fisheries management
measures for the establishment of a ‘whole-site’ MPA. However, by pledging to establish a Marine Park that encapsulates multiple key and
interconnected habitats across approximately 30% of Jersey’s marine environment within the Bridging Island Plan, Jersey will extend both its
commitment to protect its marine ecosystems and the overall regulatory framework currently available and being developed to effectively
manage them.
Based on the scientific literature and local survey data from a range of marine experts, the MBS fully support this proposal. We believe that it will
ultimately benefit both conservation and fisheries in the long term by leading the way for sustainably managed fisheries that are supported by a
healthy and productive marine environment. That would greatly enhance the ecological, socioeconomic and cultural future of the Island for
generations to come.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNN-G

Strategic Proposal
3 - Creating a
marine spatial plan
for Jersey

However, I support all efforts to create a Marine Conservation Area, in addition to the areas covered by the RAMSAR Convention and would
support the introduction of ‘No Take’ zones.

Strategic proposal 4: A west of island planning framework
ANON-ZZ1R2KSR-S

Strategic Proposal
4 - A west of island
planning
framework

The intention is welcome but please see our comments above regarding process. The Report of the planning inspectors in 2014 published as
part of the 2014 Island Plan Review recommended that the 'more detailed planning framework' for St Brelade's Bay mentioned in paragraph
4.87 of the current Island Plan be produced as a matter of some urgency. The former Minister for the Environment informed the States
Assembly that the St Helier development plans as his 'top priority' effectively queue jumped it.

Strategic Proposal
5 - An
infrastructure
roadmap for Jersey

The replacement proposal for a St Brelade Improvement Plan (on page 160 of Volume 3 of the draft Bridging Plan has not been expressed as
either a priority or anything to be produced as a matter of urgency.

SR60 St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan – timeframe
SR64 Implementation and delivery

The SBBA are uncomfortable with what could be interpreted as lip service to plans to improve the Bay and further kicking of the can down the
road considering the findings of:
1.

2.
3.

The survey of the Bay's businesses conducted as part of the public engagement conducted in connection with the St Brelade's Bay
character appraisal finding most of the Bay's tourism businesses opined 'the tourism offer needs to be supported or tourism businesses will
continue to decline’ and 'an overwhelming feeling was that it should be for the local community and visitors, not an elite or exclusive
residential domain for the ultra-rich as it is increasingly becoming'; and
The popularity of the Bay already attracting speculative developers more interested in making profit or expanding residences for individual
residents than in giving maximum support to the tourist economy and public amenities;
Pending further amendment of the current Island Plan or progress on the local development plan for St Brelade's Bay, the distress endured
by local businesses in the Bay and users of the Bay of more than one planning application having been approved that has been to the
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Minister’s detailed response

Volume One - Strategic Proposals: The AJA generally support the five Strategic Proposals, except to recommend Strategic Proposal 4 “West of
Island Planning Framework” (covering Les Quennevais and Jersey Airport) should also recognise other existing secondary urban areas elsewhere
in the Island

[View full
response]

As the island’s second largest built-up area, there are considered no other
parts of the island of a comparable size with comparable infrastructure,
community and leisure facilities or economic activity which could be
reasonably described as a secondary centre in same way as Les Quennevais.

Strategic Proposal 4 - A west of island planning framework:

[View full
response]

The in-principle support for a west of island planning framework is noted.

[View full
response]

The assessment of biodiversity relating to infrastructure projects will be
undertaken at the point of planning applications made, as provided for by the
policy framework of the Island Plan.

[View full
response]

See relevant statement response: SR64 Implementation and delivery

detriment of the Bay's landscape setting and its commercial operations (despite widespread objection within the Bay's residential and
business community), simply because the rules allowed them. There continue to be rules in the current draft Bridging Plan that appear to
us to do likewise.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

Strategic Proposal
4 – A west of
island planning
framework

St Brelade’s Bay is identified within the Island Plan as a Tourism Development Area ("TDA"). The Les Quennevais area provides much of the
supporting infrastructure for this particular TDA. In addition, the airport is the first impression that many of our visitors will experience and is
therefore very important in terms of creating a sense of place. Visit Jersey is, in principle, supportive of opportunities that would enhance the
facilities in the west of the island and improve the overall visitor experience and we would be happy to provide any further information that may
be useful in respect of this strategic proposal.

Strategic proposal 5: An infrastructure roadmap for Jersey
ANON-ZZ1R2KJS-H

ANON-ZZ1R2KSR-S

Strategic Proposal
5 - An
infrastructure
roadmap for Jersey

It is important that the strategic proposal adequately assesses any impacts on biodiversity related to any infrastructure projects, be it direct
(such as habitat loss) but also indirect (such as an increase in light pollution which should be avoided).

Strategic Proposal
5 - An
infrastructure
roadmap for Jersey

As with the other Strategic Proposals, this is a worthy aim but is meaningless unless the whole process of policy formation and evidencecollecting is improved and accelerated (using modern management techniques) to make it more solution-orientated a responsive to feedback.
Joined up thinking can only be achieved with objective economic criteria and forecasting in accordance with the direction set in the Economic
Council's Report.

Useful documents to review: https://www.legislation.gov.uuksi/2017/572/contents/made

General comments about Introduction and strategic proposals
ANON-ZZ1R2KAH-W

The Introduction and strategic proposals (and the plan itself) contain sensible policies and objectives. However, I think that if the plan were to
set out current problems and issues in Jersey that need to be addressed to achieve those objectives, that would help give focus and a more
meaningful context. For example, the topography and existing infrastructure of Jersey present obstacles to travel objectives: most of Jersey isn't
flat- many of its gradients are steep/very steep and therefore pose a real challenge for significantly elderly/immobile to get about another factor
is that a significant proportion of the road network currently lacks footways and is constrained by Development on each side. Other examples
might include the sea lettuce that blights the beach west of St. Helier to First Tower and traffic congestion on the roads east and west of St.
Helier.

[View full
response]

These issues are highlighted in both the strategic context, and strategic
proposals of the draft plan, in addition to the evidence base which underpins
the plan. The Minister notes that the issue of sea lettuce is not a problem
which can be resolved through the Island Plan, but outside of the plan, the
Minister for the Environment continues to work with the Minister for
Infrastructure to identify potential solutions to the issue.

ANON-ZZ1R2KFV-G

General comments about Introduction and strategic proposals

[View full
response]

Comments on specific issues raised are provided in the appropriate sections
of this response summary report.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the positive comment in relation to the framing of the
Plan. The plan seeks to make progress in areas where there is greatest
certainty, and it is openly acknowledged that some parts of the plan are
purposefully constrained in light of the longer-term uncertainty that the

In principle the suggestions and suppositions are sound however the plan later is in direct contradiction to various points outlined in the
proposals.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJ9-Q

The Introduction sets out the high-level principles underpinning this Draft Bridging Plan, indicating a commitment to protecting the
environment, sensitive Development and providing a good quality of life. It also sets out the difficulties in producing this plan given current
uncertainties caused by Brexit and Covid.
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I endorse these points but feel that on the whole the Draft plan misses the opportunity to be visionary and is constrained by tweaking a
'business as usual' approach.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJD-2

The first sentence of the bridging island plan claims that its purpose is to "protect our environment for generations to come" however, the
wording of the document is so general that at any point it would allow for the policy on sustainable development or achieving carbon neutrality
to be overridden by a policy on strengthening our economy. We have to acknowledge that climate change and loss of biodiversity are an
existential threat to not just 'generations to come' but young people alive today. By 2050 the world will be a very different place due to current
unprecedented rates of warming and biodiversity loss.

Minister’s detailed response
island is presently facing. There is an opportunity to make further progress in
the development of the subsequent Island Plan.

[View full
response]

The Plan naturally has competing objectives which need to be balanced when
considering development proposals. The plan is not intended to serve only
the environment, but also the needs of the community and the economy.
Many of the points raised in this representation extend well-beyond matters
of control by the planning system. The Minister does however believe that the
plan makes appropriate provision for the protection and enhancement of the
natural environment and biodiversity in relation to planning matters and,
believes that the plan takes positive steps towards achieving the aim to
become carbon neutral. Upon the establishing of the Carbon Neutral
Roadmap, the subsequent Island Plan will be able to respond further in
respect of managing emissions achieving the ambition.

[View full
response]

The Minister is clear that a sustainable future requires a balance between
meeting the needs of the environment, community and the economy. The
provision of some affordable homes (with outdoor space and parking) is
proposed on greenfield land as there are insufficient available brownfield sites
in appropriate locations to provide the type and mix of homes needed to
meet the community. The Minister recognises the need to protect green
spaces of high biodiversity value (NE1) and also the need to ensure that high
quality agricultural land is protected (ERE1).

The island plan needs to do a lot more than provide sites for additional housing, which is basically all it is about.
We need to see evidence of a population plan to in order for any of the strategic proposals to be meaningful.
Businesses registered in the islands and profiting from the low tax rates should be obliged to demonstrate that they are actively enhancing the
environment and respecting human rights; not investing in fossil fuels, not funding the arms trade, not linked to undemocratic governments
such as Saudi Arabia.
The island plan should insist that new developments enhance the environment through providing habitats for animals (simple to do with
creative design), and access to open space and public transport as a priority. Developments that don't meet carbon neutral criteria should be
refused.
Office buildings and hotels should be repurposed as affordable housing and there should be a very definite move away from the current trend
of attracting high net worth individuals who buy up enormous properties and the land surrounding them, floodlight every garden feature
(appalling for wildlife), construct enormous fences with security cameras then fly off in a private jet.
We need to establish food security, growing a diversity of crops to sell locally not just Jersey Royals to export. Farmers have a duty to reduce
fertiliser and pesticide use in order to protect soils and biodiversity. This responsibility to the environment includes aquaculture companies,
some of whom currently claim to be 'sustainable' despite the fact that they export live shellfish to China, pollute a protected shoreline with
plastic and metal waste, introduce an invasive species and pay a minimal license fee, none of which goes to protecting the environment they
profit from.
In conclusion, the island plan gives a token nod to climate change and protecting the environment but in reality, it is 'business as usual'.
For the sake of those 'generations to come' I hope that the island plan can be re-worded to make 'protecting the environment' a meaningful
target.

ANON-ZZ1R2KT4-V

The Community, Environment and Economy are listed as being the main factors for this plan, all very important as a whole. However, I fear the
first two are being abused for the benefit of the economy.
Residents need affordable homes with some space even a small garden and parking availability. The environment has played a huge part in
helping many during this on-going pandemic for their wellbeing and general health. To allow fields and green spaces in already built-up areas
to be lost is damaging not only for the wildlife and those green pockets required for them, but also for all resident's health. We should be
growing more produce on island, as the pandemic together with Brexit has shown that our supply lines are not secure, and lack of fresh
produce became a factor early. Other sites must be found before more of our valuable important agricultural fields are lost forever.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6Q-U

I wish to point out that the following are my personal views and do not represent those of my work colleagues or the Association of Jersey
Architects. The Bridging Island Plan introduces support for Sustainable Transport and actions to mitigate Climate Change. Good. Insofar as the
Bridging Island Plan follows, reiterates and strengthens the policies of previous Island Plans I believe it is good and bodes well for the future of
our Island. However, there are a number of points which I object to, and I set out my reservations:

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the positive comment. Points of objection raised are
covered elsewhere in the representation response.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KHU-H

I very much hope that all comments from all respondents are taken seriously. Whilst the plan has much to commend it in general terms, there
are many specific proposals that are concerning. I touch on a few of these.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the positive comment, and specific issues raised are
provided in the appropriate sections of this response summary report.
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Minister’s detailed response

ANON-ZZ1R2K26-V

The policies need to act on what they describe. Too often policies are written and published but not followed completely

[View full
response]

The Plan should be considered in its entirety in the determination of planning
applications, which often leads to competing objectives where certain choices
need to be made.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2N-M

A Systems Approach to Island Management: Lessons from the across the British Isles.

[View full
response]

The Minister recognises the benefits that focusing on a circular economy can
bring. However, as highlighted, this challenge is greater than the planning
system alone, and whilst the plan seeks to promote a greater shift towards
waste minimisation (particularly through Policy GD5 and WER1), further work
can - and is - being done outside of the planning process to drive down
Jersey's consumption of materials and resultant carbon emissions as part of
Jersey's journey to become carbon neutral.

Executive Summary SCOOP’s response to the proposed Island Plan is based on a social science approach, combining intersecting issues through
a systemic lens. It is appreciated that the Sustainability Appraisal (hereafter SA) states the need to recognise cross-cutting issues (p.125), and we
therefore build our approach around the intersection of social and ecological resilience. Each policy recommendation has been inspired by
transformative policies from across the UK from local to national government. Our suggestions are structured thematically into three sections
that support the vision for the Island Plan to deliver ambitious strategies for how, as a community, we will create homes strengthen our
economy protect and restore our environment provide for a good family life and enhance what’s special about our island.

Land use in Jersey must meet the needs of all of the community. Whilst there
may be certain ideologies of what this may look like in the future, the Minister
is satisfied that the land use strategy in Jersey is designed to meet the needs
of the community and ensure that this is done in a sustainable. The Minister
recognises the need to ensure that quality agricultural land is safeguarded in
order to sustain the agricultural industry.

First, we call for the clear implementation of a circular economy (hereafter CE) strategy in the Island Plan. This calls for a moratorium on all
waste plans until a full flow analysis has been completed, followed by an island wide engagement using CE Principles.
Second, we propose an alternative vision to land use centred around local food systems and community land trusts. The key component of this
proposal is to establish rural livelihoods along with rural Development.

The Government procurement strategy is not part of the Island Plan.

Third, we argue that the government’s procurement strategy must lead by example in adopting sustainability as central to its ambitions and
strengthening the island’s resilience. The key components call for wholesaler “imported” transition strategies toward local markets as well as
local procurement targets and well-developed sustainability factors.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

The Jersey Island Plan is one of the most important policy documents which shapes our island. The Island Plan provides policy which is legally
required by the Planning & Building (Jersey) Law 2002.
The purpose of the Planning & Building (Jersey) Law 2002 is;
A LAW to provide the means to establish a plan for the sustainable development of land and to control development in accordance with that
plan, to prescribe the functional requirements of buildings and to provide the means to enforce those requirements, to provide the means to
protect, enhance, conserve and to use wisely the natural beauties, natural resources and biodiversity of Jersey and to preserve and improve
Jersey’s general amenities, to confer powers to acquire land for the purposes of the Law, and to make other provisions in similar respects.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments made and is confident that the plan is
complaint with the requirements of the Law. The issues of biodiversity and
climate are both of great significance and are appropriately addressed in the
plan with strategic emphasis in the relevant strategic policies. The urgency of
these issues is well-understood, and it is a role of the plan to guide
development through an appropriate transition towards a more sustainable
future. Therefore, in addition to the policy framework set-out in the draft
plan, there are further proposals to develop these areas further (Biodiversity
net-gain and the review of the building byelaws, in particular).

This current plan - the Bridging Island Plan, fails to achieve these purposes of the Law. The Bridging Island Plan is a development plan, the focus
of which aims to solve the island's undeclared housing crisis, and whilst the plan tries to mitigate the impact of this development on biodiversity
and reduce the impact on climate, it fails to address these two existential threats to humanity the biodiversity crisis and the climate emergency.

See also relevant statement responses:

1.

SR64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)

2.

The biodiversity crisis, with a background extinction rate of wildlife species higher than at any other time in human history, will be
disastrous if it is not addressed. The wildlife of Jersey will continue to decline, making us more vulnerable to the impact of climate change,
and to new disease organisms and invasive species.
The climate emergency is a threat which, if we do not face it fully, will result in the earth becoming largely uninhabitable to the human race,
in addition to many other species on the planet.

SR01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

The Bridging Island Plan does not adequately address these two emergencies. It is very much a development led plan, and it must be re-written
in order to ensure that its focus is on sustainable development, with the reversal of biodiversity loss and the mitigation of, and adaptation to,
climate change at its core.
Without a population strategy, we can't solve the housing crisis, but we can at least take steps, to reduce the impacts of climate change and
biodiversity loss on future generations by building resilience into our infrastructure and development plans, and to do all we can to mitigate
climate impacts.
The Bridging Island Plan is a brave attempt, with limited resources, to fill the gap between the legal requirement to have a plan and having a
functional plan which addresses the biggest problems which our island face. The plan suffers from the lack of supporting documentation,
evidence and guidance to implement it.
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Minister’s detailed response

The strategic framework is clear and makes sense. It relates to all the current topics that currently effect the island and the longer-term issues.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the positive comment.

General comments
on Strategic
Proposal 1 Development of a
long-term
planning
assumption

The JeCC supports any intention to formalise Planning Policy in respect of differing forms of settlement across the Island. This will give our
members, as well as members of the public, far greater certainty over what development is or is not permissible in the future.

[View full
response]

If and when the draft bridging Island Plan is approved by the States Assembly
it will then become the Island Plan and provide the planning policy framework
against which decisions can be made. Until the new plan is approved, the
current Revised 2011 Island Plan maintains its currency.

Strategic Proposal
5 – An
infrastructure
roadmap for Jersey

The JeCC therefore requests that, in the absence and until when (if) the new Planning Guidance is implemented, all existing applications for
Planning Consent are managed in accordance with existing Planning Policy.

The plan has significant missing policies, and it relies on proposed plans and supplementary guidance which do not currently exist. It is simply
unacceptable to base the island plan on a set of non-existent policies and guidance.
Significant questions remain, despite the publication of this policy document:
•
•
•
•

ANON-ZZ1R2KEZ-K

ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

General
Comments on the
Strategic
Proposals

Timescale for publication of supporting documentation
The Plan must provide an answer to the critical question.
What is the timescale for the proposed plans and supplementary planning guidance which lay behind the plan?
At several points the plan relies upon documentation which its states will be a priority, or will be provided at some, undocumented time in
the future. It is not good enough to publish a plan which relies on unwritten policy.

Our challenge on these Policies however relates to the timescales required to implement, in the context of the period covered by the BIP, and
their relevance and likely impact. Further, the time that the Planning Department will take to develop the Planning Guidance required, may
result in sensible and appropriate applications for works in (for example, Les Quennevais) being stayed whilst the appropriate Planning
Guidance is developed.

The strategic proposals referenced, and the work associated with them, will
either lead to the development of supplementary planning guidance which,
once approved by the Minister, would provide an additional level of planning
guidance to complement the existing Island Plan policy framework; or it will
serve to inform the subsequent review of the Island Plan, and a review of the
planning policy framework, scheduled for 2025.

The Planning application and consideration process is already a significant part of the overall development timeline, with numerous risks to
developers, consultants, landowners, and contractors. It must not be impacted further by pausing or staying the outcome under present
guidance, whilst new Planning Guidance is developed further.

The JeCC supports the adoption of the proposed Strategic Proposals as they are presently drafted. Development (and the planning and delivery
of development) is a long-term commitment that – at times – turns on independent and often subjective decisions of individuals, significant
increasing the risks to private and public-sector clients. A long-term planning assumption that aligns to the Island’s wider strategic planning and
policy objectives is a welcome proposal. Crucially, the long-term planning assumption proposed brings together the Island’s approach to
migration, population, the economy and wider relevant policies. This will be (by JeCC’s understanding) the first time that such a policy
framework exists. The JeCC would like to see the long-term planning assumption, when developed, have a protected position in a hierarchy of
the planning framework. This would provide clarity and vision to all of those involved in the development process with all subordinate policy
and proposals being focused on achieving and complimenting the aims of the long-term planning assumption.

See also: SR 64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments and suggestions made for the
development of the strategic proposals.

Of course, the JeCC will support all effort to understand the long-term requirements of Jersey’s energy market. However, the JeCC also believes
that the Government has sufficient information to be able to progress a ‘present date’ assessment that would suffice present and short-term
requirements. The Government should be progressing this matter as a priority on the basis of what is already known, rather than delay further
the finalisation of an Island-wide energy consumption model. The present and future potential impact of climate change is (we are advised)
relatively well foreseen. Therefore, the Government could assemble an energy consumption model on this basis and adapt and develop the
model in due course. This will ensure that the response to the Climate Emergency is progressed in the near-term, increasing the time available
to adapt to a Net Zero output sooner.
Finally, the JeCC welcomes the suggested implementation of both a west of Island planning framework (the time take to implement which
SHOULD NOT be used as means of determining existing or future applications for Planning Consent) and an infrastructure roadmap for Jersey.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character

The Trust considers that the areas of highest marine biodiversity as set out in the Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment should be
afforded the highest level of protection and so the second paragraph should include reference to “ the Coastal National Park and high value
marine habitats, their setting and development within them should protect or improve their special qualities and be compatible with the
purposes of the park including….”

[View full
response]

MSP: (The Trust considers that the areas of highest marine biodiversity as set
out in the Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment should be afforded
the highest level of protection and so the second paragraph should include
reference to “ the Coastal National Park and high value marine habitats, their
setting and development within them should protect or improve their special
qualities and be compatible with the purposes of the park including….”) NE3
comments noted. Considered that these issues are already addressed by
existing provisions.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

[View full
response]

See relevant statement responses:

The Trust suggests that points (a) – (d) are amended as follows:
a.
b.
c.

The changes are demonstrably necessary either to meet an overriding public policy objective, public/community benefit or need: and
there is no reasonably practicable alternative means of doing so without harm; and
harm is reduced to the minimum through appropriate avoidance, minimisation, mitigation and/or compensation measures; and

the predicted public benefit substantially and significantly outweighs the harm
In relation to the use of the term “public benefit” please note the Trust’s comments on Policy NE1.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

Strategic Proposal
1 - Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

To promote and achieve carbon neutrality by 2030 and to promote and achieve a meaningful and long-term reduction in carbon emissions to
reach a carbon negative society by 2050 and to mitigate against and adapt to the impact of climate change, the Island Plan will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.

direct growth to areas of previously developed land, or locations which minimise the need to travel by private vehicle;
Refuse all development which does not seek to obtain carbon neutrality or sustainable, environmental outcomes;
Refuse all development which does not secure improvements to walking, cycling, public transport and active travel networks and promote
the use of sustainable forms of transport or locations which do not minimise the need to travel by private vehicle;;
Refuse all development which does not direct growth to areas which are least vulnerable to the long-term impacts of climate change,
including flood risk;
Refuse all development which does not support the retention and appropriate re-use and retrofitting of existing buildings;
Refuse all development which does not ensure building design and the public realm is resilient and adaptable;
Refuse all development which does not reduce the carbon impact of new development by requiring development to optimise land use
through efficient forms of development which minimises energy demand, maximises energy efficiency and utilises renewable forms of
energy;
Refuse all development which does not support the delivery of renewable and low carbon energy schemes and innovative forms of
infrastructure and land use which aid a transition to carbon neutrality; and

Refuse all development which does not better protect and improve the island’s green infrastructure to maintain and promote climate regulation.

ANON-ZZ1R2KMK-C

Strategic Proposal
1 - Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

General comments about Introduction and strategic proposals

Strategic Proposal
5 - An
infrastructure
roadmap for Jersey

The development of a long-term planning assumption is critical and the need for it is highlighted In Strategic Proposal 1. Our view is that this
assumption should be developed with a degree of urgency not only for its timely application in the next 10-year iteration of the Island Plan but
also to ensure that the short-term assumptions and policies of the “bridging” Island Plan don’t in any way hinder that future delivery. It may be,
for example, that the current proposed locations for housing (Appendix 1) may need to be revised to more accurately meet the needs of a
bolder long-term planning assumption.

Extract form complete response (attached)

SR01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

Volume 1 - Strategic Proposals

SR64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)

This need for long-term direction and thinking to support short term actions is a theme also identified in the report prepared by the Economic
Council “New Perspectives – Critical Considerations for Sustainable Economic Growth”
The Economic Council’s report also identifies the need to consider and incorporate trends that are already shaping the world and our Island, to
ensure that actions taken today can benefit the next generation and build an inclusive society.
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[View full
response]

Amenity impacts of any future proposed light industrial use will be considered
as a requirement of Policy GD1, and traffic and road safety considerations as a
requirement of Policies TT1 and TT2. The Minister clarifies that the purpose of
the plan is to support the regulation of land use and development, and that
the framework for doing so has been developed having regard to the
publishing evidence.

To that end we would suggest that increasing efforts be made to adopt the thinking linking Nature and the Economy. There is a multitude of
evidence supporting the dependency of the economy on Nature and Natural Capital, but we would highlight two influential and recently
released reports; The Dasgupta Review “The Economics of Biodiversity” and the OECD paper “Biodiversity Natural Capital and the Economy”.
The Dasgupta review (commissioned by the UK Treasury) identifies that we have failed to engage with Nature sustainably to the extent that our
demands on it now far exceed its capacity to supply us with the goods and services we rely on.
The OECD paper (prepared for the G7 conference recently hosted by the UK) provides further evidence of our unsustainable use of Natural
Capital which underpins all economic activity and human wellbeing.
Developing Strategic Proposals over the lifetime of the “bridging” Island Plan provides an opportunity to mainstream Biodiversity and Natural
Capital at the heart of strategies, plans, policies and projects in much the same way that the Rights of Children are now a mainstream
consideration.
We would therefore like to see the “bridging” Island Plan commit to a more specific timeframe (than just the life of the Plan) for the delivery of
the Strategic Proposals as well as a mechanism for keeping these lines of work on track.
The urgency for delivery is highlighted further in Strategic Proposal 5 – An Infrastructure Capacity Roadmap for the Island. It’s vital to progress
the Infrastructure Capacity Study to achieve the correct sequencing of delivery and adoption of the most sustainable solutions. We would
question whether a number of these decisions should in fact be debated independently of the debate on the “bridging” Island Plan to ensure
that there is sufficient understanding and scrutiny of the evidence put forward. One area where this approach might be taken is with Minerals,
Waste & Water where approval before the States Assembly of a Strategy building on the work of the Minerals Waste & Water Study seems
overdue.
We accept there is a Proposal for a Water Resource Management Strategy for Jersey to be developed and approved by the Government of
Jersey and Jersey Water to inform the next Island Plan but there doesn’t seem to be the same commitment to Minerals and Waste beyond the
existing Solid Waste Strategy.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

Strategic Proposal
1 - Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption
Strategic Proposal
2 - Understanding
the long-term
requirements of
Jersey’s energy
market

Work to be undertaken during the plan period, to develop a West of Island planning framework (Strategic proposal 4); and to develop an
Infrastructure Roadmap (Strategic proposal 5), which will include an assessment of the long-term use of La Collette, will proactively consider the
need for and potential of these areas to provide new light industrial floorspace, having regard to any existing latent or future demand for the
provision of such space.
For all light industrial proposals – whether on protected industrial sites; in the built-up area; or in the countryside - there will be a need to
ensure that the proposed development does not cause unacceptable amenity impacts on adjacent properties and uses; or to the local
environment in terms of noise, smell, light, and disturbance. The associated implications for traffic generation in terms of the size of vehicles,
frequency and volume of vehicle movements and requirements for additional parking and servicing will also need to be considered.
Any new buildings or redevelopment of existing buildings must be of a standard of design and layout that promotes a high quality of
development that is appropriate for the landscape or townscape context of the site; and represents an efficient use of land.

Strategic Proposal
3 - Creating a
marine spatial plan
for Jersey

The emerging Bridging Plan, despite claiming to be evidenced based, is largely about development control and allocation of land use. Within
the industrial section the report acknowledges that

Strategic Proposal
4 - A west of island
planning
framework

However, there is a suggestion that from the information that is available, together with stakeholder engagement, there is some latent demand
for light industrial accommodation, particularly for smaller-scale accommodation in the island.

Strategic Proposal
5 - An
infrastructure
roadmap for Jersey

The main thrust of industrial policy within the plan is to preserve and contain industry to existing established sites and details the tests required
when seeking change of use to other classes.

A response in relation to the delivery of SPG can be found in SR64 - Delivery
and implementation (proposals and guidance)
A response in relation to the viability impact of the plan can be found in SR66
Developer viability and deliverability

“Limited information is available on current and likely future demand for sectors requiring light industrial floorspace over the plan period”

Emerging small, high value design led enterprises are the goal and the manufacture of artisan products for the local market are encouraged.

2.0 THE STATED PURPOSE OF THE DRAFT ISLAND BRIDGING PLAN
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2.1 On p9 of the DBIP, the following is stated.
2.1.1 “The updated planning policies made in this Island Plan help make earlier progress on many of the challenges identified in the Strategic
Issues and Options consultation. In particular, the Plan seeks to respond to the key issues set out below.”
2.2 The key issues are then identified under the following main categories.
2.2.1 Making homes more affordable for islanders.
2.2.2 Making improvements for Town residents and placemaking.
2.2.3 Responding to the climate emergency and improving transport.
2.2.4 Strengthening protection from inappropriate development.
2.2.5 An initial response to the pandemic and Brexit.
15.0 OUTSTANDING SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING GUIDANCE AND PROPOSALS
15.1 The successful implementation of the DBIP depends upon a raft of assumptions and yet to be published supplementary guidance/proposals
as follows. This is not a complete list.
15.1.1 Strategic Proposal 1 – Development of a long-term planning assumption. This will include matters such as migration control, population
policy, etc, all of which should be available now to ensure the relevance of the DBIP.
15.1.2 Strategic Proposal 2 – Understanding the long-term requirements of Jersey’s Energy market.
15.1.3 Strategic Proposal 3 – Creating a marine spatial plan for Jersey.
15.1.4 Strategic Proposal 4 – A West of Island planning framework – including Les Quennevais, where much of the development opportunities
are assumed within the DBIP to be available are located.
15.1.5 Strategic Proposal 5 – An infrastructure road map for Jersey.
15.1.6 Sustainable Communities Fund – referred to above and at present unclear as to the detail of its proposed implementation.
15.1.7 Guidance for Community participation.
15.1.8 SPG for Planning Obligation Agreements.
15.1.9 Revision of the SPG for Design Statements and Issuer of an SPG to cover Statements of Sustainability.
15.1.10 Updated SPG to cover Percent for Art.
15.1.11 Further studies to be undertaken to determine how the concept of biodiversity net gain might be achieved. It should be pointed out that
whilst it is noted that this work will inform the next iteration of the Island Plan, the concept is nevertheless included in the BDIP, so the details of
its requirements and implementation in the course of the BDIP will be unclear.
15.1.12 A proposal for a green infrastructure and network strategy. Whilst included in the DBIP as a Policy, (NE2), which will presumably be
required to be implemented, no detail as to what the policy actually means will be available
until the proposal is available for scrutiny, and the timescale for release of such information is undefined.
15.1.13 A proposal to change the permitted development rights in the Coastal National Park (as extended).
15.1.14 A proposal to establish legal frameworks and to issue an SPG to cover Conservation Area designation.
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[View full
response]

The Minister for Infrastructure is generally responsible for the extension of the
foul sewerage network across the Island, save for where this is required in
accordance with Policy WER7 - Foul Sewerage. Whilst the majority of the
Island is now connected to the public foul sewer, foul sewerage infrastructure
needs that remain outstanding may also be addressed in the development of

15.1.15 A proposal to review the permitted development rights in Conservation Areas.
15.1.16 A proposal to issue supplementary planning guidance in respect of the design of shopfronts.
15.1.17 A proposal to develop an improvement plan for St Brelades Bay.
15.1.18 A proposal to review and update supplementary planning guidance in respect of the future use and conversion of traditional farm
buildings in Jersey.
15.1.19 A proposal to review and issue revised supplementary planning guidance to set out new design standards for the design and
specification of new homes. It should be noted that the preamble to Policy H1 (Housing Quality and design) notes a number of design initiatives
which will inevitably have the effect of reducing possible housing density, increasing housing cost and construction material usage, contrary to
the drive of the DBIP to reduce carbon emissions.
15.1.20 A proposal to develop and publish supplementary planning guidance to establish minimum density standards for the Island’s BUA’s. This
is essential to the successful operation of the DBIP.
15.1.21 A proposal to develop a residential delivery and management strategy.
15.1.22 A proposal to undertake further research into the introduction of a mechanism to deliver a proportion of homes on all housing
development sites as affordable homes.
15.1.23 A proposal to review the Education Estate.
15.1.24 A proposal to provide a St Helier Country Park at Warwick Farm, and to issue an SPG to advise on the form of recreational amenity to be
provided. It should be noted that the Warwick Farm site is proposed in order to “support and enhance the level of and access to open space in
town during the bridging Island Plan period”. It is unclear as to how Warwick Farm is deemed to be appropriate in this respect.
15.1.25 A proposal to develop and publish supplementary planning guidance to establish an active travel network. This will be used to inform
requirements for development proposals to contribute towards the network, so one would have thought is essential from the commencement
of the DBIP, and, given the potential financial implications, needs to be fully analysed prior to finalisation of the proposal.
15.1.26 A series of Public Realm Works Programmes
15.1.27 A proposal to develop and publish supplementary planning guidance for sustainable transport zones. This will establish, amongst other
matters, required levels of parking provision on development sites. This matter has been in abeyance for years and continues to be a
considerable area of uncertainty for applicants in terms of the strategic design of site and buildings.
15.1.28 A proposal for the strategic management of inland flooding. Until this is complete the successful implementation of Policy WER2
(Managing Flood Risk) will be, one would have thought, impossible.
15.1.29 A proposal to strengthen the Island Plan performance framework. This is, of course welcome, but the concept was included in previous
IP’s and its implementation has been sporadic at best, despite the fact that several key strategic policies have emphasised the necessity of
adapting to changing circumstances.
15.2 Whilst the number of “Proposals” in this DBIP is similar to that of the current IP, perhaps far more than is the case for the current IP, the
successful implementation of the DBIP is intrinsically linked from Day 1 to the detail contained within them.
15.3 Whilst not wishing to be overly pessimistic, it should be noted that many of the “Proposals” within the current IP remain un-executed. Given
current staffing issues it would be surprising if the amount of work necessary can be properly resourced, and it would be helpful if a projected
timeline could be published.

ANON-ZZ1R2KVT-X

Strategic Proposal
1 -Development of
a long-term

The draft Bridging Island plan talks about protecting the National Environment around St Ouen and the wetlands in the bay but there is no
mention of extending the mains sewage infrastructure to help reduce waste contamination in the area. In the 90s the RRB at the time were
saying they would connect all the homes in St Ouen's bay in 10 years and several politicians since have said they would push for mains drains to
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Published
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the Infrastructure Roadmap (Strategic proposal 5), which will support the
understanding of priority and funding requirements across all key public
infrastructure.

Strategic Proposal
4 - A west of island
planning
framework
Strategic Proposal
5 - An
infrastructure
roadmap for Jersey

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

Strategic Proposal
1 - Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption
Strategic Proposal
2 - Understanding
the long-term
requirements of
Jersey’s energy
market
Strategic Proposal
3 - Creating a
marine spatial plan
for Jersey
Strategic Proposal
4 - A west of island
planning
framework
Strategic Proposal
5 - An
infrastructure
roadmap for Jersey

The National Trust for Jersey was established in 1936 to secure the permanent protection of Jersey’s natural beauty and built heritage for the
benefit of the Island. The Trust now cares for 30 historic buildings, 1,700 vergées of land and over 19,000 metres of public footpath. As an
independent self-funding charity, the Trust has an annual turnover in excess of £1.5m, employs 18 staff and is supported by over 3,000
members, as well as hundreds of volunteers.
The Trust has always recognised the immense importance of adequate planning policy and has been instrumental in campaigning for zoning
and land use policy since the early 50s. In such a densely populated island it is clearly evident that robust planning policy is crucial to ensuring
that Jersey strikes the right balance between a sustainable economy and safeguarding its rural character, sense of place, natural environment
and rich built heritage. With this in mind the Trust has always sought to engage actively and constructively with the planning process, and
therefore very much welcomes the opportunity to play a key role in the Island Plan Review and through this consultation process for the Draft
Bridging Island Plan.

[View full
response]

Response to Strategic Proposal 4: The ecological SSI of Les Blanches
Banque(http://www.gov.je/citizen/Planning/Pages/NaturalSiteDetail.aspx?s=4
&r=ESSI0001) lies outside the built-up area boundary of Les Quennevais.
Any impact of Development upon biodiversity value is material consideration
under the auspices of Policy NE1: Protection and improvement of biodiversity
and geodiversity, where the highest level of protection is afforded to sites of
special interest.

The Trust would also like to emphasise that its comments and observations largely emanate from its wish to ensure that the objectives of the
Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 2002 are fully met. The law requires the Bridging Island Plan to provide the means to “protect, enhance,
conserve and to use wisely the natural beauties, natural resources and biodiversity of the Island….” whilst “the purpose of the law is to conserve,
protect and improve the Island’s natural beauty, natural resources (including biodiversity) and general amenities, its character, and its physical
and natural environments.” It is the Trust’s view that it is absolutely crucial that the purposes of the law underlie the policies of the plan and we
hope that our efforts to secure enhanced protection for the Island’s biodiversity, built heritage and natural environment will be judged in this
context.
Our comments below relate to the issues of most relevance to The National Trust for Jersey.
Introduction and strategic proposals
The National Trust for Jersey (“Trust”) welcomes the Vision and Purpose of the Bridging Island Plan to promote the sustainable development of
land and buildings to maintain and enhance Jersey as a special place (p6), but questions whether it is possible to deliver this without putting a
considered population policy in place.
The Trust fully supports the basis for the Bridging Island Plan set out in Figure 2, in particular “Updating our planning rules now to address
housing affordability, strengthen protection from inappropriate development, respond to climate change, improve transport and make
improvements for town residents.” However, it is vital that the policies and proposals in the plan are applied rigorously and that there is strong
control over inappropriate development taking place in an unauthorised manner and due to lack of enforcement of planning breaches.
In terms of the availability and affordability of housing (p9), the challenges facing the island in these respects would appear to be a direct result
of a lack of population policy and demand exceeding supply. It is acknowledged that the Bridging Plan is a relatively short-term plan and that, in
particular, the impacts of the Coronavirus pandemic on Jersey’s population and economy are yet to be ascertained, but it is imperative that
proper analysis of population trends, housing supply and demand are undertaken, and a population policy implemented, before the full review
of the Island Plan takes place.
The proposed Sustainable Communities Fund is a sensible idea, although should there not be a longer-term aspiration that the proportion of
development value captured should increase over time?
In general the National Trust strongly supports the increased protection offered by the expanded Coastal National Park and the new historic
environment policies (p11). However the text on p25, first bullet point, should be strengthened by removing the words “where possible” as this
introduces a potential loophole which could be exploited by developers and property owners as a way of avoiding their responsibilities. As a
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matter of principle the Trust prefers the word “enhance” to “improve” in the historic environment context. Whereas “improve” implies a
straightforward material or physical improvements, “enhance” encompasses a more aesthetic, visually pleasing approach.
Strategic Proposal 1 - Development of a long-term planning assumption
The National Trust endorses this strategic proposal but considers that long-term planning assumptions for the next and future Island Plans must
also reflect and respond to the climate emergency and biodiversity crisis.
Strategic Proposal 2 - Understanding the long-term requirements of Jersey’s energy market
This strategic proposal is also supported, although it would be preferable if energy reduction was also a key consideration of this policy. It
should also be acknowledged that 66% of Jersey’s low carbon electricity supply is from nuclear generation which still has an environmental
legacy in the wider context.
Strategic Proposal 3 - Creating a marine spatial plan for Jersey
This strategic proposal is welcomed, but the Trust questions why the highest areas of biodiversity as outlined in the boundary review of the
Coastal National Park are not afforded immediate protection rather than having to await a marine spatial plan. This would be in accordance with
the Planning Law and the clear requirement to enhance and protect the Island’s biodiversity and natural resources.
The Trust therefore considers that notwithstanding the Marine Spatial Planning process, Jersey’s existing designated areas (Ramsar sites and
Marine Protected Areas), as well as known areas of high-biodiversity and carbon value, extending approximately down to the 20m depth
contour, should be immediately protected via the designation of a national marine park. Such an area will be expected to cover approximately
900km2, over 30% of Jersey’s territorial waters, and its designation will protect the area against inappropriate development and damaging
activities.
Strategic Proposal 4 - A west of island planning framework
Identifying Les Quennevais as the Island’s secondary focus for development is a sensible policy in spatial planning terms as it would relieve
some of the pressure on St Helier, or the edges of smaller settlements and in other more sensitive areas. However, Les Quennevais also includes
ecological SSIs and areas with high biodiversity and therefore any proposed development must take full account of any potential biodiversity
and environmental impacts and secure the means to deliver biodiversity net gain and enhancement.
Strategic Proposal 5 - An infrastructure roadmap for Jersey
The Trust endorses the development of an infrastructure roadmap for Jersey; this should include green and blue (including marine)
infrastructure.
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[View full
response]

The Minister notes the points raised.

[View full
response]

The development of the Island Plan seeks to ensure that it provides a strategy
to enable the sustainable development of the island in a manner that best
serves the needs and interests of the island community.

SP1 – Responding to climate change
BHLZZ12KF2

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

Assessing our carbon footprint fully and the environmental costs and benefits of shopping for fresh local food is extremely complex, and are a
work in progress.
New carrier bag legislation is currently under consideration which encourages multiple use bags. But it could be argued that one of our greatest
use of plastic is in food wrapping. The
Markets have a lower reliance on prewrapped food.
Jersey Markets were estimated 20 times more efficient in their electricity consumption than the RIBA benchmark for supermarkets in a study by
a Market Manager. It would be useful to rerun this exercise.
Customers can order exactly which ingredients they want from their food specialist in the Markets without being committed to a prescribed
pack size. This reduces food wastage. By selecting portion sizes to their exact requirements, the consumer can make precise decisions on their
food intake.
The Markets support localism and offer one of the most direct access routes for small Jersey farmers and fishermen to the consumer, both now
and for future opportunities.
There are pressing local and global concerns on the negative effects of the internal combustion engine. Inescapably, cars and commercial
vehicles are also an essential need for almost everything we do. New technologies are with us, which provide great opportunities to improve
our environmental impact. We can be greener and maintain accesses services in the North of St Helier.

ANONZZ1R2KT4-V

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

As highly important as I think looking after our environment and trying our best with the climate change challenge is, Jersey is never going to
be carbon neutral. Encouraging everyone to recycle, using green transport (the parts used for battery powered vehicles are not green or
sustainable), growing what you can and being aware of how vulnerable our environment is. Think before making any purchase large or small.
Reclaiming land has bought its own issues of algae in St Aubins Bay, not to mention several spills that get pumped out to sea. Managing our
sea stocks for all, is of upmost importance to fishermen and those in nearby France.

The Minister is grateful to those islanders who have sought to contribute their
comments to its preparation.

All these factors equally important and need to be addressed as a whole. Jersey is a small island but could be a 'green island' if we encourage all
residents to play their part, including those who use private jets.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJD-2

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

In conclusion, the island plan gives a token nod to climate change and protecting the environment but in reality is 'business as usual'. For the
sake of those 'generations to come' I hope that the island plan can be re-worded to make 'protecting the environment' a meaningful target.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes this view, and also that this is a bridging Island Plan which
proposes more significant steps to address climate and environmental issues,
which will be developed.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6Y-3

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

Since the States of Jersey adopted a Carbon Neutral Policy and a Sustainable Transport Policy prior to the drafting of the BIP it is incumbent
upon the authors to make both of these policies central themes of the BIP and to use it to reset the whole direction and tone of future Island
Plans, this has not happened.

[View full
response]

Both the Carbon Neutral Strategy and the Sustainable Transport Policy are
explicitly acknowledged throughout the draft plan where it is evident that
they have served to shape the direction and policy content of the draft plan.

[View full
response]

The carbon sequestration potential of the marine environment is explicitly
acknowledged in the draft plan and the protection of marine habitats and its
biodiversity is provided by Policy SP1: Responding to climate change; SP5:

In addition the failure to incorporate them in other work removes or reduces the validity of them as well.
This is either a very serious omission or a deliberate and conscious act to ignore the will of the elected members, neither option is acceptable in
any form in a democratic society and represents a flagrant disregard of, or distortion of proper process.
Again, this situation renders more of the BIP invalid and untenable, and reinforces the need to rethink it.

ANON-ZZ1R2KB8-E

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

Please see response in full attached.
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Minister’s detailed response
protecting and improving the natural environment; PL5: Countryside, coast
and marine environment and Policy NE1: Protecting and improvement of
biodiversity and geodiversity.

The draft Bridging Island plan states that ‘Investment in local sequestration projects has an important role to play in achieving carbon neutrality,
and in many cases will present better value for money than (and hence should be considered before) investment in other carbon reduction and
offsetting policies and programmes’. Jersey’s Carbon Neutral Strategy also commits to achieving carbon neutrality by 2030, with the ambition of
becoming the first carbon neutral jurisdiction in the British Isles.

The potential of schemes which promote carbon sequestration, including in
the marine environment, is provided for by Policy ME5: Carbon sequestration
schemes.

Science shows that giving areas of the marine environment high levels of protection has enormous benefits with regards to both carbon
emissions and sequestration. For example, seagrass captures carbon up to 35 times faster than tropical rainforests. Further to this, much of the
worlds organic carbon is stored within marine sediments (Sala et al 2021). As a result, effective protection of the marine environment reduces
emissions by preventing activities which disturb the seabed, which otherwise result in the transfer of organic carbon to CO2. In a global context,
a High Level Panel report from 2019 stated that ocean-based climate action could deliver up to a fifth of the annual greenhouse gas emissions
needed in 2050 to limit global temperature rise to 1.5°C by creating new habitats, as well as saving habitats from destruction.
As a small island, Jersey faces a limit to the amount of carbon sequestration that can be completed terrestrially, as recognised within the draft
Bridging Island Plan. However, Jersey’s high carbon sequestration marine habitats (proposed for protection within a Marine Park by BLUE) cover
an area of ~900km2. Not only do these habitats generate huge sequestration potential, but their protection and careful management will
ensure they remain healthy and diverse, creating an ecosystem more resilient to the impacts of climate change. The mitigation impacts of
effectively protected marine areas are numerous and include localised reductions in CO2 concentrations (reducing ocean acidification impacts),
rebuilding fish populations that contribute to the marine inorganic carbon cycle, providing stepping stones for migrating species due to sea
temperature rises and increasing genetic diversity (Roberts et al. 2017).

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

The Trust questions whether the bridging plan should recognise biodiversity loss as an equally significant challenge to climate change and
deliver a similar strategic policy to SP1 as opposed to encompassing it within Policy SP5 Protecting and improving the natural environment.

[View full
response]

The Trust also considers that the Policy needs to acknowledge the States of Jersey’s political and strategic decision to secure carbon neutrality
by 2030 rather than utilising vague terminology such as meaningful and long term reduction. In light of this decision the Trust would also
suggest that the Island Plan needs to be more ambitious in it aims and that the word “significantly” should be added at the beginning of
objective 2, 4, 6 and 7.

It is considered that the draft plan appropriately acknowledges the pressures
on biodiversity related to, for example, habitat loss, and provides an
appropriate and comprehensive policy response at both the strategic and
detailed policy levels.
The draft plan provides enhanced policy protection for biodiversity and sets
out proposals to further enhance the policy regime for the enhancement of
biodiversity in the island over the plan period.
The States of Jersey has resolved that Jersey should aim to be carbon-neutral
by 2030 (see P.27/2019) and it is believed that the draft Island Plan accurately
reflects the current position in this respect. The bridging Island Plan is being
prepared in advance of the development of the Carbon Neutral Strategy and
any associated action plan. Any additional or enhanced provisions, where
they relate to land use planning policy, over and above the provisions of the
draft plan, will need to be dealt with through supplementary planning policy,
or as part of a subsequent Island plan review.

ANON-ZZ1R2K8C-F

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

Immediate policy change is required to slow development and make any new building better than carbon neutral. All new building should be
required to include renewable energy technologies - solar panels, solar water heating, ground source heat pumps etc. On all larger
developments an extra sustainable tax would help fund this.

[View full
response]

The draft plan sets out detailed policy to help deal with some of the issues
raised, specifically:
•

The use of glyphosate and neonicotinoids must be banned.
•
Enforcement of Tree Protection Orders is required as at present these are not fit for purpose. Enforcement of Planning Conditions relating to
trees and habitats currently is also toothless and does nothing to prevent the suburbanisatuon of the island. New Laws are required to
safeguard trees like in other jurisdictions where trees are assigned monetary value relating to size, age and amenity value. To remove a tree
would require consent and a payment to fund environmental projects, and also require the planting and maintenance of a corresponding
number of replacement trees.

•

Policies ME1-7, seek to set out a policy regime to ensure that the
development serves to reduce carbo emissions;
Policy NE2 seeks to provide a policy regime for the protection of trees
and green infrastructure; and to encourage new planting;
Policies TT2 and TT3 seek to promote more sustainable modes of travel.

Issues associated with the use of pesticides; enforcement of tree protection;
and use of plastic on fields are not issues that can be affected by the Island
Plan.

The use of plastic on fields must be banned, a serious soil and water pollution problem and a huge source of carbon.
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[View full
response]

The Island Plan is a development plan which seeks to provide for orderly,
comprehensive and sustainable development of land in a manner that best
serves the interests of the community. The draft plan provides a robust and
comprehensive policy framework to enable the impact of development upon
the environment to be carefully considered and, where necessary, prevented.

Sustainable transport must be improved as some Parishes make no provision for safe cycle or walking routes to work or school. Some actively
work against such plans. The traffic congestion is appalling and so not only prevents many from using alternative transport, our air quality particularly PM10s - is at times poor and damaging to human health.

ANONZZ1R2K2Y-Y

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

The Jersey Island Plan is one of the most important policy documents which shapes our island. The Island Plan provides policy which is legally
required by the Planning & Building (Jersey) Law 2002.

SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

The purpose of the Planning & Building (Jersey) Law 2002 is;
A LAW to provide the means to establish a plan for the sustainable development of land and to control development in accordance with that
plan, to prescribe the functional requirements of buildings and to provide the means to enforce those requirements, to provide the means to
protect, enhance, conserve and to use wisely the natural beauties, natural resources and biodiversity of Jersey and to preserve and improve
Jersey’s general amenities, to confer powers to acquire land for the purposes of the Law, and to make other provisions in similar respects.

The policy framework provided at Policy SP5: Protecting and improving the
natural environment and Policy NE1: Protection and improvement of
biodiversity and geodiversity, provides a clear basis against which the impact
of development upon biodiversity value, including designated sites, can be
assessed.

This current plan - the Bridging Island Plan, fails to achieve these purposes of the Law. The Bridging Island Plan is a development plan, the focus
of which aims to solve the island's undeclared housing crisis, and whilst the plan tries to mitigate the impact of this development on biodiversity
and reduce the impact on climate, it fails to address these two existential threats to humanity; the biodiversity crisis and the climate emergency;
1.

The biodiversity crisis, with a background extinction rate of wildlife species higher than at any other time in human history, will be
disastrous if it is not addressed. The wildlife of Jersey will continue to decline, making us more vulnerable to the impact of climate change,
and to new disease organisms and invasive species.

2.

The climate emergency, is a threat which, if we do not face it fully, will result in the earth becoming largely uninhabitable to the human
race, in addition to many other species on the planet.

The Bridging Island Plan does not adequately address these two emergencies. It is very much a development led plan, and it must be re-written
in order to ensure that its focus is on sustainable development, with the reversal of biodiversity loss and the mitigation of, and adaptation to,
climate change at its core.
Without a population strategy, we can't solve the housing crisis, but we can at least take steps, to reduce the impacts of climate change and
biodiversity loss on future generations by building resilience into our infrastructure and development plans, and to do all we can to mitigate
climate impacts.
The Bridging Island Plan is a brave attempt, with limited resources, to fill the gap between the legal requirement to have a plan and having a
functional plan which addresses the biggest problems which our island face. The plan suffers from the lack of supporting documentation,
evidence and guidance to implement it.

ANONZZ1R2KX5-1

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

General comments about Strategic policies

[View full
response]

Please refer to the comments made in relation to response ID: BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments made but would suggest that the draft plan
provides a robust policy framework which seeks to address the challenges of
climate change, biodiversity loss and the protection of the character of the
island’s landscapes and seascapes.

Again, I endorse the comments made by the National Trust for Jersey in their submission.
SP1 - Responding to climate change:
Needs to recognise the biodiversity crisis as well as the climate crisis.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KN9-U

SP1 - Responding
to climate change
SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

Having read the Plan I am concerned that it does not give sufficient protection, and priority, to the Island’s countryside and environment,
particularly in the context of the climate emergency that has been declared. Although it is acknowledged that there will be competing principles,
I would suggest the Plan is reviewed to make it clearer that greater weight will tend to be given to the preservation of the Island’s natural
environment and character and the Island’s carbon neutral objectives, as compared with other priorities. For example, it could be emphasised
that strategic policies SP1 and SP5 should generally be given more weight. .
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ANON-ZZ1R2KU7-Z

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

Reducing the number of cars on the road

[View full
response]

The draft plan sets out a strategy that is considered the most sustainable. The
spatial strategy of the plan, set out at Policy SP2, seeks to ensure that most of
the island's development needs are met within the existing built-up area
where the need to travel is reduced and where people have the most choices
about how to travel, when they need to.

ANONZZ1R2KSR-S

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

SP1 - Responding to climate change

[View full
response]

See SR 50 - St. Brelade’s Bay - parking

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments made but would suggest that the Island
Plan is seeking to respond to the decision of the States Assembly to declare a
climate emergency (P27/2019).

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and is grateful for the broad support.

The general positive intent of this policy is acknowledged. However, the commercial reality of tourist outlets and resorts outside town needing
sufficient site or nearby parking families for families and those with mobility assistance (as a minimum) needs to be recognised too.
If finance workers are to be encouraged to work in town, that increases travel too, as does the desire of workers in town to reach beaches like St
Brelade's Bay or St Ouen's Bay relatively quickly on summer evenings when the tide at a certain level to maximise swimming or surfing
enjoyment.
Proper studies of car parking facilities such areas need to be carried out before any more car parking land is lost in these areas as occurred in
the case of the Wayside development on the shoreline of St Brelade's Bay.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KMZ-U

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

Objections to the C Draft Bridging Island Plan Submission & any similar plan that is being generated
We wish to strongly object to the Final Draft Island Plan Submission -it should never have got to this stage without the public knowing about it,
we only found out incidentally and we live and have a major business in the areas it proposes altering! Usual notifications should send such
information to all the businesses such a plan would affect:
Policy SP1. There seems to be little actual evidence that the globe is warming, in fact the world seems to be cooling down with many countries
around the world this year having much lower temperatures than normal S Africa, Australia etc (as we go into a grand solar minima where the
earth continues to cools down year after year). The period we are in historically seems to be one of very low carbon dioxide. In the past carbon
dioxide has been much greater with correspondingly healthier environments of larger and more extensive greenery. Of course CO2 levels are
increasing, we are in a period historically when they have been very low.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

SP1 - Responding
to climate change
SP2 - Spatial
strategy

General comments about Strategic policies
Volume Two - Strategic Policy Framework: The AJA broadly support the seven Strategic Framework Policies, except to suggest there would be
an overall benefit to recognising, in addition to Les Quennevais, there are other existing secondary urban centres that are closer to the St Helier
Primary Urban Centre and therefore more sustainable when assessed against the Strategic Framework Policies.

The Minister considers that the spatial hierarchy set out in the draft plan is
robust and appropriate.

SP3 - Placemaking
SP4 - Protecting
and promoting
island identity
SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment
SP6 - Sustainable
island economy
SP7 - Planning for
community needs
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ANONZZ1R2K4H-G

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

SP1 – Responding to climate change.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and is grateful for the comments and suggestions made.

JE believes ‘Meaningful and long-term reduction in carbon emissions can be achieved quickly and cost-effectively by displacing fossil fuels with
electricity that is already decarbonised in heating and transport (24g CO2e/kWh v 241g CO2e/kWh (gas) 298gCO2e/kWh (oil). Just 3,000 tonnes
of emissions are attributed to the importation of electricity. Less than 1% (0.8%) of total Scope 1 and 2 emissions.

Where the recommends changes or initiatives that relate to planning policy,
the Minister is of the view that these are reflected in the detailed policy
framework of the draft plan.

JE recommends:

Many of the initiatives lie outside the Island Plan and will undoubtedly be
considered as part of the development of the island’s carbon neutral
roadmap

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

BHLF-ZZ1R2KRF-C

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

Wider permitted development for infrastructure that encourages a low-carbon future (e.g. for electric vehicle chargers)
Planning guidance (e.g. for substation locations)
Future homes guidance (both retrofit market support and new build, including carbon-neutral and passive homes standards).
Incorporation of energy efficiency technology and efficient materials in the design and build of projects.
Banning fossil fuel boilers in all new homes (as the UK is doing).
Incentivising energy efficiency and building upgrades, particularly around Jersey’s 27,000 pre-1970 housing stock. It is relatively easy to
deliver a minimum 10-15% saving in energy consumption from improved insulation, modern lighting and energy controls.
Increasing cycle lanes.
Introducing electric public transport and vehicle scrappage schemes, tax incentives/disincentives, for private car owners.
Easing consents for more tree planting.

Having reviewed the Bridging Island Plan and being generally in agreeance with the content, we feel compelled to write and indicate a
shortcoming that probably sits somewhere between the Carbon Neutrality Strategy and the Bridging Island plan, but even so, worth raising at
this point of consultation.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes these comments with interest.
The specification of fuel and its use in dwellings, and for transport, is not an
issue that is regulated by the planning system, however, the planning policy
framework set out in the plan would enable consideration of any
development proposals associated with its use, storage and in relation to any
environmental risk posed by it.

In the section, Managing our emissions (copied below for ease), Scope 1 emission examples are given as “burning oil or gas to heat buildings”
and “from driving petrol or diesel vehicles”, yet nowhere is it mentioned that solutions are available today to reduce lifecycle carbon emissions
by up to 90% for home heating and transportation. Credit has been taken within the plan for a 33% carbon reduction by importing low carbon
electricity from France, however, we at Rubis see that 100% Renewable liquid fuels offer a short term, cost effective, viable solution in a longer
term transition, further accelerating the carbon reduction and worthy of inclusion into the final issue of the Bridging Island Plan. To take a quote
from our website:
Globally, and closer to home, goals and plans have been set to achieve a net-zero carbon. And we believe if we act together, we can act faster
and make a difference, no matter how big or small a step we all take. With a growing range of sustainable products for your vehicles and now
for your homes and business, we are committed to help shape a greener future
I have taken the liberty of attaching 2 links to assist you in looking further into this, but would welcome the inclusion of the use of such fuels
into the final version of the plan:
•
•

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

EcoHeat100 – 100% Renewable Heating Oil - Rubis (rubis-ci.co.uk)
Renewable Diesel (RD100) | Rubis Channel Islands (rubis-ci.co.uk)

SP1 – Responding to Climate Change:
Visit Jersey is in full agreement that tackling climate change is hugely important for both the island and the whole world generally. Although the
short-term period covered by the Bridging Island Plan won't be long enough to fully tackle this complex issue, we welcome and support the
opportunity to work together with partners including the Ports of Jersey, our tourism industry partners and other relevant bodies to contribute
to this medium/long-term objective. Research shows that there is growing consumer demand for sustainable travel, with Tui Group’s latest data
showing that its customers took 43 million more sustainable holidays between 2015 and 2020.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and welcomes the comments made.
The requirement to provide electric charging infrastructure, in association
with car parking that is required for new development, will be addressed in
supplementary planning guidance for parking standards.

We believe that Jersey could be an excellent testbed for 'green' innovation within the tourism industry. For example, there could be future
opportunities to collaborate with partners such as electric car manufacturers to provide an island-wide, fully electric fleet of hire cars for our
visitors. This would increase the requirement for more electric car infrastructure such as charging points in the island, which is likely to make
electric cars more appealing to local residents too.
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ANONZZ1R2KJ9-Q

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

As recognised in the Plan, Climate change is likely to have a massive impact globally. Whilst promoting a move towards Carbon Neutrality is
laudable it is unlikely to be enough. From daily global evidence of wildfires, heatwaves, floods and crop failures the extra energy in the
atmosphere will impact our lives significantly, what is the plan for island security?

[View full
response]

The States of Jersey has declared a climate emergency and the development
of a carbon neutral roadmap will set out how the island will seek to respond
to the challenge.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

SP1 – Climate
Change

•Goal of 2030 for Sustainable Transport is too late. It should be brought forward say to 2024. •P44 states development of a built-up area
framework sets out a clear hierarchy of urban areas. There is no such thing in Jersey & I am unsure that it would be welcomed,•P45 refers to
historic harbour villages. There aren’t any

[View full
response]

See SR 52 - Policy SP 1 - Policies for development standards to reduce carbon
emissions

SP2 - Spatial Strategy
ANONZZ1R2KJS-H

SP2 - Spatial
strategy

'safeguarding productive agricultural land, in order to increase the security of local food supplies, whilst supporting the long-term maintenance
of the agricultural industry, and diversification of the rural economy' seems to play a too significant role in this policy as is evident for the criteria
for the selection of proposed fields for development.

[View full
response]

This strategy seeks to provide a framework for the spatial distribution of land
use and development across the bailiwick. Protection of the natural
environment, and its inherent biodiversity value, is an underlying principle
which informs this and previous Island Plans.

It seems that the Natural Environment and Biodiversity (existing or potential) value has been discounted from this strategy. The spatial strategy
must be viewed with reference to policies NEI, NE2, NE3 and intrinsic value (or potential biodiversity value) of land should be integrated into this
strategy.

ANONZZ1R2KFV-G

SP2 – Spatial
strategy

As per my previous comments St Helier has already taken a huge burden for the island by giving up green spaces to become the urban centre
of the island. With working from home becoming a reality for more and more islanders there is less reason to develop near one particular urban
centre. Careful and considerate development of other parishes would encourage the growth of communities around smaller groups of
commercial premises, reducing the need for travel to other locations for commerce. Should parish areas be better developed people would
walk to the local shops and get fresh produce more regularly as opposed to travelling to a large supermarket and doing a weekly shop. This
would improve both environmental and health of islanders as well as engendering parish and community spirit.

[View full
response]

The spatial strategy of the plan, set out at Policy SP2, recognises that Town is
already established as the island’s primary centre for commerce, shopping,
housing and public services, benefiting from its location as the focus of
Jersey’s transport, social and economic infrastructure but that its continued
development and function as such does not preclude the continued
development and growth of the island's local centres to maintain and
enhance their role in the creation of sustainable local communities, as set out
in Policy PL3.

ANONZZ1R2KEZ-K

SP2 – Spatial
strategy

I believe it is an absolute travesty to build on Greenfields, even if they are situated in built up areas. Green lungs within these built up areas are
so important for residents within the area.

[View full
response]

More brownfield sites need to be identified.

The spatial strategy of the plan, set out at Policy SP2, seeks to ensure that
most of the island's development needs are met within the existing built-up
area. The proposed release of a limited amount of greenfield land seeks to
help meet the need for affordable homes.

It is argued that a redundant glasshouse site is a green field site, and in some cases this is true, however for some larger redundant glasshouse
sites this isn't always the case where there is substantial infrastructure, concrete foundations, steel structures. They have also been standing for
50 years.

Where redundant glasshouse sites have been submitted, as part of the call for
sites process, they have been assessed against the relevant planning criteria,
as set out in the Housing sites assessment report

Redundant glasshouse sites should be dealt with on case by case basis, this should NOT be at the expense of a public enquiry but dealt with
through the normal process. There should not be a blanket policy for non development on redundant glasshouse sites. The Island Plan should
recognise this and make it easier for glasshouse owners to put a balanced proposal forward which not only benefits the site owners (a balanced
benefit) but their community and island, it can be done, but we need someone to be brave enough to do it!

ANONZZ1R2KT4-V

Policy SP2 –
Spatial strategy

St Saviour and St Clement are their own parishes and though bordering town are NOT part of town and never have been. Residents in these
parishes all need to enjoy the green space and privacy, and building more densely in these areas is detrimental to all. If building on hotel sites is
being done in built-up areas then limiting the amount of occupied units should be a factor, however, greed to how much money can be made
appears to tip the balance. Money should not come before health and wellbeing to the occupiers.
Access to other parishes opening walking paths/routes should be encouraged to allow everyone to enjoy more of our beautiful island, however
people will still wish to park close by so plans will need to be thought out carefully. Roads on the outskirts of town are already regularly used for
parking making is dangerous for other road users and painting yellow lines to discourage parking is not feasible or cost effective.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

No change to the administrative and historic boundaries of the parishes of St
Saviour and St Clement is proposed and the inclusion of parts of these
parishes within the spatial definition of Town simply reflects the historical
spread of growth and urban development from the island's primary centre
into adjacent parishes.
The draft plan places great emphasis of seeking to enhance the quality and
liveability of the urban environment throughout the island's built-up areas,
but particularly in Town. The Minister will develop and publish supplementary
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planning guidance setting out standards for the design for homes (including
the amount of internal and external space to be provided, parking and
density. Parking standards will have regard to the availability of transport
options, as well as the extent to which on-street parking enforcement is
operated in an area.

ANONZZ1R2KJ9-Q

ANONZZ1R2KX5-1

Policy SP2 –
Spatial strategy

SP2 - Spatial
strategy

There is a considered approach to perceived requirement for housing development. Firstly as the plan states earlier, predictions are very difficult
to make presently, however the plan still designates specific areas/fields for development. How does this sit with a planning requirement to
protect agricultural land? If land is re-designated for development it will of course attract a much higher premium, extremely fortunate for some
landowners but undermines the whole planning permission procedures. If good agricultural land is to be protected which most of us agree on
then it is immaterial where it is. The planning system should be robust enough to consider housing development requests based on the
'principle' of development in areas PL1-4 as designated in the Draft Plan, rather than circumventing the whole procedure.

[View full
response]

The spatial strategy of the plan, set out at Policy SP2, seeks to ensure that
most of the island's development needs are met within the existing built-up
area. The proposed release of a limited amount of greenfield land seeks to
help meet the need for affordable homes.

Again, I endorse the comments made by the National Trust for Jersey in their submission.

[View full
response]

Please refer to the comments made in relation to response ID: BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

[View full
response]

The draft plan sets out a strategy that is considered the most sustainable. The
spatial strategy of the plan, set out at Policy SP2, seeks to ensure that most of
the island's development needs are met within the existing built-up area
where the need to travel is reduced and where people have the most choices
about how to travel, when they need to.

[View full
response]

The development of the Island Plan seeks to ensure that it provides a strategy
to enable the sustainable development of the island in a manner that best
serves the needs and interests of the island community as a whole.

In considering whether these sites are appropriate for development regard is
had to their value to agriculture, relative to other planning considerations.
This is set out in the as set out in the Housing sites assessment report
(Housing land and assessment of sites and appendix 1 of the plan.

SP2 - Spatial strategy:
The dangers of ribbon development need to be explicitly recognised. There is a tendency to "fill in" gaps in housing along roads, rather than
acknowledge that these are vital in opening up the landscape and reducing the sense of continuous urbanisation.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYP-W

SP2 - Spatial
strategy

3.6 Spatial Strategy
This allows for development around the island outside of the built up area. Experience has shown this leads to significantly increased traffic at
the feeder roads to the town such as Maufant to Mont Millais, Beamont and St Aubin to Bel Royal, St Johns Road and Trinity Hill has become
oppressive for those who live nearby and who commute through them whether for work or schools.
Suggestion: Any development outside of the built up area should be minimised to reduce any risk in the need to travel

ANONZZ1R2KAH-W

SP2 - Spatial
strategy

1.

3.

4.

Given Jersey's small size, I think all the driver for all the policies should be that anything that affects one part of the island affects not just
the people who live in or use that area- but potentially everyone who lives in the island. I've been struck by how many comments about
potential development are driven by a purely individual perspective e.g. those who see an area such as People's Park only from the car
whilst driving past regard it as appropriate for development without recognising its intrinsic value to Jersey as an open space. I think the
value of Jersey needs to be considered as a whole and on the assumption that the unique beauty of its open spaces is of benefit to
everyone in Jersey, regardless of whether they live there or use them.

The planning system provides a means whereby people’s individual interest
might be expressed and considered but enable decisions to be made that
reflect the community’s wider interest.

Development is inevitable, but it is the ratio of development to open space that potentially mars the beauty of the space itself. The plethora
of flat building going on in St. Helier, may not be ideal, but at least it concentrates development away from rural areas. In contrast, the high
ratio of recent development to open space visible from Portelet Bay has diminished its former beauty in my view (though fortunately, not
eradicated it). I think other parts of the Jersey's coast have similarly suffered or are under threat of doing so. I think any coastal
development should be approached with this in mind as it is Jersey's coastline, in particular, which is one of its most unique and beautiful
assets.

The spatial strategy of the plan, set out at Policy SP2, seeks to ensure that
most of the island's development needs are met within the existing built-up
area. In doing this, however, the plan seeks to ensure that quality of urban
living is enhanced and that provision is made to protect and enhance open
space and the quality of residential neighbourhoods.

Jersey's open spaces, including its beaches are world class - amongst the best of anywhere I have ever seen. I think that all policies should
be approached on the assumption that development in Jersey is always second best to open space.

Protection of the natural environment, and its inherent biodiversity value, is
an underlying principle which informs this and previous Island Plans.

In contrast, development is inevitably approached on the basis that it is better than what was there before because it will provide some
aesthetic, lifestyle or other benefit. (For example there was a proposal a few years ago to create a distinctive architectural feature, such as a
tower, that would be distinctive to Jersey.) However in a place as small and unique as Jersey I think the starting point for development strategy
should be different: the assumption should be that an open space is better than any development. This means that the adverse effect of
development, which, is, of course, inevitable |for the reasons set out in the plan, may be given greater weight than it otherwise would have
done. The plan itself acknowledges that may of the policies are conflicting and have to be carefully balanced. Putting more weight on open
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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[View full
response]

states that “ The appropriate development of previously developed land and of under-utilised land and buildings will be supported. In
particular, development which makes the most efficient use of land, and which optimises the density of development, will be encouraged.”

Where redundant glasshouse sites have been submitted, as part of the call for
sites process, they have been assessed against the relevant planning criteria,
as set out in the Housing sites assessment report (R Housing land and
assessment of sites KP RB.pdf (gov.je)).

Derelict Greenhouse sites are previously developed land and are no longer utilised, therefore the development of these sites should be
supported.

The Minister is content with the assessment of sites, as set out in the report.
This specific site is addressed in more detail in the housing section.

However the policy goes to say that “ In this respect, redundant and derelict glasshouses are considered to be temporary structures associated
with the agricultural use of the land and are not considered to be brownfield land.”

For the purposes of regulating land use, glasshouses are regarded as
temporary structure. The purposes of building-bye laws are different (relating
to the safe of construction, use and operation of buildings) which is why there
may be differences in definitions.

space versus development rather than putting more weight on the perceived benefits of development may help to tip the balance in favour of
open space in some cases and help preserve Jersey's natural beauty and, possibly, avoid it being lost forever.

ANONZZ1R2KTY-1

SP2 - Spatial
strategy

Policy SP2 - Spatial Strategy

This does not correspond to the Building Bye-laws (Jersey) 2007 which states:
“Class 4 - temporary buildings - A building that does not contain sleeping accommodation and is not intended to, and that does not remain on
the site where it is erected for more than 28 days following its erection.”
There are 2 site references in Grouville IP177753707 and IP169989515 both of which are for the same Derelict glasshouse site, listed as Rainbow
Nurseries.
The traffic light scores allotted to this site must be brought into question (as detailed in the response by S J Garner (Architect)) .
The existing use score given to this site is Amber (agricultural field) which is inaccurate as it is a derelict glasshouse site and has been for a
considerable time. Therefore it should be viewed as ‘brownfield’ and given a light green score.
The red score for Spatial strategy is also questionable. The site in Grouville is quite centrally located within the Boulivot residential community,
which although not defined as such in this draft island plan, might also be considered to be a smaller settlement. There are in excess of 50
residential homes surrounding the Grouville site and a football pitch. There are further homes if you were to include those adjacent to the
football pitch on Le Grand Bourg and also on La Rue du Radier (which are only approx. 200-300 metres away from the site in question).
Therefore a Spatial score of amber might be more appropriate.
There are also 2 site references in St Saviour IP177759972 & 170008168 both of which are for the same Derelict glasshouse site previously known
as Rainbow Nurseries.
Again, the traffic light scores allotted to this site must be brought into question as although they are the same site they have been given
different scores for the Existing use. IP177759972 has been given a light green score (glasshouse) and IP170008168 has been given an amber
score (agricultural field). Although it could be argued that they are glasshouses they are derelict so should be awarded a green score
(brownfield).
The red score for Spatial strategy is also questionable. The site might be considered to be at the edge of Boulivot, which has a reasonably sized
residential community and potentially should be considered to be a smaller settlement .
We believe that the existing use score applied to these sites should be changed.
They are not green fields and cannot be defined as open or agricultural land.
If developed these sites would form a cohesive part of the existing communities and would not encroach unduly into the countryside.
Development of these sites would in fact improve the current landscape considerably. The sites should be deemed to be:
Low sensitivity: The site is able to accommodate residential development without significant landscape/ visual change, or in some cases,
development (with appropriate design and mitigation) would enhance the landscape. In either case residential development could potentially
relate well to the area.
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[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments made and would suggest that the process
of plan making and review is predicated on the collation, monitoring and
review of evidence.

We believe that the spatial score applied to both the site in Grouville and St Saviour is inaccurate and should be classified as within or at the
edge of a smaller settlement and can be integrated into a smaller settlement.
Therefore, we propose that the planning department reconsider the sites’ suitability with a view to amending the ‘Spacial score’ and ‘Existing
use score’.

ANON-ZZ1R2KMK-C

SP2 - Spatial
strategy

Tensions in the Spatial Strategy Policy SP2 are inevitably increasing from Plan to Plan and it is a testament to the work to date that spatially
zoning has on the face of it been relatively successful in protecting land use areas. That said our view is that this broad success masks the
underlying effects of Policies and Proposals that either haven’t been delivered, have not been consistently applied or that have not been
supported through good guidance. We would therefore like to see a more robust mechanism in place to monitor the outcomes from the
implementation of the “bridging” Island Plan and we will explore some of this in our comments on Volume 4. Performance and Delivery.
The Spatial Strategy is broadly consistent with the historic assumptions from previous Island Plans but we would question whether the Public
consultation that supported this work in the “bridging” Island Plan is sufficiently representative of Public opinion. It could be argued that the
number and type of responses and the demographic of the respondents doesn’t provide a strong enough evidence base to develop trends
from Public thinking, over the long term. That could have consequences for decisions if they don’t address issues of social cohesion and
equality. It’s interesting that, (for example), some of the views gathered and held by children and young people specifically around the density
proposals for St Helier (see Strategic Issues and Options Report 2021-30) are at odds with the views gathered by the main survey participants. In
addition although town living can be an attractive proposition for many, it may not be the case if the density of development continues at the
current pace and some of this should be explored in greater depth over the course of this “bridging” Island Plan to better shape Policy and the
way it’s delivered. .

ANONZZ1R2KSR-S

SP2 - Spatial
strategy

Currently, and subject to Policy GD9 (which discourages development on the Shoreline Zone that obstructs 'significant views to, or involve the
loss of open spaces which provide views to, the shoreline and sea’), Policy SP2 encourages development that 'optimises the density of
development'. The SBBA consider that the Minister's stated desire to avoid a 'Costa de St Brelade', the interests of the Island's community and
its tourism industry are best served by discouraging the optimisation of density of development in the case of private residences in the
Shoreline Zone so that tourist buildings are favoured in terms of expansion within the confines of Policies GD7 and GD9.

[View full
response]

See SR 51 - St Brelade's Bay - Development

ANON-ZZ1R2K7A-C

SP2 - Spatial
strategy

Designating Les Quennevais as a secondary town makes sense. This should mean that Les Q is treated in a similar fashion to town such as
improving cycle infrastructure by extending the cycle path down to Don Bridge and improving sense of place in Les Quennevais town centre.

[View full
response]

SR 03 - Les Quennevais - role and development

ANONZZ1R2KXC-F

SP2 - Spatial
strategy

Separate submission made on behalf of J&D Norman Ltd. Insufficient supply of employment land.

[View full
response]

The draft plan seeks to protect and make provision for the island’s needs for
employment land over the plan period, as set out in the employment chapter
of the plan.

I would just like to say that I would be happy for a few first time houses to be built but not making St brelades area the new town, the schools
are already full, the traffic is already bad around the St brelades area, also alot of people don't want to live in flats, if you are building people
would like to live in affordable housing with gardens and parking. I think big houses should be allowed to spilt in to smaller dwellings aswell

[View full
response]

The island has a need for homes and the draft plan sets out a strategy that is
considered the most sustainable manner in which this might be met. The
spatial strategy of the plan, set out at Policy SP2, seeks to ensure that most of
the island's development needs are met within the existing built-up area, and
is focussed towards the most sustainable locations with best available
infrastructure.

SP6 - Sustainable
island economy

ANON-ZZ1R2KQZ-Y

SP2 – Spatial
strategy

See SR 03 - Les Quennevais - role and development

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNB-4

SP2 – Spatial
strategy

Reference is made to protecting and promoting island identity but the proposals do little to grow and develop rural Parish communities. The
proposals focus on development within existing built-up areas and this is receiving, rightly, opposition from those parishes which are over
developed. Development could instead be based on an analysis of the area of each Parish compared to the current population, e.g. if the Parish
area is 8% of the island area but the population is only 4% of the island population then rezoning land in the Parish for the extra housing would
serve to grow the community around existing community facilities. It may require some 'green zone' land but this will have less impact than
removing an equivalent area of open/green zone land from one of the more urban parishes which are, by comparison, over developed.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Planning is of fundamental importance in delivering sustainable development
in a changing global context. The development and use of land clearly has
environmental implications. The desirability of using land efficiently and
reducing, mitigating, and adapting to the impacts of climate change, and
supporting a transition to carbon neutrality, has been used to define the
spatial strategy. The plan promotes an efficient use of land in meeting the
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need for homes and other uses, while safeguarding and improving the quality
of local environment, creating good places, and ensuring healthy living space.

The proposals map seems to be based on those areas of land which owners wish to see developed rather than identifying the area around the
centre of each parish (school, parish/community, shop, church, pub etc) that should be considered for development in the longer term.
Affordable housing in these areas would grow the community and be sited within walking distance of the facilities needed thus reducing car
usage for such trips, and thereby contributing to carbon neutral targets.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KV9-3

SP2 – spatial
strategy

The Plan is one which will lead to the concreting over of prime agricultural fields. We should be trying to retain the special nature of Jersey
without further urbanisation. We need to build less. The character of the Island will be irrevocably changed

[View full
response]

Planning is of fundamental importance in delivering sustainable development
in a changing global context. The development and use of land clearly has
environmental implications. The desirability of using land efficiently and
reducing, mitigating, and adapting to the impacts of climate change, and
supporting a transition to carbon neutrality, has been used to define the
spatial strategy. The plan promotes an efficient use of land in meeting the
need for homes and other uses, while safeguarding and improving the quality
of local environment, creating good places, and ensuring healthy living space.

ANON-ZZ1R2KFV-G

SP2 – Spatial
strategy

As per my previous comments St Helier has already taken a huge burden for the island by giving up green spaces to become the urban centre
of the island. With working from home becoming a reality for more and more islanders there is less reason to develop near one particular urban
centre. Careful and considerate development of other parishes would encourage the growth of communities around smaller groups of
commercial premises, reducing the need for travel to other locations for commerce. Should parish areas be better developed people would
walk to the local shops and get fresh produce more regularly as opposed to travelling to a large supermarket and doing a weekly shop. This
would improve both environmental and health of islanders as well as engendering parish and community spirit.

[View full
response]

Planning is of fundamental importance in delivering sustainable development
in a changing global context. The development and use of land clearly has
environmental implications. The desirability of using land efficiently and
reducing, mitigating, and adapting to the impacts of climate change, and
supporting a transition to carbon neutrality, must be a key consideration
given the environmental challenges that we currently face. If Jersey is to
demonstrate a commitment to an environmental responsibility, it needs to
continue to develop a co-ordinated response to current environmental
challenges that manages the island’s limited resources –particularly land and
buildings - in the most efficient and effective way that ensures the most
sustainable pattern and form of development. This Island Plan seeks to
balance a response to environmental challenges whilst meeting the
community’s economic and social needs through development and the use of
land.

The JeCC supports the intent and aims expressed in Policy SP3. However, the proposed Strategic Policy needs to go further than the intent and
aims expressed; namely that development should be permitted where the case for a change to the context is made on the grounds of
innovation and applying Modern Methods of Construction (MMC), and such change is supported on economic, social, or environmental
purposes. Existing Planning Policy is too rigidly-applied to the context of new development, meaning innovative or leading-edge design
solutions are often sacrificed on the grounds of them having little chance of a successful outcome or Planning Consent. This is in turn stifling
innovative building and technology coming to the island and resulting in a development industry that focuses on ‘default’ before it focusses on
‘innovation’.

[View full
response]

The Minister, in collaboration with the Minister for Housing and Communities,
is exploring how encouraging modern methods of construction can play a
role in Jersey to both support the development of homes and to improve the
overall sustainability of development activity.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

SP3 - Placemaking
ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

SP3 - Placemaking

The JeCC would like to see clearer guidance for when and where the Planning Policy can permit innovation in the design and construction of a
building, with the Planning Department permitted to look at greater dispensation to apply Planning Policy where the benefits of innovation and
MMC will apply.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

SP3 - Placemaking

All development must reflect and enhance the unique character and function of the place where it is located. New development must contribute
to the creation of aesthetically pleasing, safe and durable places that positively influence community health and wellbeing outcomes,
and enhance the area's biodiversity and will be supported where:
It does not impact on the natural environment or of its setting.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Strategic policies | 10

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

SP3 - Placemaking

The Trust endorses the policy on Placemaking but suggests that the concept of “beauty” is embraced rather than just “aesthetically pleasing” .
The Plan should also resist ugliness and promote stewardship.

[View full
response]

Placemaking seeks to promote the highest standards of design which, of
itself, embraces and enables the concept of beauty and a resistance to that
which is ugly.

ANON-ZZ1R2KMK-C

SP3 - Placemaking

If the Plan can deliver some of the objectives of SP3 and SP4, Placemaking and Island Identity it’s likely that it will be responding to broad and
nuanced Public views and wishes. We view these Strategic Policies as welcome additions in the “bridging” Island Plan. As previously commented
success in achieving the objectives of the Strategic Policies will largely depend on the thorough and consistent application of the individual
policies linked to them (and outlined in Volume 3 – Managing Development ) as well as the availability of resources to facilitate them. It’s critical
therefore that both during the course of the “bridging” Island Plan and in advance of the preparation of the next iteration in 2025, there are
measures specified and agreed that will highlight clearly whether these policies are working and if not where they need adjusting. The table in
Volume 4 shows how the Plan sees Strategic Policies linking through to the Jersey Performance Framework and we will go on to discuss some
of the issues in relation to this in our comments under that Volume.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments made and would suggest that the process
of plan making and review is predicated on the collation, monitoring and
review of evidence.

[View full
response]

See SR 06 - St. Brelade’s Bay - Community participation

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments made and would suggest that the policy
provisions and framework set out SP3 and SP4, supported by the detailed
policy provisions in the plan supports development which contributes to the
island’s unique character and identity.

SP4 - Protecting
and promoting
island identity

We recognise that Volume 2 Strategic Policies – Places, may provide an opportunity to measure the impact of Spatial policies and the ways in
which they can be delivered. Whilst complex this Volume does seek to make the Plan accessible to the Public and demonstrate how change
may be bought about. This approach of making the Plan more accessible is important as even in its current form the “bridging” Island Plan is a
very large document that is not easy to navigate. There may be an opportunity in electronic versions of the “bridging” Island Plan document to
provide additional hyperlinks across the document to make it more easily navigable. There might also be value in producing a shorter (nontechnical) version of the Plan that demonstrates the key points of the Plan in an easier to read format.

ANONZZ1R2KSR-S

SP3 - Placemaking

The SBBA applaud the reference to engagement with the local community in paragraph 8 but question whether the qualification 'where
required' negates its positive intention.
In an area like St Brelade's Bay, local businesses and residents have worked hard on creating a scenic and pleasant environment for visitors.
Visitors, residents, and those with businesses in the Bay have been, and continue to be, distressed by the approval of more than one planning
application that has been to the detriment of the Bay's landscape setting and its commercial operations, despite widespread objection within
the Bay's residential and business community, simply because the rules allowed them.
Neighbours live with the impact of disruptive building design and of public sculpture more than developers (and their supporters elsewhere in
the Island) do. It is time for the feedback of local communities to be given appropriate weighting. While the SBBA recognises the aspiration to
manage conflict of interest is the reason for recusing States Members on the Planning Committee from voting on applications to develop sites
in any district that States Member represents, States Members not only should be encouraged to represent local communities in planning
applications (subject to declarations of specific conflicts of interest) but should be more proactive in doing so.
Developers should be required to consult with neighbours, not only as a matter of courtesy but to save planning officers' time. Prior discussions
of this nature can help all parties summarise (and possibly overcome beforehand) main points of concern.
Recognised channels for local community representation need to be developed Island wide if this is not to be undertaken by States Members
themselves such as Parish planning application review boards. While it can be helpful for government if local community groups form
themselves voluntarily, government and Parishes could offer more assistance in this respect.

ANON-ZZ1R2K7A-C

SP3 - Placemaking
SP4 - Protecting
and promoting
island identity

Each local centre and main centre should be clearly demarcated with gateway signage designed by the relevant parish(es), such as those in St
John. This will make a clear difference between the boundaries of the rural zone and the urban zones and helps to build a unique character for
each urban zone.
Jersey's national identity should be supported. Jersey should be more visible as a distinct entity from the rest of the British Islands (though still
British) internationally. Jersey's unique English/Norman merged culture has been focused too much on the 'English' since Liberation and focus
should be made to introduce more of the Norman, especially in Placemaking policy to stop Jersey turning into Southampton-on-Cotenin.
Jersey Placemaking policy has also focused too much on ideas above Jersey's station, for example the construction of the Underpass, which was
out of keeping with the whole St Helier area and the construction of 'mega-blocks' replacing smaller more complex streetscapes, for example
Gaspé House.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KYS-Z

SP3 - Placemaking

It is recommended that an addition to the numbered list is provided to include the loss of gardens to create frontage parking with direct access
off the public highway will not be approved. This is to ensure highway safety within the placemaking policy as outlined in the current Island Plan
Policy BE8. This effectively forms an additional layer of protection for the highway network and streetscape within the BIP. The decision-making
principles of the STP include provision to reduce the impact of vehicles on the landscape and create more space for people. This document has
been approved by the States Assembly and the BIP should take on board this principle to a greater extent by affording greater levels of
protection. This will have the effect of managing down traffic demand by making car use relatively more difficult to sustainable transport
choices.

[View full
response]

See SR 61 - Parking

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAT-9

SP3 - Placemaking

SP3 Placemaking & SP4 Protecting and promoting island identity.

[View full
response]

SP4 - Protecting
and promoting
island identity

It is noted that strategic policies continue to focus on Town as providing the majority of development opportunities with plans for more and
higher density development. At the same time, the concepts of 'placemaking' and 'identity' are welcomed i.e. responding to context of a place
through understanding evolution, functionality & character. JH would argue that Conservation Area work is fundamental here to help resolve
any potential conflict.

The Minister welcomes the comments made. Proposals and a detailed policy
framework are provided in the draft plan for the identification and
designation of conservation areas, and the subsequent management of
change within them.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

SP3 - Placemaking

Visit Jersey is fully in favour of protecting and enhancing the unique identity of the island, with particular regard to developments that will
improve the visitor experience. We are happy to engage in any further discussions in respect of this area. .

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and welcomes the comments made.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

SP3 - Placemaking

SUBMISSIONS IN RELATION TO THE BRIDGING ISLAND PLAN – 2022-2025

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and welcomes the comments made.

SP4 - Protecting
and promoting
island identity

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the Bridging Island Plan. Our main focus in this and other more detailed submissions is on
proposals and policies relating to the man-made environment of the Island which is an expression of the Island’s unique history, culture and
identity. While our interests extend to the natural environment, we have left it to other established bodies such as the National Trust for Jersey,
and the Jersey Biodiversity Centre, with whom we are closely associated, to make submissions on these matters.

Proposal 14, and the associated policy regime set out in policies HE3-HE5 set
out the provisions made in the draft plan for the identification, designation
and management of change in conservation areas.

VOLUME 2 Strategic Framework
We support all seven of the Strategic Policies, and in particular:
SP3 - Placemaking
We welcome the emphasis on Placemaking, which signals a recognition of the importance of the unique character and function of the many
settlements across the Island, some of which have been eroded by development that is insensitive to local context. All aspects of this Policy are
strongly supported;
SP4 – protecting and promoting Island Identity
This policy is strongly supported. To achieve its objectives, however, we believe that
a.

high priority should be given to the designation of conservation areas, which is long overdue and without which this strategic Policy cannot
succeed, and

b.

a shift in attitude needs to be encouraged to avoid a common representation that the desire to protect and promote the Island’s built
heritage will unavoidably conflict with the need for new development.

SP3 – Protecting and promoting island identity
BHLF-ZZ1R2K5P-S

SP4 - Protecting
and promoting
island identity

Policy SP4 avoids direct conflict with the Law by enabling Applicants to comply by protecting the historic environment, with improvement being
a secondary option.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
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The Minister welcomes the acknowledgement of the plan's compliance with
the legal framework provided by the Planning and Building Law.

Part 4: Strategic policies | 12

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

SP4 - Protecting
and promoting
island identity

The Trust endorses this policy but would question why natural environment, wildlife and biodiversity are not also seen as crucial elements in the
protection and promotion of the Island’s identity. In this respect it is difficult to understand how Jersey’s most valuable seascapes are protected
under the revised proposals for the Coastal National Park given that the highest areas of biodiversity are not fully included. Although this
appears to be a strong and sound policy, it is important that it is not compromised by more detailed policies containing weaker wording.

[View full
response]

This policy, and its preamble, clearly recognises that the island's natural and
historic environment makes a huge contribution to the island's identity, and
its attractiveness as a place to live and visit and seeks to ensure that both are
protected and enhanced. It is these environments which create the habitat
within which biodiversity can thrive and flourish - in marine, rural and urban
contexts.

ANONZZ1R2KSR-S

SP4 - Protecting
and promoting
island identity

Neighbours, visitors, and members of the local community live with public art installations more than their creators, installers, developers of sites
and planning officers who approve development. While the SBBA is supportive of public art projects, it highly recommends a process whereby
proposals for public art are publicised on the planning register rather than agreed behind the scenes by a planning officer.

[View full
response]

See SR 06 - St. Brelade’s Bay - Community participation

ANONZZ1R2K2F-C

SP4 - Protecting
and promoting
island identity

I welcome the inclusion of Policy SP4, Protecting and promoting island identity in the Island Plan (p43), particularly that it will be given high
priority by ensuring that all development should protect or improve the historic environment.

[View full
response]

Fort Regent is a listed building and any development proposals which affect it
will need to be considered having regard to the impact of development upon
its heritage interest, as required under the auspices of the strategic and
detailed policy framework of the draft plan.

I ask that this strategy be applied to the proposed redevelopment of Fort Regent on Le Mont de la Ville. Le Mont de la Ville is documented as
having been a complex Neolithic landscape, both on top of the promontory and to the eastern flank of the hill. Jersey’s Neolithic sites are
historic environments that undoubtedly form part of the island’s identity, and a sensitive protection of them is vital.
The site on top of Le Mont de la Ville is referred to in Balleine's History of Jersey as having been 'a miniature Stonehenge’. This would suggest
that its importance extends beyond the island, that it was an outstanding example for the historical period, and could be part of a shared global
heritage. Please refer to my comment attached to HE1, with regard to determining the cultural significance of the site, and committing to the
restoration of the site’s integrity and authenticity.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

SP4 - Protecting
and promoting
island identity

Jersey's distinctive heritage, culture, landscapes, seascapes, public realm, local produce, public art and current buildings and future
developments are all integral to Visit Jersey's ability to promote the island. These unique assets enable us to position Jersey in a positive way to
stimulate consumer demand in Jersey as a tourism destination. Visit Jersey is very keen to be involved in any future discussions or collaborative
projects relating to the protection and promotion of island identity and to work with other relevant bodies to contribute to this strategic policy.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and welcomes the comments made.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

SP4 – Protecting
and promoting
island identity

The protection and promotion of the island’s identity will be given a high priority by ensuring that:

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

[View full
response]

Noted.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

SP4 – Protecting
and promoting
island identity

Biodiversity and populations of Wildlife are maintained and enhanced;
•The idea of spatial strategy is to be welcomed. However the mismatch between Jersey’s peculiar sense of place & reality was not properly
explored or explained
< Nothing is said about the dispersed nature of the traditional pattern of rural settlement
< Of course St Helier should be enlivened. The question should be, “and why hasn’t it happened already? “Use of the term “town” risks
encountering opposition as traditionally it referred only to St Helier, but it seems (it is unclear) here to include parts of St Saviour & St Clement
< Les Quenevais, is referred to as the secondary urban centre. Whilst understanding where the idea has come from, itis nota town, the place
name means something like a field for growing hemp. It is not recognised as a place. Signposts direct you to Red Houses. St Aubin is
recognised as a place, but so is St Brelade as a parish into which both St Aubin & Quennevais/ Red Houses fit.
<Local centres are described as providing sustainable urban centres. Really? They seem to include a number of so called villages, which would
be unlikely to be recognised as villages in England, France or Germany. The inclusion of Ville és Renard presumably explains the siting of the
housing extension on a green field in Grouville, but this does not seem to be a “sustainable urban centre”. Gorey Village might be& extension of
housing here might have made sense, but is there room?
•The idea of place-making is to be welcome. However to refer to it without mentioning the parishes is to fail to understand Jersey sense of
place.
•So is the idea of promoting & maintaining Island identity. It is a particularly complex subject, but I don’t see how “the Island Plan has an
important role to play”, if the elements of complexity are not analysed or understood. Such failings fuel an increasing view that too many civil

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Strategic policies | 13

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

servants & consultants don’t properly understand Jersey’s unusual qualities. It may be a wrong perception, but it is there & is likely to become a
political question in next year’s election.

SP5 - Protecting and improving the natural environment
ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

Again, the JeCC support the intent and aims of this Policy SP5. However, a blanket ‘one size fits all’ approach requiring all development
proposals to contribute to and improve the natural environment may not be possible, particularly where a development’s underlying intent is to
reduce any negative present impact on the environment. Thought should be given to providing further guidance on those instances where the
improvement may actually be viewed in the wider context.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes this view and that all requirements of the plan are taken in
the context of the development proposed. The Minister intends to provide
further guidance in respect of biodiversity.

ANONZZ1R2KJS-H

SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

This strategy is weak. It reads as pro-development and should instead be pro-environment. Both do need to coexist in our Island but
strategically a development should be stopped in its entirety where the development can not fulfil the Natural Environment policies of the Island
plan, or where the impact on a protected area or protected species is considered significant. This policy does not explicitly state that and should.

[View full
response]

The Island Plan is a development plan which seeks to provide for orderly,
comprehensive and sustainable development of land in a manner that best
serves the interests of the community. The draft plan provides a robust and
comprehensive policy framework to enable the impact of development upon
the environment to be carefully considered and, where necessary, prevented.

From the NPPF (2019) UK
175. When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should apply the following principles:

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

a.

if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an alternative site with less harmful
impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused;

b.

development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest, and which is likely to have an adverse effect on it (either
individually or in combination with other developments), should not normally be permitted...

c.

development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should
be refused, unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation strategy exists; and

d.

development whose primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity should be supported; while opportunities to incorporate
biodiversity improvements in and around developments should be encouraged, especially where this can secure measurable net gains for
biodiversity.

The Trust supports the general thrust of this policy but disagrees with the background statement that the greatest challenge to biodiversity is
climate change. The greatest challenge is the behaviour of humanity and its failure to recognise the inherent value of biodiversity as opposed to
perceiving it as an endless exploitable resource. Climate change is part of that story but biodiversity loss is also due to habitat destruction,
industrial chemical farming, and unsustainable practices such as overfishing.

The policy framework provided at Policy SP5: Protecting and improving the
natural environment and Policy NE1: Protection and improvement of
biodiversity and geodiversity, provides a clear basis against which the impact
of development upon biodiversity value, including designated sites, can be
assessed.

[View full
response]

The draft plan also acknowledges the need to address the issue of
biodiversity net gain through the development process, and sets out a
proposal that this will be explored and examined to ensure that an
appropriate framework is in place to enable it to be incorporated as a policy
requirement in the next Island Plan Review.

The plan should also highlight that Jersey’s natural capital is in decline with local extinctions, habitat loss and degradation and poor water
quality. In the light of the above it is difficult to understand how the policy can be worded to state that “development will avoid…wherever
possible, improve local environmental conditions”.
The Trust also reiterates its concern that Policy SP5 does not sit well with the decision not to include the highest areas of marine biodiversity
within the enlarged Coastal National Park given that “protection and improvement of the island’s natural environment, its landscape, coastline,
seascapes, biodiversity and geodiversity, is a high priority”.

The Minister notes the Trust’s comments in relation to the extent of the
proposed CNP boundaries in the marine environment, but would suggest
that the draft plan makes policy provision to protect the seascape character
of tis are, through the provisions of Policy NE3; and marine biodiversity, by
virtue of Policy NE1.

The third paragraph of Policy SP5 should be strengthened as it does allow for significant impacts on habitats and ecosystems: “wherever
possible” should be deleted.

ANONZZ1R2KEZ-K

SP5 - Protecting
and improving the

As a family we own a large redundant glasshouse site, for 20 years we have presented various schemes to the parish and planning department
which we feel protect and IMPROVE the natural . All of the schemes presented returned a large percentage of the site back into agriculture and
offered community gain. Apart from a Medicinal Cannabis project where the investors backed out, all of the other schemes have frustratingly
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The Minister notes the Trust’s comments in relation to challenges to
biodiversity and would suggest that the draft plan sets out a policy framework
that seeks to identify and protect biodiversity.

[View full
response]

Where redundant glasshouse sites have been submitted, as part of the call for
sites process, they have been assessed against the relevant planning criteria,
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natural
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been dismissed or we have been asked to wait for the Island Plan, even though they protected the natural environment and gave a huge
amount of community gain.

Published
response link

as set out in the Housing sites assessment report (R Housing land and
assessment of sites KP RB.pdf (gov.je)).

SP7 - Planning for
community needs

ANONZZ1R2KX5-1

SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

Minister’s detailed response

The draft plan sets out a policy regime to deal with derelict and redundant
glasshouses at policy ERE6.

Again, I endorse the comments made by the National Trust for Jersey in their submission.

[View full
response]

Please refer to the comments made in relation to response ID: BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

[View full
response]

The performance framework set out for the draft plan sets out a range of
potential indicators for the performance of Island Plan policies.

SP5 - Protecting and improving the natural environment:
I particularly endorse the NT's point that the greatest threat to biodiversity is not climate change, but human activity generally, and in particular
the failure to properly value biodiversity, rather than seeing it as a resource to be exploited.

ANON-ZZ1R2KMK-C

SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

We welcome the fact that Protecting and Improving the Natural Environment, Policy SP5, is a material consideration. It’s encouraging to note
that the preamble to this Policy introduces the terms of Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services. This starts to recognise the very live debate
referenced in our earlier comments under Strategic Proposals, highlighting the twin crises of Biodiversity and Climate Change and the
dependency of our economic models on Nature and Natural Capital.

SP6 - Sustainable
island economy

Our view is that keeping the Plan relevant and accessible to the Public is important and there are opportunities to better describe and illustrate
what is meant by the terms Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services and how developing a metric for them would help to assess the success or
otherwise of this and future iterations of the Island Plan. We would like to see a commitment in the form of a Proposal that develops this work
so that it can be incorporated in the next Island Plan.

The establishment and measurement of appropriate metrics can be
developed and refined, working with key stakeholders, to ensure that the
efficacy of the plan’s implementation might be appropriately measured.

Developing work in this area would also provide clear links to Policy SP6 – Sustainable Island Economy and begin to reflect the interdependency
of the Economy and Nature.

ANONZZ1R2KSR-S

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

Is there a clear definition of 'natural environment'? Is it interchangeable with green infrastructure? If it could be interpreted as excluding, e.g.,
woodland that is the result of deliberate landscaping (which is how areas of St Brelade's Bay have become valued woodland), the SBBA would
like to see the definition extended to include such and similar planting.

SP5 – Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

The protection and improvement of the island’s natural environment, its landscapes, coastline, seascapes, biodiversity, and geodiversity, is
a high priority requirement. These considerations will be material in the determination of planning applications.

[View full
response]

The scope of what is embraced by the natural environment is set out in the
preamble to the policy.
The scope of green infrastructure is defined in the preamble to policy NE2.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the supportive comment.

Planning applications which do not provide evidence in support of these proposals will be refused.
All development should must contribute to and improve the natural environment of the area in which it is to be located. Development will
avoid, minimise, mitigate or and compensate for significant impacts on terrestrial and marine habitats and ecosystems and should, wherever
possible, must improve local environmental conditions and any populations of species impacted by the development.
Any development that could affect a designated or protected site or area of biodiversity or geodiversity value, whether within or outside it, will
need to protect or improve the site or area, in accordance with its significance.
Development that would improve the natural environment, including proposals for green infrastructure and a better-connected green network,
will be supported, where it is appropriate for the local area.

SP6 - Sustainable island economy
ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

SP6 - Sustainable
island economy

Members of JeCC assisted with the production of the Economic Council’s “New Perspectives” report mentioned within. The JeCC supports the
intent and aims of this Strategic Policy, and welcomes the focus in the BIP on this matter.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KEK-4

SP6 - Sustainable
island economy

(Island Plan SP7 page 49)

[View full
response]

The draft plan sets out a strategy to meet all of the island's housing needs
and, in particular, address the need for affordable homes. The planning
system cannot regulate the price of homes in the open market but can seek
to ensure that the development of land is undertaken in a way to ensure that
land is used efficiently and effectively; and that new development is of a high
quality of design which protects and improves the character of the area.

[View full
response]

SP6: The contribution of fisheries to the island's identity and economy is
recognised, protected and promoted in the draft plan at Policy SP4:
Protecting and promoting island identity; and Policy ERE8: Fishing and
aquaculture.

SP7 - Planning for
community needs

“residential development must make a positive contribution to the Island’s housing stock, by delivering homes at optimal density in sustainable
locations, of the right type, tenure and size."
Here, I put forward a plea to tighten up the planning regulations sufficiently to prevent the ludicrus money- making business of building luxury
mansions for the super-rich. It is affordable houses for ordinary people that we need. There are enough luxury mansions for the super-rich to
swap amongst themselves!

ANON-ZZ1R2KB8-E

SP6 - Sustainable
island economy

Please see response in full attached.
Policy SP6: Sustainable island economy
The draft Bridging Island Plan recognises the importance of Jersey’s fishery to the Island’s identity, and the role this plays in a competitive global
marketplace. It also encourages the development of a local market for goods and services, promoting and enabling small footprint/high value
businesses. Within Jersey’s Common Strategic Policy, there is a call for the creation of a sustainable, vibrant economy. The Policy also states that
Jersey will ‘protect and value our environment by embracing environmental innovation and ambition, by protecting the natural environment
through conservation, protection, sustainable resource use and demand management’.

The Island Plan is, however, a development plan and cannot affect fisheries
regulation. See SR 53 - Creation of a marine park

A Marine Park would provide a boost to local fisheries through enabling fish stock recovery and increasing catch price due to sustainable fishing
methods. It would also generate eco-tourism through promoting activities such as kayak, stand-up paddleboard and rib tours, snorkelling and
diving.
A Marine Park would also generate scientific funding. The world’s existing large Marine Parks and reserves have seen an influx of investment in
local science and have brought the benefits of ‘science tourism’ to their economies and communities via research funding and generation of
local jobs. Finally, designation of a Marine Park would build on the existing Jersey International Centre of Advanced Studies work in bringing
international recognition of Jersey’s environment through hosting international students and attracting funding for their studies.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

SP6 - Sustainable
island economy

The Trust supports the creation and maintenance of a sustainable, productive and diverse economy, but the bridging plan does not make it
clear how the protection and maintenance of employment land will be balanced against the need for more housing land. Employment land is
likely to come under threat of redevelopment for housing if residential land prices are higher than commercial land values. The plan may need
to adopt a more proactive stance to retain employment land.

[View full
response]

The Trust would also seek the protection of biodiversity and natural environment as a prerequisite for any development (including the provision
of hard and soft infrastructure) in a rural or coastal location.

ANONZZ1R2K2N-M

SP6 - Sustainable
island economy

LOCAL PROCUREMENT STRATEGY
The power derived from procurement is exemplified by projects from across the world. From School Food Projects in Brazil to post-crash
recovery strategies as local as Preston, Lancashire it is clear that there is immense potential for procurement strategies to build local resilience.
Throughout Europe public procurement equates to 14% of GDP, illustrating the immense power procurement strategies have to shape the
market (Ellen MacArthur Foundation)

The draft plan seeks to make provision for the island’s employment and
economic needs over the plan period and most employment land – with the
exception of offices and visitor accommodation – is subject to a range of tests
before a change of use is supported.
The protection of biodiversity is material consideration for all development
proposals both in a rural and urban context, under the auspices of Policy NE1.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments with interest and would seek to emphasises
that SP6 seeks to encourage the development of a local market for goods
and services.

Buying locally has the potential to increase the impact of the £1 spent to £3.70 throughout the community if multiple sustainability factors are
included, as valued by the New Economics Foundation in a recent study of a local food system in London. Although procurement linked with
sustainability is only mentioned once within the SA, we believe this lever could play a role across all areas of development, from agriculture to
construction. A localised procurement strategy enables the development of a robust value-driven approach to sustainability, where the
government can lead by example and offer market security for progressive businesses. We are approaching this based on the research of
systems dynamics which underpins SCOOP, The Sustainable Cooperative, and exploring the concept of how to create a race to the top
economic structure. This includes:
•

Local first with the support of wholesale, allowing for a transition to a local system
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[View full
response]

The Minister notes and is grateful for the support of this policy.

Value added products
Design products around diversity, tying into the agroecological farming systems
Building the market to influence the farming
Incorporating a multiplicity of sustainability factors
Understanding the structural needs and barriers for sustainable business models.

We look to Preston for inspiration in this regard. Analysis by the Centre for Local Economic Strategies (CLES) estimated a £450m leakage from
the Lancashire economy each year due to the government's procurement strategy. After adopting a local procurement strategy dubbed “The
Preston Model” which redirected local spending for community wealth by identifying 12 institutions which could redirect their spending power
into local businesses. This was done through a blend of five strategies.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Plural ownership of the economy.
Making financial power work for local places by increasing flows of investment within local economies.
Fair employment and labour markets.
Progressive procurement of goods and services.
Socially productive use of land and property. In this way anchor institutions such as the government, schools and hospitals can lead the way
in creating resilience through a localised procurement strategy which prioritises long-term sustainability.

It was noted by the experience in Preston that food and catering was a strong leverage point for local procurement, although all food is
purchased through locally owned, or franchised businesses, it is clear from the NEF report that depending on what food system that produce
came from it can either build social capacity or cause economic leakage. In a post COVID scenario, spending money shouldn’t be driven by the
idea of spending the least possible but how £1 has the most impact. It is from which we have four recommendations
Recommendations
A breakdown of goods and services that is spent by the government and associated institutions each year.
The creation of sustainability factors (such as living wage, farming practice, waste stream practice) from which decisions can be made for
governmental procurement.
The consideration of investment into infrastructure and technology which integrate imported wholesale with local available to ensure
consistency within the market.
Suitable investment into industry for processing local produce.
Jersey boasts over 1200 food businesses servicing a market of about 330,000 meals eaten everyday. With a predicted growth of industry cooked
processed meals, and an imported food rate of 94% from an economic standpoint this offers a huge impact. We aren’t calling for a local-only
system, but a system that reimagines the local potential. We recommend that the government set targets of foods purchased through local
agroecological systems at 10%-25% in the next 4 years. We also recommend that prices are determined by the producers and tracked
throughout the season.
Bibliography
Ellen MacArthur Foundation. City Governments and their Role in Enabling a Circular Economy Transition. Available at:
https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/assets/downloads/CE-in-Cities_Policy-Levers_Mar19.pdf
The Guardian. The Preston Model: UK Takes Lessons in Recovery from Rust-belt Cleveland. Available at:
https://www.theguardian.com/cities/2017/apr/11/preston-cleveland-model-lessons-recovery-rust-belt
Preston City Council. How we built community wealth in Preston. Available at: https://www.preston.gov.uk/media/1792/How-we-builtcommunity-wealth-in-Preston/pdf/CLES_Preston_Document_WEB_AW.pdf?m=636994067328930000

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVM-Q

SP6 - Sustainable
island economy

The Council of the JFU supports this policy, particularly the final bullet point which states:"development which can help to maintain and enhance
a sustainable rural economy, where a rural or coastal location is justified, and where it protects the character of the landscape and seascape, and
high-quality agricultural land."
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KN9-U

SP6 - Sustainable
island economy

In a number of instances in the Plan in the context of overarching or specific policies it is stated in bold terms that proposals ‘will be supported’,
without acknowledgement that although one factor (eg supporting economic growth) could be a supporting factor (within SP6 and related
policies), there may be other factors (which would outweigh the economic arguments) which should mean that the proposal is not supported.
Accordingly, I believe it would be helpful to:

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments made but would suggest that this matter is
addressed at the very start of the plan, where it is stated (Introduction, p.3)

•

•

ANONZZ1R2KR1-Q

SP6 - Sustainable
island economy

When considering whether a development proposal is in accordance with the
plan, it is important to have regard to the plan as a whole and not to treat a
policy or proposal in isolation. It is likely that several policies will be relevant to
any development proposal and that some policies can, seemingly, pull in
different directions. This is not a flaw in the system, but simply a product of a
complex and wide-ranging plan, and a reflection of the natural tensions that
arise in seeking to meet the community’s economic, social and environmental
objectives. It is for the decision maker to carefully balance the planning merits
of a development proposal with the policy requirements of the plan.

make clearer that any statement that the application ‘will be supported’, within the context of a policy, is only support within that policy,
and may be outweighed by other considerations, such that although an application may be supported on, for example, economic grounds,
it may at the same time be opposed on other grounds, such as environmental grounds, and thus the net outcome would be that the
proposal would not be supported
review the Plan to consider those places where it is stated that support ‘will be given’, to review whether the Plan should instead say that
‘support may only be given’ in such instances, making it clearer that support may not, in fact, be given to (for example) development in the
countryside, which might have an economic benefit, but would be contrary to environmental objectives.

Refer to previous comments regarding the proposed new hospital. The proposed cost is totally out of proportion and unjustifiable. The
proposed Care model is dubious and incomplete.

[View full
response]

See SR 10 - 'Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

SP7 - Planning for
community needs

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

SP6 - Sustainable
island economy

An important focus for Visit Jersey is to enable and support the visitor economy to increase the productivity of the tourism sector, with a key
objective being the reduction of seasonality and increasing tourism in the 'shoulder' months outside of the peak tourist season of June September. The tourism and hospitality industries have historically been quite reliant on European seasonal workers. However, due to COVID
and Brexit, this is becoming increasingly challenging, and we are supportive of the development of local skills and training to try and encourage
islanders to consider a career in tourism and hospitality in order to reduce reliance on in-migration. The Island Plan states that the planning
system protects and facilitates the use of land and buildings that support economic activity, whilst providing sufficient flexibility for businesses to
innovate, adapt and evolve in response to changing circumstance. Visit Jersey agrees that such flexibility is important to respond to changing
consumer demands, in order to maintain a competitive and productive visitor economy.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and welcomes the comments made.

ANONZZ1R2KFT-E

SP6 - Sustainable
island economy

Need for employment land.

[View full
response]

The draft plan seeks to protect and make provision for the island’s needs for
employment land over the plan period, as set out in the employment chapter
of the plan.

ANONZZ1R2KR9-Y

SP6 - Sustainable
island economy

Need for more employment land - storage and warehousing.

[View full
response]

The draft plan seeks to protect and make provision for the island’s needs for
employment land over the plan period, as set out in the employment chapter
of the plan.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

SP6 – Design
quality

A high priority will be given to the creation and maintenance of a sustainable, productive and diverse economy, where that support does not
contribute to drivers of climate change and only where the development is sustainable and contributes to positive environmental outcomes.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

the provision of sufficient land and development opportunities, in the right places, for new and employment uses;
development which can help to maintain and enhance a sustainable rural economy, where a rural or coastal location is justified, and where it
protects the character of the landscape and seascape, and high-quality agricultural land and does not harm the area's biodiversity
A high priority will be given to the development of the hard and soft infrastructure required to support and facilitate innovation, productivity,
diversification and the development and enhancement of skills across all sectors of the economy, where this infrastructure is proven to be in the
long-term interests of a sustainable island economy and will enable the creation of attractive and rewarding employment opportunities and
where it protects the character of the landscape and seascape, and high-quality agricultural land and does not harm the area's biodiversity.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

SP6 – sustainable
island economy

.•The low contribution of finance GVA to employment, the reciprocal of that is that non finance GVA results in lowly paid employment

[View full
response]

Noted, Strategic Policy 6 sets the strategic framework for a sustainable island
economy.

[View full
response]

See SR66 - Developer viability and deliverability

SP7 - Planning for community needs
BHLF-ZZ1R2KFU-F

SP7 - Planning for
community needs

SP7 – Planning for community needs
2.1 Whilst JeCC supports the overarching principles of Policy SP7, in making provision for community needs and new infrastructure via new
development it is imperative that any such contributions are not set at such a level so as to place the viability of required development at risk.
The BIP is not underpinned by a plan-wide viability assessment which demonstrates that its policies are viable; the full reasons for which are set
out at Appendix 1. Equivalent planning systems within the United Kingdom, (whilst not specifically applicable in Jersey, providing useful context
and benchmark) place great emphasis and importance on deliverability. In England, for example, this includes ensuring plans are viability tested
at the plan-making stage to ensure clarity for local authorities, developers and local residents and so that development which accords with the
plan can be assumed to be viable (minimising the possibility to re-open viability debates during the decision-taking stages)1. The viability
evidence which seeks to support the BIP comprises:
1.

Jersey Viability Assessment for Review of Developer Contributions (Arup and HDH, 2017), herein referred to as “the viability assessment”.
This assessed a number of residential site typologies in order to understand the potential scope for introducing a development levy (it was
not prepared in the context of the BIP and thus does not address its specific policies). The proposed introduction of such a levy was
consulted on in 2017 and Lichfields responded on behalf of the JeCC (see response at Appendix 2); and

2.

Jersey Viability Note (HDH, 2021), herein referred to as “the viability note”. This does not represent a full update to the viability assessment
but provides a high level overview of whether viability has likely improved since 2017 (and thus whether there remained scope for
introducing a development levy) and provides brief commentary on the viability of proposed policies in the BIP. Importantly, it did not
update the viability assessment to reflect policies in the BIP, nor to address earlier concerns about the approach to viability which were
raised in the 2017 consultation (as set out in Appendix 2).

2.2 There is a clear lack of viability evidence to show the policies and proposals set out in the BIP (including the requirements of Policy SP7
which states that “development must make a contribution to physical infrastructure or community facilities…”) are viable, and the JeCC has
serious concerns about the lack of clarity for when such contributions will be sought, how much these will amount to and what will be payable
under different systems. For example:
1.

The BIP proposes a Percentage for Art (PfA) contribution amounting to 1% of development costs, but this is not reflected in the viability
evidence which underpins the plan (which we explore in more detail in 2.12-2.15 below2). There is some confusion with the States’ position,
with earlier viability evidence excluding the PfA from its viability assessments indicating the PfA would be absorbed into a new levy3 and
later evidence purporting the PfA to already be accounted for in existing viability evidence4. The BIP does not confirm (as per the earlier
viability evidence) that the PfA would be withdrawn upon the introduction of a levy (the Sustainable Communities Fund [SCF] which is
discussed below) and urgent clarification is sought on this to ensure developers do not pay twice (or more) under different systems for the
same infrastructure;

2.

The BIP proposes to introduce a Sustainable Communities Fund (SCF) which would be a fixed levy on development based on the amount of
floorspace provided. The States previously consulted on a similar levy in 2017 and Lichfields (on behalf of the JeCC) raised concerns5
regarding:
a.

The principle of a fixed levy in Jersey altogether, partly owing to the relatively small amount of - and highly varied - development
which takes place (creating wide ranges for residential land values6, making it inherently difficult to understand what the ‘average’
development site in Jersey looks like) and also due to the nature of the economic, planning and tax systems in place which are very
different in Jersey to England7); and

b.

The specific data and methodology applied in the viability assessment, including a potentially significant under-estimate of build
costs, approach to viability thresholds and flawed comparisons with English CIL charging authorities8.

The proposal for a fixed development levy was withdrawn in 2017. It is unclear why the States now consider that a fixed development levy is
viable in Jersey, particularly in light of the above. There has been no change in the viability landscape in recent years which indicate a levy can
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now be applied without undermining development (we consider the evidence underpinning the proposals for a SCF in more detail below in 2.32.10); and
3.

With regard to Planning Obligations Agreements (POAs – the mechanism by which most current development contributions are sought),
again there is a lack of clarity about how these interact with the PfA and the proposed SCF. The JeCC has no specific issue with the
retaining of POAs as mechanisms for addressing the direct impacts associated with development (and which are negotiated on a site-bysite basis). However, should the States wish to retain POAs whilst introducing additional contributions to address wider or indirect impacts
of development (e.g. through the SCF) it is essential that it presents evidence to demonstrate that developments can viably make all of
these contributions – unfortunately the existing evidence does not. It is also important that any such viability evidence also takes into
account other any other relevant policies or proposals in the BIP when it assesses viability (e.g. related to biodiversity, emission standards,
water standards and the percentage for art, all of which could increase costs) – unfortunately the existing evidence does not.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

SP7 - Planning for
community needs

The Trust endorses this policy but questions why the 5th bullet point is qualified by including “as far as reasonably practicable” when this
wording is not applied to other elements of the policy such as crime or physical infrastructure. It would suggest that environmental risk is seen
as expendable.

[View full
response]

The management and application of environmental risk, and the parameters
within which the policy is operated, are set out and addressed by policies
WER1-WER11.

ANON-ZZ1R2KQW-V

SP7 - Planning for
community needs

I do not think we should be re-zoning agricultural field for houses – First and foremost we should be looking at population control

[View full
response]

The spatial strategy of the plan, set out at Policy SP2, seeks to ensure that
most of the island's development needs are met within the existing built-up
area i.e., redeveloping truly brownfield sites. Where redundant glasshouse
sites have been submitted, as part of the call for sites process, they have been
assessed against the relevant planning criteria, as set out in the Housing sites
assessment report (R Housing land and assessment of sites KP RB.pdf
(gov.je)).

Rather than re-zoning fields why are we not looking at “Brown” sites such as old green houses. I believed that these were previously part of the
Island Plan and were to be used rather than re-zoning but do not seem to have been mentioned.
For houses that do need building we should be looking at suppling affordable housing for the older generation of the Island, this would free up
family homes and would assist first time buyers to move on. Part of the problem has arisen because first time buyers cannot afford to move on
and older people cannot afford to down-size as the cost to do this does not justify itI also do not think that St Martin needs to be changed to
National Park. The farmers and landowners manage their areas extremely well and I know it is a worry to Farmers/landowners that people will
misunderstand the status and feel they have the right to roam which will upset the cattle and could damage crops and cause a loss of privacy to
some. Things work well in the Parish as they are so please as is. As the cliché goes, if its not broke don’t fix it

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVM-Q

SP7 - Planning for
community needs

Whilst this Policy is commendable in many ways, it does not include any mention of affordability for new homes. It is no good re-zoning land if
it is expensive to buy and is not going to provide affordable housing. This Policy should contain a measure to calculate land value to make the
land affordable to build on to ensure affordable housing.

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

[View full
response]

Policy H5: Provision of affordable homes, sets out the parameters by which
affordable homes, whether for rent or purchase are provided, and the criteria
used to ensure that they are accessible to those who are most in housing
need.
Planning obligations are used to ensure that any affordable homes remain as
such in perpetuity.

ANONZZ1R2KSR-S

SP7 - Planning for
community needs

This proposed policy should be amended to address the 'overwhelming' concern identified in the public engagement in connection with the St
Brelade's Bay character appraisal that the Bay 'should be for the local community and visitors, not an elite or exclusive residential domain for the
ultra-rich as it is increasingly becoming' and the concern expressed by a majority of the Bay's businesses that 'the tourism offer needs to
supported or tourism businesses will continue to decline’.

[View full
response]

See SR 51 - St Brelade's Bay - Development

[View full
response]

The preamble to the policy makes explicit reference to the island's
increasingly diverse community and in seeking to create an environment
where all islanders can flourish.

This could help to ensure that (pending any progress on the proposed St Brelade's Bay Improvement Plan, the development of private
residences along the St Brelade's Bay's seafront is not allowed to spread in a way that could further prejudice future or potential development of
tourist economy premises or public amenities in that area.
Suggested wording: an extra bullet point stating that in the case of identified Tourist Destination Areas/the seafront of St Brelade's Bay, that the
development makes positive contribution to the tourist economy and is unlikely to deprive it of room for future expansion.

ANON-ZZ1R2KGR-D

SP7 - Planning for
community needs

I would include here more information on inclusion and recognition of different needs Islanders have and challenges faced in built
environments.
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[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

[View full
response]

One of the stated purposes of the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 2002 is
to conserve, protect and improve Jersey’s natural beauty, natural resources
and general amenities, its character, and its physical and natural
environments. Accordingly, it is the intention of this law to ensure that when
land is developed the development is in accordance with a development plan
that provides for the orderly, comprehensive and sustainable development of
land in a manner that best serves the interests of the community: this is
provided by the Island Plan.

General comments: Strategic policies
ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

All new development must be able to demonstrate that it is helping to meet the identified needs of our community, both in the short and longterm. In particular;

•
•
•

Where it contributes to the mitigation of climate change impacts
Public open space and children's play space is incorporated into the development
new homes must be of a good design, standard and specification that is capable of adaptation to meet the changing needs of
individuals and families and to adapt to a changing climate

Where the protection of the environment and the enhancement of the area's biodiversity is implemented

ANONZZ1R2K26-V

SP1 - Responding
to climate change
SP3 - Placemaking
SP4 - Protecting
and promoting
island identity

To reiterate the importance of keeping to the policies with no potential for divergence. There is already a dilemma within the proposed bridging
Island plan that confirms a very high level of proposed Housing without consideration of the knock-on to infrastructure and the community ie
quality of life, the existing traffic problem. 7000 new homes will mean potentially 14-21000 more people and cars. Besides the increased need for
amenities eg schools, supermarkets, shops, petrol stations. Sustainability needs to be at the core of all the policies with standard sustainability
calculations to prove that the proposals do meet such standards. These will need to be resubmitted for public consultation. As it stands the
proposed DBIPlan development proposals does not meet sustainability standards for a small island. This needs reconfirming

SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

The draft plan has been the subject of a separate independent sustainability
appraisal (see: Report Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Jersey bridging
Island Plan 2021-05-12 (gov.je))

SP6 - Sustainable
island economy

ANONZZ1R2KTT-V

SP1 - Responding
to climate change
SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

On a more general level, but in the same vein, I wholly object to any development on Green Zones, as has been proposed. Jersey's fields and
surrounding hedgerows house an abundance of wildlife, and contribute to its unique character. Historically, areas were protected by the States
for good reason and should continue to be protected at all costs. There is no point in having Green Zone protection if this is simply ignored
against the wishes of the majority of the population.

[View full
response]

There are multiple alternatives to solving the housing issues faced by the island; prevent new developments being bought up by buy-to-let
investors, stop further applications for luxury homes on substantial plots, etc. However, the most important factor is, of course, population
control. Currently, there are vague forecasts and unstated policies for the future size of the island population which should be resolved before
irreplaceable green spaces (and the flora and fauna they contain) are irreversibly lost.

The island has a need for homes and the draft plan sets out a strategy that is
considered the most sustainable manner in which this might be met. The
spatial strategy of the plan, set out at Policy SP2, seeks to ensure that most of
the island's development needs are met within the existing built-up area.
Protection of the natural environment, and its inherent biodiversity value, is
an underlying principle which informs this and previous Island Plans.
The plan seeks to make provision for all of the island’s housing needs,
including the provision of affordable homes. The draft plan also sets out a
proposal for the development of a long-term planning assumption to ensure
that the next Island Plan Review can be based on the latest policy position for
the island having regard to the outcome of the census and once the
economic position is clearer, following Brexit and the pandemic.

I am fully supportive of the proposed extension of the Coastal National Park to approximately 30% of Jersey's landmass, but consider that Jersey
needs to go further in protecting its marine environment by creating a Marine Conservation Park, as recommended by the Marine Blue
Foundation and the Jersey National Trust.

The Minister notes the support for the extension of the Coastal National Park.
In terms of the proposals for a marine park, See SR 53 - Creation of a marine
park

ANON-ZZ1R2KSF-D

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

The plans are inconsistent with the absolute necessity for environmental protection to take priority. When most progressive societies are
rewilding, we are allowing urban sprawl.
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[View full
response]

The island has a need for homes and the draft plan sets out a strategy that is
considered the most sustainable manner in which this might be met. The
spatial strategy of the plan, set out at Policy SP2, seeks to ensure that most of
the island's development needs are met within the existing built-up area. In
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The plans give little regard to the communities who will be impacted by the majority of the development. Where are the facilities and spaces for
the expansions of residential housing at five oaks? This is a part of the island which has very little sense of identity.

SP4 - Protecting
and promoting
island identity
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doing this, however, the plan seeks to ensure that quality of urban living is
enhanced and that provision is made to protect and enhance open space and
the quality of residential neighbourhoods.
Protection of the natural environment, and its inherent biodiversity value, is
an underlying principle which informs this and previous Island Plans.

SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment
SP7 - Planning for
community needs
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KV9-3

PL1 - Development
in Town

I also object to what is proposed for South West St. Helier… again, at odds with what was decided at the workshops I and many other attended.
Current alteration of Hotel sites into tiny flats is destroying the character of St Helier.

[View full
response]

The Plan for Town seeks to protect and enhance the character of the town
and to integrate more and higher density development in those parts of the
town that are best able to accommodate it.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K54-W

PL1 - Development
in Town

Jersey Development Company welcome the feedback from the Call For Sites process, particularly the acknowledgment that KOS 1, 2 and 3
scored so highly, and request that this excellent opportunity is identified with a site-specific designation in the Bridging Island Plan.

[View full
response]

The preamble setting out the Plan for Town makes explicit reference to the
development of the St Helier Waterfront as part of the ‘Introduce to Town’
strategic concept statement. The contribution of development proposals to
the strategic concepts of the Plan for Town is explicitly referenced on the face
of the policy.

Plan for Town

These sites are strategically important, both in relation to their highly sustainable location in the heart of St Helier, and in relation to their
potential capacity in relation to current housing needs and land supply.
The BIP is a great opportunity to endorse the vision of a vibrant new residential neighbourhood set out in the South West St Helier Framework
and embed this in the statutory Island Plan, and so support delivery through the planning application process.

ANONZZ1R2KR1-Q

PL1 - Development
in Town

The key opportunity sites identified at the waterfront are explicitly identified in
supplementary planning guidance and thus already have recognition and
status within the existing planning policy framework.

The development of the proposed new hospital has disproportionate impact on both Les Quennevais (short term) and Westmount (long term).

[View full
response]

See SR10 - 'Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

PL1 - Development
in Town

I am opposed to all green field development near local centres or smaller settlements, which is completely unjustifiable from an environmental
perspective.

[View full
response]

PL2 - Les
Quennevais

The idea of turning Les Quennevais into a "second town" is however a good one as it will cut car traffic to St Helier. However, it must be done
sympathetically and in a way that enhances the current built environment (e.g. through replacing dated 1960s-80s commercial and housing
stock with modern and environmentally friendly alternatives).

The spatial strategy of the plan, set out at Policy SP2, seeks to ensure that
most of the island's development needs are met within the existing built-up
area. The proposed release of a limited amount of greenfield land seeks to
help meet the need for affordable homes.

PL2 - Les
Quennevais
ANONZZ1R2KJ5-K

PL3 - Local centres

See SR03 - Les Quennevais - role and development

PL4 - Smaller
settlements
ANON-ZZ1R2K7A-C

PL1 - Development
in Town

A new car park should be developed in the North of town with priority in space given to local residents' parking. This may seem against the
point of improving places, but could allow for the removal of most on-street parking (and hence removal of motor vehicles) from town streets,
with parking in the north of town instead allocated to car clubs & the remainder available for a mix of uses, such as cycle parking, planters, trees,
more efficient bin collection systems or even pocket parks and al-fresco dining. Not having their car outside their front door will encourage
Town residents to consider more active travel modes. Less traffic on residential roads will allow those roads to be opened up to two way active
travel flow, making journeys easier by bike.

[View full
response]

See SR61 - Parking

ANON-ZZ1R2KSF-D

PL1 - Development
in Town

Previous public consultation suggested that building up in town was most acceptable. However that approach is not being taken. The document
is not clear in this regard.

[View full
response]

The spatial strategy of the plan, set out at Policy SP2, clearly seeks to ensure
that most of the island's development needs are met within the existing builtup area and that the primary focus for development is Town. This is further
supported by Policy PL1 and the Plan for Town.

Visit Jersey is in favour of plans to develop and enliven town, in order to improve the townscape of St. Helier and make the public realm more
'distinctly Jersey' (one of the key recommendations from the 2016 Colliers Product Audit report available on the Visit Jersey business website) in
a way that will ultimately improve the visitor experience.

[View full
response]

There is a clear emphasis in the draft plan to protect and enhance the
character and identity of the Town, set out at Policy SP3: Placemaking and
Policy SP4; Protecting and promoting island identity.

PL4 - Smaller
settlements
BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

PL1 - Development
in Town

Post-COVID consumer trends point to demand for more experiential and immersive experiences, so we also welcome the flexibility for the town
centre to embrace a wider range of uses and activities based on ‘experiential’ uses, social and community interactions, rather than just
shopping. Visit Jersey would be happy to provide further information or insights on this point.
BHLF-ZZ1R2KKX-Q

PL1 - Development
in Town

8 strategic concepts. Integrated town, more/ higher density.
My comment- new developments should contribute towards a green corridor through the centre of St. Helier to link up with planned pathways
(Grand Vaux?). Could include “Sky Garden” on high density products on the slopes of St. Helier that will be accessible to the public free of
charge and handed over to parish ownership upon completion of the product.

Retail policies for the core retail area and the wider town centre seek to
protect and promote the vitality and viability of the Town and seek to enable
the provision of a range of uses throughout this area.
[View full
response]

Policy CI9: Countryside access and awareness encourages the development of
new green corridors and access to the countryside. It is supported by the
proposal to open up access to Grands Vaux Reservoir and valley, at Proposal
26.
Policy NE2: Green infrastructure and networks seeks to ensure that new
development protects or improves the island's green infrastructure and that it
contributes to the development of green infrastructure networks.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KKX-Q

PL1 - Development
in Town

My comment- Should include “No fish zones” to create a tourist attraction, as described in the following link. Not only would this decrease the
environmental impact upon this are, including other bays (Boulay bay) would help create tourist attractions for divers. Placing a 2nd subtidal
concession (scallop no take zone) would be of great benefit.

[View full
response]

See SR53 - Creation of a marine park

BHLF-ZZ1R2KX6-2

PL1 - Development
in Town

I believe that the majority of islanders love the island as it is. It is frustrating that there is such a constant push for more and more development.

[View full
response]

The Plan for Town seeks to ensure that whilst St Helier will accommodate
more development, there is a need to ensure that new development
contributes to a better-quality urban environment.
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Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

One of the main drivers for this bridging plan is a population increase which has been significantly higher than anticipated. It is clear that the
increase is from immigration rather than birth/death rates.
Given the level of regulation around accommodation and employment it is not credible that the States could not monitor or control the level of
immigration.
I would like to know which Ministers or departments had responsibility for this over the period in question.
The response]] to the population increase is that we need to build to accommodate it. The alternative would be not to build - the likely result of
that would be emigration of population decrease. Why is this not considered a good thing?
It is clear that the majority of the development will be in town, making St. Helier (where many people do not own cars and therefore have less
access to the countryside) overdeveloped and less pleasant to live in.
ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

PL1 - Development
in Town

All development in town will contribute to public open space and the provision of children's play space and space for biodiversity

The issues raised are already addressed in the Plan for Town and supported
by the detailed policy framework of the plan.
BHLF-ZZ1R2KFH-2

PL1 – Development
in Town

The Jersey Markets need an agreed plan for the future which feeds into the Bridging Island Plan, before major interventions are imposed upon
them in a changing St Helier.
The St Helier Public Realm and Movement Strategy proposes the commercial core of St Helier should be supported, including the Markets. But
contentiously this support seems to be achieved by pedestrianising more areas without the provision of alternative transport options for the
heavy bag shopper in the North of Town.

[View full
response]

The draft plan seeks to support the primacy of St Helier and the retail of the
core retail and the wider town centre, as set out in Policy PL1 and the Plan for
Town.
The specific value and contribution of Jersey Markets are explicitly
acknowledged and recognised in Policy ER1: Retail and town centre uses

Jersey Markets - what is their purpose and future?
The BIP does not propose the closure of the Markets, but it revises and reduces the area of the designated core town retailing area alongside
public space enhancement and potentially, a reduction in vehicle access. Access for shoppers to the Markets and surrounding area is a critical
issue. The BIP classifies the Beresford (Fish) Market as no longer part of the St Helier retail core. Is this a signal of the beginning of the end for
the traditional use of Jersey Markets as we know them?
The “bridging” element of this interim Island Plan’s title is a recognition that we live in extraordinary times in the Island’s history: a global
pandemic, Brexit, an Information Technology revolution and inevitably, there are economic challenges upon us. Great efforts by our Planning
Department have been made to interact and consult with the public and interested organisations. However, the pandemic has constrained the
consultation process. The BIP must contain a comprehensive set of data which can be scrutinised and reflect wide-ranging views objectively, in
preparation for the new Island Plan to come in a few years’ time.
The Beresford (Fish) and Central Markets are collectively titled Jersey Markets. They are an island-wide service to the public, built with money
donated by Islanders in the form of public lotteries. They are established in Jersey Law and their management is delegated to the States of
Jersey. Their principal purpose is to facilitate essential food and other fresh produce services to the Island of Jersey, specifically and by priority
the “core” trades; butchers, greengrocers, fishmongers and florists. The core trades are well supported; however, shopper access to the Markets
is becoming increasingly more inconvenient for the public.
BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

PL1 -Development
in Town

Places – Plan for Town, from page 51
There seems to us to be a fundamental inconsistency in two of the aims of this part of the plan – more and higher density development as part
of the Growing Town objective (page 55), and protect town as part of the sustainable town objective (page 61).

[View full
response]

We consider that in recent examples of higher density development these twin objectives have not been satisfactory reconciled - damage to the
historic environment has been the result. A recently expressed view of the planning committee that more development will require heritage
sacrifices is clearly at odds with the aims expressed in this plan. Moreover, a comment made at the end of page 62 of the Plan, stating that the
efficacy of the protection regime for Jersey’s historic environment is comparable with other jurisdictions, is disingenuous for the following
reasons.
First, it fails to point out that the study to which it refers (Historic Environment Review, Arup, 2020, part of the evidence base for this Bridging
Plan) makes 12 recommendations identifying areas where significant change is needed. Second, it fails to recognise that in the comparator
planning jurisdictions against which Jersey’s performance was assessed, the Isle of Man has 20 Conservation Areas, Poole has 16, and Guernsey
has 26. Jersey has none, nor, at the time of writing, is the law in place to enable this fundamental planning tool to be brought into effect.

Plan for Town: the tension between accommodating more development and
seeking to protect and enhance the character of the town and to protect its
historic environment has been considered in detail by the St Helier Urban
Character Appraisal, which has informed the preparation of the draft plan.
This is reflected in the detailed policy regime which seeks to recognise, for
example, that different parts of the town have different capacities to
accommodate new development relative to its height, density and mass (see,
for example policies GD6: Design quality; and GD7: Tall buildings). Policy SP3:
Placemaking makes it an explicit requirement that regard is had to the impact
of development upon its context, character and sense of place and identity.
With regard to the protection of the historic environment it is relevant to note
that the Minister is bringing forward changes to planning legislation to enable
conservation area designation in Jersey (See SR46 - Conservation Priority).
It is also relevant to note, in terms of comparator jurisdictions, that Jersey has
about 5,000 listed buildings and places, many of which are in St Helier;
Guernsey has about 2,000; the Isle of Man about 250; and Poole just over
200.

ANONZZ1R2KJF-4

PL1 -Development
in Town

Use of greenfield sites (including glasshouses) for housing should not be accepted. Town should not lose its skyline and feel to large
developments.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

The spatial strategy of the plan, set out at Policy SP2, seeks to ensure that
most of the island's development needs are met within the existing built-up
area. The proposed release of a limited amount of greenfield land seeks to
help meet the need for affordable homes.
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Minister’s detailed response
Policy GD9: Skyline views and vistas seeks to protect the St Helier skyline.

ANON-ZZ1R2KFE-Y

PL1 -Development
in Town

The proposals for considerable development in St Helier do not account for localised infrastructure (especially primary schools).

ANONZZ1R2K26-V

PL1 -Development
in Town
PL2 - Les
Quennevais

[View full
response]

See SR08 - Capacity of education estate

All of the comments to the previous policy section applies. The use of the word sustainability is stated but not applied appropriately. For
example increase of housing at Les Quennevais overlooks he existing traffic bottleneck at Beaumont previous States Assemblies have concluded
not to increase housing in St Brelade’s and Les Quennevais because of the irresolvable problem if the Beaumont junction. We need to apply
sustainability in all areas of policy to ensure such issues are not overlooked and the island does not have policy that endorses unsustainability

[View full
response]

See SR03 - Les Quennevais - role and development

Settlement hierarchy

[View full
response]

Concept Statement - connect Town

Where sites have been noted that suggest that the nearest primary school is X or Y, but they do not take into consideration that the sites for
these primary schools have no room for expansion. The catchment areas could be manipulated, to re-designate where students go, but with a
focus on reducing car movements schools need to be within walking distance of a toddler. building large developments with high density
housing on south St Helier is some distance even now from the nearest primary school. More consideration of this needs to be taken in the
overall development of St Helier.

PL3 - Local centres
PL5 – Countryside,
coast and marine
environment
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

PL1 -Development
in Town

Please see comments above in relation to the need to identify and set out the planning status of all settlements.
Concept Statement - connect Town
Whilst welcoming the objective of increasing access to such areas as Fern Valley and Vallee des Vaux it is also important to consider the
potential management implications of increased usage both upon existing infrastructure and biodiversity. Consideration should also be given to
potentially enhancing these sites through acquisition of adjacent land and restoration of key habitats such as meadows and woodland to
provide larger publicly accessible green spaces as outlined in the Concept Statement – Restore Town

Policy CI9: Countryside access and awareness states that proposals will not be
supported where there are to the detriment of the character of the coast and
countryside or lead to unacceptable impacts upon biodiversity.
Concept Statement – enhance Town
The implementation of policy will be supported with the provision of
appropriate supplementary planning guidance and policy advice to decisionmakers, as appropriate.

Concept Statement – enhance Town

Concept Statement – enhance Town

The emphasis on the need for better design is welcomed. It is however a similar approach to that set out in the current island Plan Policy SP7,
which implies that implementation has been patchy. Rigorous implementation of the proposed policy in the Bridging Plan both at Planning
Officer and Planning Committee level will be needed in order to achieve the desired objectives, with the appropriate allocation of resources and
expertise to scrutinise development proposals and drive up standards of design.

The Minister would welcome the establishment of a proactive approach to
historic building restoration. Proposals which improve the significance of
listed buildings and places are supported by Policy HE1: Protecting listed
buildings and places, and their settings.

Concept Statement – protect Town
Whilst very much welcoming and supporting the concept of protecting the town’s heritage assets there is also an urgent need to invest and
take a proactive approach to repairing, restoring and regenerating the historic environment, character, sense of place and identity of St Helier.
Such schemes as Townscape Heritage Initiatives have the capacity to deliver targeted regeneration helping to ensure that the town’s identity is
celebrated and valued. One such initiative could be the restoration and reinstatement of shutters on historic buildings which would immediately
give St Helier a stronger architectural identity as well as providing security and climate change benefits.
Policy PL1 – Development in Town
The Trust supports the general spatial strategy of concentrating the majority of the Island’s development needs in St Helier, provided that the
landscape setting, historic fabric the urban biodiversity of the town are respected.
ANON-ZZ1R2KMK-C

PL1 -Development
in Town
PL2 - Les
Quennevais
PL3 - Local centres
PL4 - Smaller
settlements
PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment
Proposal 6 Sustainable
Community Fund

Extract from complete response (attached)
Further to our earlier comments we welcome this Volume and the effort it makes to try and explore some of the Policy opportunities around the
Spatial Strategy. One possible area of confusion, in our view, lies with the use of the term “Town” to refer to a broad area that includes parts of
St Helier, St Clement and St Saviour but then references a number of evidence based documents that focus particularly on central St Helier.
Many readers may identify the term “Town” with just central St Helier and may therefore be wondering how some of the very valuable initiatives
identified in documents such as the St Helier Public Realm & Movement Strategy (PRMS) will be developed in the wider “Town” area. We believe
it would be helpful to demonstrate how this work might be extended to provide sustainable improvement into this wider area, identified for
increasing density of development in the Spatial Strategy.
There is good relevance for the PRMS to the Sustainable Transport Plan and the St Helier Urban Character Appraisal. The issue must be whether
the pace of change needed and identified will start to be reflected in meaningful change of experience for the Public, as it’s likely that these
projects will take time to deliver and be costly. [The PRMS does provide an indicative list of priority projects for 2021-2026 but these projects are
not currently funded or resourced]. Again, initiatives like the PRMS demonstrate the need to put Nature at the heart of decision making as we
look to increase greening and biodiversity as key indicators of what future success might look like.

[View full
response]

The Town is defined spatially in the draft plan, both on the proposals map
and in words. The concepts that underpin the Plan for Town seek to improve
the quality of urban living in Jersey and, whilst their focus is on Town, they
have resonance to all parts of the island's built-up areas.
Similarly, the St Helier PRMS sets out a series of principles and concepts that,
whilst applicable to Town, have relevance and application other parts of the
island's built-up area, particularly in relation to the promotion of active travel.
It is envisaged that the development and implementation of the St Helier
PRMS will come to represent part of a wider active travel network for the
island being developed under the auspices of the Sustainable Transport
Policy.

In referring to the funding needs of projects aimed at supporting Places we acknowledge the number of Policy initiatives that are designed to
secure private financial contribution - this includes the Proposal to introduce a Sustainable Communities Fund. The Viability Note prepared to
summarise the affordability or otherwise of these Policies is useful in highlighting the issues involved and how each may impact the other. We
use or would seek to use a number of these Policies to support protection and improvement of the natural environment and would like to see
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Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

PL1: A key emphasis of the draft plan is placemaking, which explicitly seeks to
deliver an improved urban living environment. In particular, the Plan for Town
recognises that attractive and accessible parks, squares and streets make for
better quality of life and help to promote and support the physical and
mental health and wellbeing of town residents.

clear updated guidance of existing policies and be involved in the development of the new Sustainable Communities Fund and the work around
Biodiversity Net Gain.
In addition, we would certainly look to contribute to the development of plans or guidance to support Policies PL1-5.
BHLF-ZZ1R2KYP-W

PL1 -Development
in Town

Making improvements for Town residents and placemaking
The plan notes “……This challenge is reflected in the findings of the Jersey Opinions and Lifestyle Survey 201828, which found that just 36% of St
Helier residents were satisfied with their local neighbourhood, compared to 81% of residents of rural parishes and 63% of largely suburban
parishes”.
This is likely to reflect that people like the less built up areas. The Plan currently includes elements to continue or increase building outside of
the existing built up area.

The policy regime of the draft plan seeks to ensure that public open space is
protected, enhanced and maintained and that new space is provided as an
integral part of development.

Suggestion The plan should focus on how to improve the space and environment in the built up areas not to increase density or remove open
space in the less urban areas.
BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

PL1 – Development
in Town

•Medium height building in St Helier is to be welcomed. It needs to have light. After the scandal with unfire-proofed cladding in the UK, there
will be occupant reluctance. Introduction of such property for housing raises the concern, “who pays if things go wrong?”

[View full
response]

See SR 07 – Tall Buildings

[View full
response]

The ecological SSI of Les Blanches Banques
(http://www.gov.je/citizen/Planning/Pages/NaturalSiteDetail.aspx?s=4&r=ESSI
0001) lies outside the built-up area boundary of Les Quennevais.

•P42 states more than a 1/3rdof Jersey’s emissions come from energy use in buildings, so this & reducing vehicle movement , not extra housing
should be the focuses of attention

Les Quennevais
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

PL2 - Les
Quennevais

Please see the Trust’s comments relating to Strategic Proposal 4.
Identifying Les Quennevais as the Island’s secondary focus for development is a sensible policy in spatial planning terms as it would relieve
some of the pressure on St Helier, or the edges of smaller settlements and in other more sensitive areas.

Any impact of development upon biodiversity value is material consideration
under the auspices of Policy NE1: Protection and improvement of biodiversity
and geodiversity, where the highest level of protection is afforded to sites of
special interest.

However, Les Quennevais also includes ecological SSIs and areas with high biodiversity and therefore any proposed development must take full
account of any potential biodiversity and environmental impacts and secure the means to deliver biodiversity net gain and enhancement.)

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

PL2 - Les
Quennevais

The AJA broadly support the five Places Policies, except as outlined below.
Refer to AJA comments about Volumes 1 & 2 above. This Policy should recognise there are other existing secondary urban areas that would
support more sustainable development. Furthermore, the boundary of Les Quennevais as a secondary urban area is drawn far too tight and is
arbitrary. The AJA considers this boundary should be redrawn to actually include extent of the Les Quennevais Built-Up area.

[View full
response]

See SR03 - Les Quennevais - role and development

[View full
response]

See SR03 - Les Quennevais - role and development

Omitting other existing secondary urban areas from this Policy prevents them being included in the economy Policies, eg Policy ER3-Local
Retail, Policy ER4-Daytime and evening economy uses, Policy ER5-Meanwhile (temporary) retail and town centre uses, and Policy EO1-Existing
and new (smaller scale) office accommodation.
ANON-ZZ1R2KQ9-X

PL2 - Les
Quennevais

Making St Brelade’s into a second town would be a distaster for the island both in terms of traffic and execution. It would destroy the
community of St Brelade and create more problems than it solves.
The traffic from St Brelade into St Helier in both directions is awful. It makes no sense to create a bigger need to go to between the two
increasing the traffic.
The attraction of St Helier is the wealth of bars, restaurants and clubs that encourage younger people to go out and spend money. This won't
be the case for a "second town" in St Brelade’s. In St Helier attractions are within walking distance, people can go out and walk home removing
their need for a car. If you develop a base in St Brelade people will move their but they will need a car because the majority of attractions and
amenities are not within walking distance. This will add to the traffic. Not to mention expanding shops and creating a higher demand in the
precinct area will increase the number of lorries and deliveries needed to service the area - all coming from the harbour in St Helier. This will
add to the traffic problem at Beaumont that has been causing issue and been unsolved for decades. The island plan should focus on improving
St Helier, St Saviour and St Lawrence which are already built up and developing as well as being close to town. By developing St Brelade and
airport area, creating far more traffic the first impression anyone will have of the island when they land at the airport is that Jersey is
overdeveloped and disorganised. This is hardly the message Jersey wants to broadcast to foreign investors, business or tourists etc.
St Brelade also has a community feel where people know their neighbours and children have gardens to play in and it's safe. Development on
this scale would destroy this historic character irreversibly. I am all for development of Jersey to bring it up to the 21st century but this should
involve development in St Helier and adjacent built up parishes to make them more practical and modern. Building apartments higher and
larger to people and families have room to grown and encourage development to have more enticing facilities like gyms, function rooms and
pools.
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[View full
response]

See SR51 - St Brelade’s Bay - Development

Again, I simply disagree with the intended plans to develop the area and to try to change St Brelade into something that it is not and not
wanted to be - a second overpopulated town.

[View full
response]

See SR03 - Les Quennevais - role and development

[View full
response]

See comments for Response ID BHLF-ZZ1R-2KNZ-V.

[View full response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

As a young person starting to think about buying my own property I am would not be remotely interested in an apartment in St Brelade’s or a
teeny tiny terraced/semi detached house with no garden. Build up town where everything is happening and it will be far more successful than
creating a second base that causes more problems than it solves.
ANONZZ1R2KSR-S

PL2 - Les
Quennevais
PL3 - Local centres

With the proposal that Quennevais be designated as a 'Secondary' Centre and St Brelade's Bay as a local centre secondary to Quennevais, there
is a danger of urban spread despoiling views of the Bay and areas of Coastal National Park visible from the Bay's headlands and other scenic
coastal paths (which the Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment has not assessed).
Pending work on the proposed St Brelade's Bay Improvement Plan, the Bay's primary role as a tourist resort reliant on a scenic backdrop needs
to be specifically recognised, as does the need to resolve tension between current and future tourist businesses in the Bay to have expansion
room and wealthy landowners who have the funds to expand private residences for their own enjoyment rather than community/tourist
economy benefit. The 'wider amenity' impact consideration that has been included in Policy GD1 could be replicated here to acknowledge the
Bay's role as a key leisure area for the public meriting the maximum amount of land available on its shoreline at least for future tourist/public
amenity development.
Proposal PL3 therefore either needs to be made subject to the development of the proposed St Brelade's Bay Improvement Plan in extending to
St Brelade's Bay (or St Brelade's Bay excluded from its scope) in a way that, until such time as the proposed St Brelade's Bay Improvement Plan
is completed and offers clarity on the matter, will ensure its relatively unique status is addressed adequately, and its tourist development
potential not further compromised.

ANON-ZZ1R2K9G-M

PL1 - Development
in Town
PL2 - Les
Quennevais
PL3 - Local centres

ANONZZ1R2KX5-1

PL2 - Les
Quennevais

I endorse the comments by the NT for Jersey on this section.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

PL2 - Les
Quennevais

The built-up area of Les Quennevais is identified as the island’s secondary urban area and is expected to help meet the island’s development
needs over the plan period.

As far as Les Quennevais is concerned, there is reference in the island plan to encouraging "the redevelopment of already developed land and
buildings at higher densities". There is also a commitment to establish a density policy. The danger is that these two commitments will lead to
an automatic presumption in favour of planning applications that increase density, even when this is inappropriate to the location. The
boundaries of LQ include many large houses (the south side of Route Orange for example) for which intensification of development is not
appropriate. We need to keep as much green space as possible. Likewise, there is a danger that this Island Plan will see the beginning of a
transformation of LQ into a high rise conurbation. This is not what residents want. References to increasing density of settlement should be
removed, and each application judged on its merits, not within the framework of a presumption to approve intensification.

It must be recognised that Les Quennevais, including the urban areas, have a high biodiversity value, and any proposals for development must
recognise this value and include sufficient information to evaluate any impacts on the natural environment, and the area's biodiversity, including
off site impacts and issues including the interruption of habitat corridors.

See SR03 - Les Quennevais - role and development

The issues raised are already addressed and supported by the detailed policy
framework of the plan.

Development that is consistent with the enhancement of the area's high biodiversity value will be encouraged.
ANON-ZZ1R2K9G-M

PL2 – Les
Quennevais

I disagree with St Brelade becoming a second town, with the idea of all these new builds and over population the area will be ruined.

[View full
response]

See SR03 - Les Quennevais - role and development

ANON-ZZ1R2KSR-S

PL2 – Les
Quennevais

With the proposal that Quennevais be designated as a 'Secondary' Centre and St Brelade's Bay as a local centre secondary to Quennevais, there
is a danger of urban spread despoiling views of the Bay and areas of Coastal National Park visible from the Bay's headlands and other scenic
coastal paths (which the Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment has not assessed).

[View full
response]

Apart from the proposals to:

PL3 – Local centres

Pending work on the proposed St Brelade's Bay Improvement Plan, the Bay's primary role as a tourist resort reliant on a scenic backdrop needs
to be specifically recognised, as does the need to resolve tension between current and future tourist businesses in the Bay to have expansion
room and wealthy landowners who have the funds to expand private residences for their own enjoyment rather than community/tourist
economy benefit. The 'wider amenity' impact consideration that has been included in Policy GD1 could be replicated here to acknowledge the
Bay's role as a key leisure area for the public meriting the maximum amount of land available on its shoreline at least for future tourist/public
amenity development

PL2 – Les
Quennevais

All of the comments to the previous policy section applies. The use of the word sustainability is stated but not applied appropriately. For
example increase of housing at Les Quennevais overlooks he existing traffic bottleneck at Beaumont previous States Assemblies have concluded

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

extend the built-up area boundaries to provide sites for the provision for
affordable homes (see Policy H5); and

•

to reduce the extent of the built-up area to accommodate proposed
expansion of the Coastal National Park (see PL5)

the draft bridging Island Plan proposes no change to the built-up area
boundary. The definition of Les Quennevais as a secondary centre; and St
Brelade’s Bay, as a local centre, has no implications for urban spread.
The role of St Brelade’s Bay in contributing to the island’s tourism industry is
explicitly acknowledged in the preamble to Policy PL3: Local centres, and
reflected in its designation as a tourist destination area, under the auspices of
Policy EV1: Visitor accommodation.

Proposal PL3 therefore either needs to be made subject to the development of the proposed St Brelade's Bay Improvement Plan in extending to
St Brelade's Bay (or St Brelade's Bay excluded from its scope) in a way that, until such time as the proposed St Brelade's Bay Improvement Plan
is completed and offers clarity on the matter, will ensure its relatively unique status is addressed adequately, and its tourist development
potential not further compromised.

ANON-ZZ1R2K26-V

•

There is no justification to preclude the definition of St Brelade’s Bay as a local
centre, pending the preparation of an improvement plan.
[View full
response]

See SR03 - Les Quennevais - role and development
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[View full
response]

The Minister would endorse the preparation of village development plans to
support the sustainable growth and development of the island’s local centres.

not to increase housing in At Brelade’s and Les Quennevais because of the irresolvable problem if the Beaumont junction. We need to apply
sustainability in all areas of policy to ensure such issues are not overlooked and the island does not have policy that endorses unsustainability

PL3 - Local centres
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

PL3 - Local centres

The boundaries of all local centres should be reviewed to identify their special characteristics and their capacity for growth, along with the
designation of conservation areas in those centres of greatest historic or architectural interest and character. Local centres need to be well
planned and designed as opposed to ad-hoc random development which fails to reflect their underlying characteristics and spatial qualities.
Choice of materials, public realm infrastructure, rural/coastal character, architectural design, green infrastructure and enhancement of
biodiversity are crucial in delivering a sense of cohesion, identity, beauty and sense of place as per Policy SP3.

The preparation of a bridging Island Plan precluded a more detailed review of
built-up area boundaries and opportunities for development and
enhancement of local centres.

Community engagement is important in this process and communities should be fully involved and engaged in preparing Village Development
Plans and identifying opportunities for enhancement, as opposed to approval being sought at Parish meetings at the pre-application stage.

The identification and designation of conservation areas in local centres,
where appropriate, will be progressed under the auspices of Proposal 14:
Conservation area designation.

ANONZZ1R2KJR-G

PL3 - Local centres

Have more local music venues

[View full
response]

Evening economy uses, which are likely to include music venues, would be
considered under Policy ER4: Daytime and evening economy uses. These are
supported in those local centres which are also identified as tourist
destination areas (St Brelade's Bay and St Aubin), but would also be permitted
in other built-up areas subject to the tests outlined at Policy ER4.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

PL3 - Local centres

The provision or enhancement of existing and new community facilities, public open space and active travel infrastructure in local centres to
meet local needs will be supported where such development contributes to climate change mitigation and adaptation, and where it can be
demonstrated that it contributes to the enhancement of environmental gain and the local area's biodiversity

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

Local centres: Each local centre should have a proper village development plan. This will allow the improvement of the village to support
businesses/residents, traffic calming and improving walkability and road safety in the village with new footpaths etc. For example, in St John
there is the new memorial garden and car park. However, since there is no plan this doesn't link to the village centre well and the increased
parking doesn't look at the opportunity to decrease parking in the village precinct, for example to provide al fresco dining for the village cafe.

[View full
response]

The Minister for the Environment would support and encourage the
development of plans for local centres. This can help to ensure that
community needs are identified and planned for in a way that enables and
supports the sustainable development of a place.

Please see comments above relating to settlement hierarchy. The hierarchy included in the Bridging Plan is not sufficiently comprehensive and
excludes a number settlements that do have some services and facilities. There has been recent development in some, for example Grève de
Lecq, and there is likely to be continued pressure. This needs to be addressed in the Bridging Plan, with appropriate policies and criteria for
development included, especially since some of the excluded settlements, such as Grève de Lecq and Rozel Bay, are of considerable
conservation interest which could be harmed if ad hoc, insensitive development is allowed to take place. The aspirations for these settlements
should be clearly set out in the Bridging Plan.

[View full
response]

There are a number of rural hamlets and harbours, where the extent of
development and services are limited, that are not embraced by the built-up
area definition and are consequently deemed to be ‘in the countryside’. The
planning objectives for these areas is thus set by Policy PL5: Coast,
countryside and marine environment, and associated policies.

ANON-ZZ1R2K7A-C

PL3 Local centres

The issues raised are already addressed and supported by the detailed policy
framework of the plan.

Smaller settlements
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

PL4 - Smaller
settlements

As part of the review of the Coastal National Park boundaries, the built-up
area boundary of Rozel Harbour is proposed to be removed.

Countryside, coast and marine environment - and Proposal 13 - Change permitted development rights in the Coastal National Park
ANON-ZZ1R2K8B-E

PL4 - Smaller
settlements

The area finds itself within the new proposed boundary of the Costal National Park simply because the road it is situated on has been used as a
boundary. It is within a small valley at its lowest point and can not ve seen from the coast nor can you view the coast from the property.

[View full
response]

The parameters for the definition of the Coastal National Park have been
defined in the Jersey Coastal National Park Boundary Review, where a
consistent and robust approach to their definition has been set out using
recognisable features on the ground, where possible. This is considered to be
a more rigorous and robust methodology than relying upon mapping-based
boundaries, such as contour lines. The site currently sits outside of the builtup area in the current Island Plan. To ensure the most sustainable pattern of
development in the island the draft plan seeks to ensure that most of the
island's homes are provided within the existing built-up areas. There are a
number of exceptions for the provision of new homes outside of the built-up
area and these are set out, in the draft plan, at Policy H8.

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

ANON-ZZ1R2KMN-F

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Rezone garden of Glenwhern as Built-Up Area.

[View full
response]

See SR67 - Proposals map changes

ANON-ZZ1R2KP9-W

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Request for employment site to be located in Green Backdrop Zone

[View full
response]

The review of the Island Plan has not resulted in any change to the island's
built-up area boundaries, save for those explicit proposals to allocate land for
affordable homes (see Policy H5); to expand the Coastal National Park (see
Policy PL5); or to deal with clear anomalies.
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Minister’s detailed response
The site is currently located outwith the built-up area in the green zone but,
as a result of the proposed changes to the CNP boundary, would now be
embraced by this designation, based on the objective assessment and criteria
adopted for this review (see: JCNP Boundary Review Final Report Fiona Fyfe
Associates v1.pdf (gov.je)).
On this basis, the Minister is not minded to support a review of the built-up
area to embrace this site, and by extension, to include it within the green
backdrop zone (which is a zoning that is only applicable to the built-up area).
See SR67 - Proposals map changes

ANONZZ1R2KXY-5

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Objecting to landward extension of CNP boundary.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

The National Trust endorses Policy PL5 and strongly supports the extension of the Coastal National Park to include the intertidal areas and
additional areas of coastal hinterland. The Trust also welcomes the protection given to the setting of the National Park. It is however suggested
that, in the second line of the policy, “should” is replaced by “must” in both cases, in order to reflect the highest level of protection from
inappropriate development that the Coastal National Park affords. It also considers that biodiversity should be protected along with landscape
and seascape character.

Please see seprate comment attached.

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

[View full
response]

The detailed planning policy regime for the protection of landscape character
is set out at Policy NE3: Landscape and seascape character, where policy
provision requires that development must protect or improve landscape or
seascape character.
Similarly, in the Coastal National Park, development is required, under the
auspices of Policy NE3 to protect or improve the special qualities of the park,
which includes its habitats and biodiversity.

The last paragraph of Policy PL5 appears somewhat weak, in that presumably a marine location is considered essential for most proposed
developments in the marine environment. Whilst the text refers to the need for the impact of development on areas of high marine biodiversity
and seascape value to be given sufficient weight in the decision-making process, this should be reflected in the policy which should clearly state
that areas of high marine biodiversity and seascape value should be avoided, with conservation being the priority in these areas.

The draft plan sets out a spatial framework related to the management of
change in the marine environment, with areas of potential marine
development identified under the auspices of policies ERE8: Fishing and
aquaculture; Policy ME6: Offshore utility-scale renewable energy proposals;
and WER4: Land reclamation. The need to consider the impact of
development on biodiversity is a requirement of Policy NE1: Protection and
improvement of biodiversity and geodiversity, where the highest level of
protection will be given to marine protected areas and Ramsar sites.

Whilst the Trust supports the policy to prevent the loss of agricultural land, the opportunity should be taken to undertake detailed studies into
future trends in the agricultural industry and the likely impact on land use and the landscape, so that this can be managed in a positive way
which ensures that changes lead to landscape and biodiversity enhancement, rather than deterioration.

The policy framework for the protection of agricultural land is set out at Policy
ERE1: Protection of agricultural land, which provides a series of considerations
against which change in the use of this land can be managed.
BHLF-ZZ1R2KCE-V

PL5 - Countryside
coast and marine
environment

I protest as a Grouville Parish in Jersey Rate payer owner of a nature reserve in Grouville Bay near La Rocque Methodist Chapel historic
building I protest that the re-designation of the coastal area north of Le Hurel slipway to Gorey is re-zoned and the Island Plan scrapped so
now buildings many stories tall can be built on the Grouville Bay coastal foreshore against the Island Plan [REDACTED TEXT].[REDACTED TEXT] I
want the former Island Plan restituted and any further buildings built near Grouville Bay coastline.

[View full
response]

Further policy protection is given to the Shoreline through Policy GD9 Skyline views and vistas where consideration of the impacts on open
landscape or strategic views will be assessed as part of planning applications
for development.

[REDACTED TEXT]

ANON-ZZ1R2KEA-T

PL5 – Countryside
coast and marine
environment

General comments about Natural environment

General comments
about Natural
environment

The intention of the Coastal National Park policy is to provide the highest level of planning protection to the Island's most valued and sensitive
landscapes and natural areas.

IP-177315120 - Land South of Biarritz Hotel, Le Mont Sohier, St Brelade, Jersey.

There has been no change to the shoreline zone for the Royal Bay of
Grouville.

[View full
response]

The desire to encompass the open gardens to the Biaritz hotel is understood
as a protection measure for the landscape of the site and its biodiversity. The
proposed new Coastal National Park boundary has been fully assessed as part
of the Integrated Landscape and Seascape Assessment. This provides an
independent judgement on further protection of land. This research and
evidence did not propose this specific parcel of land as CNP, as such the
Minister is unable to agree this designation should be applied to this land.

The designation does not mean that all areas within this zone will become public parks or open to unrestricted public access.
In this instance, the designation of Coastal National Park seeks to protect the open nature of the Biarritz Hotel gardens and protect the
character and landscape of the headland at Le Grouin from the encroachment of development.
This strip of natural open space is located within the built-up area and is immediately adjacent to the Coastal National Park to the east.
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Minister’s detailed response

We believe that this is a special site and should be rezoned as Coastal National Park due to the site's location and special and unique landscape
character and this site should be an expansion of the National Coastal Park as it is part of one of the most sensitive and valued landscapes in
Jersey.
The rezoning of this site to Coastal National Park will help to better protect this site and its surrounding areas.
As part of the bridging Island Plan it is proposed that the Coastal National Park is extended to incorporate this site.
This expansion would serve to embrace this site within the revised Coastal National Park boundary on the Proposals Map and thus extend the
policy of protection provided by the Island Plan.
This specific and important site encompasses a rich array of species and habitats;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Green Lizards
Agile Frogs
Western toad (Bufo spinosus)
Common shrew (Sorex coronatus)
Lesser white-toothed shrew (Crocidura suaveolens)
Red squirrel (Sciurus vulgaris)
Beautiful demoiselle (Calopteryx virgo)
Black-backed meadow ant (Formica pratensis)
Glowworm (Lampyris noctiluca)
Ragged robin (Lychnis flos-cuculi)
Autumn lady’s-tresses (Spiranthes spiralis)
Pepper Pot (Myriostoma coliforme)

It also affords biodiversity, public access, and interpretation as well as safeguarding landscape character.
This strip of land has been identified as a prominent and likely route (wildlife corridor) through which protected species travel between Habitat
Concentration Areas (HCAs), under different habitat requirement and dispersal capability scenarios.
There is a number of focal species’ HCAs overlapping in this area.
This land is identified as a species hotspot based on the overlap of Habitat Concentration Areas (HCAs) from 12 species.
These species are therefore at risk of being lost due to insufficient land protection.
This site has been identified as a priority area within and outside of current statutory designations.
It is therefore essential to support the appropriate land management of this site, in perpetuity.
This area is of high importance for providing connectivity and habitat to a wide range of species that do not currently receive protection or
directed management.
The high overlap of HCAs occurring within this area and on this site specifically shows how important this area is for Jersey’s wildlife.
The adjoining woodland site already benefits from JNP designation, however, this specific site, unfortunately, remains unprotected and is a high
priority for improved protection.
The current SSIs and the Jersey National Park are of high value for biodiversity but do not provide sufficient coverage to protect the majority of
the HCAs and corridors identified.
We propose that a wider network is allocated and protected. This specific site is of the highest importance.
The proposed rezoning of this site will ensure its appropriate protection and management
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Minister’s detailed response

ANON-ZZ1R2KXP-V

PL5 – Countryside
coast and marine
environment

We are responding to comments posted by Socrates' Architects concerning the strip of beach frontage which is owned by the Biarritz hotel to
the far east of St Brelade's Bay.

[View full
response]

The stated desire by others to encompass the open gardens to the Biaritz
hotel is understood as a protection measure for the landscape of the site and
its biodiversity. The proposed new Coastal National Park boundary has been
fully assessed as part of the Integrated Landscape and Seascape Assessment.
This provides an independent judgement on further protection of land. This
research and evidence did not propose this specific parcel of land as CNP, as
such the Minister is unable to agree this designation should be applied to this
land.

[View full
response]

The Proposal aims to manage damaging change through controls over
incidental development which, though normally permitted, can over time and
incrementally damage the character of the Coastal National Park. This will be
an encompassing approach and not deal site specific issues.

[View full
response]

There has been no change to the shoreline zone for the Royal Bay of
Grouville.

The frontage which is very narrow compared with others in the bay, and indeed those adjacent to the hotel, is undeveloped and occupied by a
wooden shed which is occupied by Flavours cafe. To the east of the hotel is an unspoiled headland of woodland which continues around the
coast to Ouaisne Bay.
The owners of the property to the west of the hotel's frontage frequently complain about the Flavours cafe which has limited outside seating
and is prohibited from cooking food. These same owners have, on occasion in the past, sought to buy part of the Biarritz’s land in order to
extend their own building. The owners of this property are coincidentally also called Socrates.
The strip of land Socrates Architects refer to as being a "prominent and likely route" for endangered wildlife is very narrow and occupied largely
by a path from the hotel to the beach. There are various hotel facilities including a petanque area and several seating areas so it unlikely that
any wildlife would be likely to leave the safe haven of the adjoining woodland (from which the Biarritz's strip is fenced off) to utilize this area.
Furthermore what route would this wildlife be following; we think it unlikely that the species named (or any for that matter) want to travel up the
land in question to the hotel (there is no access to the road) so their only route would be to the houses west of the hotel which also seems
unlikely.
It is worth noting that changes to the status of this area were proposed in 2014 and turned down.
In short we do not believe that there is any basis for the change of status sought by Socrates Architects.

PL5 – Countryside
coast and marine
environment

The intention of the Coastal National Park policy is to provide the highest level of planning protection to the Island's most valued and sensitive
landscapes and natural areas.
The designation does not mean that all areas within this zone will become public parks or open to unrestricted public access.

Proposal 13 –
Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park
BHLF-ZZ1R2KYU-2

PL5 – Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

In this instance, the designation of Coastal National Park seeks to protect the open nature of the Biarritz Hotel gardens and protect the
character, landscape, ecology, and bio-diversity of the headland at Le Grouin from the encroachment of development.

In brief I would like to state that I do STRONGLY object to the harmful proposal that the Shoreline Protection Zone be removed from any part of
Grouville Bay, including any of the hinterland which currently is of huge ecological value to wildlife.

Further policy protection is given to the Shoreline through Policy GD9 Skyline views and vistas where consideration of the impacts on open
landscape or strategic views will be assessed as part of planning applications
for development.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYT-1

PL5 – Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Save our shoreline2023-24 I object to this proposal

Proposal - Change
permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

There has been no change to the shoreline zone for the Royal Bay of
Grouville.
Further policy protection is given to the Shoreline through Policy GD9 Skyline views and vistas where consideration of the impacts on open
landscape or strategic views will be assessed as part of planning applications
for development.
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Minister’s detailed response

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character

Although the AJA supports the existing CNP Policy and extent in the Revised 2011 Island Plan the proposal to significantly expand this by 183%
(On-Island CNP 2011 = 19.23 km2 c/w On-Island CNP 2021 = 35.26 km2) to include significant inland areas (e.g. Grouville marsh and up to St
Martin’s Village, etc.) brings into question the title “Coastal”, when substantial proposed CNP areas cannot be seen from the coast and viceversa.

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

It is acknowledged that greater protection is afforded to the CNP but extending this to swathes of inland areas classified by ILSCA as either
“Escarpment”, “Enclosed Valleys”, or “Interior Agricultural Land” and then removing Permitted Development (PD) rights for properties within the
expanded CNP is irrational and duplicates other more appropriate protections given in the dBIP to these areas. We also reiterate AJA’s concerns
relating to Policy PL5 given above. The differences between two maps included in the dBIP
(Figure NE5 – ILSCA Terrestrial Character Areas and Figure NE8 – Coastal National Park) highlight this discrepancy about which the AJA will be
making a supplementary submission.

ANOZZ12KSS

NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character

This proposed Policy appears to be a positive step towards protecting the Island's landscape and seascape character. A tension with housing
(particularly the creation or housing estates or another apartment block like the Portelet Bay apartment development) being perceived to be 'an
overriding public policy objective' and a 'public benefit' remains and could frustrate the main objective of the Policy. The SBBA would like to see
further work on this wording to help resolve that tension in favour of the main objective, perhaps by excluding housing or certain types of
housing spread from the meaning of 'overriding public policy objective'.

[View full
response]

Considerations for housing development outside the built-up area are
provided for in Policy H8 of the housing chapter. The test of public interest
cannot be limited, as each case must be taken on its own merit.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

The AJA broadly support the five Places Policies, except as outlined below.

[View full
response]

Policy PL5 - Countryside, coast and marine environment:

ANONZZ1R2KSR-S

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

The SBBA consider it important to both the general Island community and the Island's future economy to ensure the development of private
residences does not compromise the Bay’s future tourism product pending development of the proposed Improvement Plan for the Bay.

[View full
response]

See SR51 - St Brelade’s Bay - Development

We note the explanatory preambles separately addresses the Policy approach to the Coastal National Park (CNP) & the Green Zone (GZ), and
that these are identified on the Island Proposals Map as separate distinct zones. However, Policy PL5 conflates both these zones into the same
over-arching requirements which the AJA is concerned, given their very different characteristics, will lead to uncertainty and confusion in
applying Planning Policy to applications.

The planning policy regime provided by the draft plan makes clear that there
is a spatial distinction between the types of uses that might be permissible in
different parts of the island and, where appropriate, a clear distinction is
made between development which might be supported in the built-up area
and that which might be supported outside of it, where it is appropriate to do
so. Around the coast and countryside, the draft plan makes clear that one of
the principal tests is the impact on the landscape and seascape character of
the site and the area, and clearly distinguishes between the relative sensitivity
and value of the Coastal National Park and the green zone.

This Policy needs to be clearer in which 'limited circumstances' new homes can be built in the St Brelade's Bay, particularly along its seafront
(and not confined to its shoreline zone). It also does not preclude the extension of existing private residences in that area: this could prejudice
the potential for expansion of tourist business sites and public amenities along the shoreline.
Competition for land along the Bay's seafront should be resolved by containing private residential development in favouring of tourist/public
amenity development.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KKX-Q

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

My comment- Should include “No fish zones” to create a tourist attraction, as described in the following link
(https://www.gov.je/sitecollectiondocuments/environment%20and%20greener%20living/id%202019%20student%20project%20outlines%2 Not
only would this decrease the environmental impact upon this are, including other bays (Boulay bay) would help create tourist attractions for
divers. Placing a 2nd subtidal concession (scallop no take zone) would be of great benefit.

[View full
response]

See SR53 - Creation of a marine park

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Jersey's countryside, and even more so, its coast, are extremely important aspects of the island's tourism proposition. Visit Jersey agrees with the
approach that development within the Coastal National Park should generally be limited. However, we would be supportive of development
that supports and enhances the visitor economy, on the basis that it is integrated into the landscape/seascape in a sympathetic way, with this
being assessed on a case-by-case basis. Visit Jersey would be happy to further engage in any future considerations of development related to
the visitor economy.

[View full
response]

See SR53 - Creation of a marine park

ANON-ZZ1R2KM4-N

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

More flexible policy for CNP

[View full
response]

To ensure the most sustainable pattern of development in the island the draft
plan seeks to ensure that most of the island's homes are provided within the
existing built-up areas. There are a number of exceptions for the provision of
new homes outside of the built-up area and these are set out at Policy H8.
See SR43 - Coastal National Park
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K69-3

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Regarding the option ‘Development in the countryside’
The plan goes too far to allow the relaxation of rules to develop in the countryside.

[View full
response]

The draft plan seeks to ensure that most of the island's development needs
are met within the existing built-up area. The draft plan also proposes that
the protection of the coast and countryside is enhanced by extending the
Coastal National Park to embrace those parts of the island of outstanding
landscape and seascape value; and to ensure that where development does
take place in the countryside, that it seeks to protect or improve landscape or
seascape character.

•

The unique character of the countryside is being eroded.

•

Loss of agricultural land is already prolific for the expansion of domestic curtilage and a playground for those who can afford to increase
the size of their estate.

•

Loss of unique banques and fosses and an overuse of post and rail fencing, and private gates has contributed to a man-made countryside.

•

Fields being turned into equine areas with stabling and sand schools with lights and cars is becoming more common. This human activity
has denuded the unique open space in the countryside and the Plan does not address this encroachment.

•

The plan could explore the possibility of some parishes being deemed in their entirety a green zone with a green rating system, instead the
plan does not put rural parishes into context.

•

The area around the coastal national park should be expanded further inland to help create a wider zone with more grasses and fauna, the
plan could also explore how agriculture fits in with this model.

•

There should not be a presumption for development on greenhouse sites.

Within the CNP the Minister proposes to review permitted development
rights, to better regulate change which might affect the character of the
landscape.
The plan sets out a policy regime for redundant and derelict glasshouses
(policy ERE6); equine development (ERE7); mobile and temporary structures
used for daytime and evening economy uses (ERE4); and proposals for the
extension of domestic curtilage (H8).
The Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment (ILSCA) also
sets out some Landscape Design Guidance which the Minister intends to
adopt and issue as supplementary planning guidance to help ensure that the
quality of design in the coast and countryside is more sympathetic and
contributes to its character.

General Comments about Places
•

The fight to retain its character and save the natural area has been part of the parish for decades.

•

It’s hard to believe it was only in the 80s that the area around Les Mielles was used as a dumping ground, thankfully the people and
government have saved this area of natural beauty, but it wasn’t without hard work, a lot of time correcting the errors of the past.

•

Plemont – the fight to save this headland from development was momentous and one we shouldn’t forget, the draft plan does not
consider the historic value of this fight, it does not give the context and assumes the parish has a glut of land ripe for building, the plan
does not consider the past in relaxing the rules. Now the draft plan will allow the creeping in of development, an insidious urban sprawl
and despoilation of our countryside.

St Ouen’s bay

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

PL5 – Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

BHLF-ZZ1R2KCJ-1

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

•

The creepage of ‘temporary structures’ along the bay has been evident. These have been allowed to fall into disrepair and are eysores
along this pristine coast. The plan does not address how these structures can sit on or close to SSI’s. The commercialisation of surfing and
an increased population has meant more people are enjoying the bay. However, temporary RNLI structures do not fit into the environment,
the new structure at the Watersplash sits on an SSI and is unsightly, there has been no attempt for the structure to fit in.

•

The excess use of signposting along the bay has become a series of eyesores, there is no continuity in their appearance, and they do not fit
in to the natural environment. The plan has no big picture plan on the aesthetics of temporary structures and signposts.

•

La Pulente has become overdeveloped and the proposed developments have large glass windows which emit too much light.

•

The land belonging to Simon Sand between Le Braye and El Tico should be bought by the States and given to the National Trust so they
can be stewards of this iconic part of the bay.

•It is difficult to comment on the environmental section. Two things which should have been addressed are licensing of rib access to offshore
reefs & expansion of the National Park to include Marais à la Cocque. If addressed I missed them

[View full
response]

I endorse Policy PL5 and strongly support the extension of the Coastal National Park to include the intertidal areas. I welcome the protection
given to the setting of the National Park.

[View full
response]

However, I suggest that in the second line of the policy, “should” is replaced by “must” in both cases, in order to reflect the highest level of
protection from inappropriate development that the Coastal National Park affords. I also believe that biodiversity should be protected along
with landscape and seascape character.

See SR 43 – Coastal National Park

The detailed policy framework for the assessment of proposals which affect
the landscape or seascape character of the Coastal National Park is set out at
Policy NE3: Landscape and seascape character. Which states that
development must protect or improve landscape or seascape character.
Policy NE1: Protection and improvement of biodiversity provides a policy
regime for the assessment of development proposals on the island's
biodiversity.

ANON-ZZ1R2KCP-7

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Objection to CNP

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDM-5

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

I write in my capacity as the Connétable of St Martin to oppose the proposition in the Draft Bridging Island Plan to extend the boundaries of the
Jersey Coastal National Park. Following extensive consultation from many Parishioners, it is blatantly clear that there is almost universal
opposition towards the expansion of the Park, as I believe was itself evident during the local Parish Roadshow event.

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

There has been a consistent lack of proper consultation and communication with St Martin’s residents on the effect of the proposed expansion
of the Park, particularly with those whose land and property may be within the proposed boundaries. Given the impact that this expansion may
have on many parishioners, it is simply not possible for me to support these proposals without the assurance that they have been provided with
the understanding and consultation that should be expected.
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The rationale for extending the Coastal National Park’s boundaries to over 1.75km inland is unclear, and would affect a significant amount of
parish land, with the repercussions it may carry on the access, farming, development and management of the affected land is itself unclear.
St Martin has an extremely strong farming history, industry and community, and many have expressed concerns to me about the public’s
potential misinterpretation of the term “Park” as a license to freely access their land across the year, and that they have lacked agricultural
representation during the drafting of this proposition. Whilst it is clear that biodiversity and environmental protection are increasingly necessary
priorities, there is clear concern that the potential solutions are being developed asymmetrically, without the input of farmers and their
experience.
Further concerns over the clarity of the proposition and the way it has been communicated to affected stakeholders can be found with property
development. Many parishioners are uncertain as to how an extension of the Park to include their land and property may affect the way they
may develop it, and what restrictions may be put in place, as well as the rationale for any restrictions that may be implemented. It is vital that
Parishioners know and understand these changes before they take effect.
In summary, whilst I am pleased with the overall presentation of the Draft Bridging Island Plan, there has been a clear lack of consultation,
engagement, and development with Parishioners over the proposed extension of the Jersey Coastal National Park, and one that both myself
and my Parish’s Deputy are unable to support.
I would instead request that this proposition be delayed until the 2026 Island Plan is decided, and that future consultation is developed in a way
that fully includes the Islanders and industries affected, with the goals and impacts of the extended boundaries of the Park clearly identified and
outlined when the consultation process begins.
ANON-ZZ1R2KPW-U

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Objection to landward extension of CNP

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

ANON-ZZ1R2KCH-Y

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Objection to CNP boundary

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

ANON-ZZ1R2KCU-C

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Objection to CNP boundary

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

ANON-ZZ1R2KP4-R

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Objection to CNP boundary

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

ANON-ZZ1R2KCA-R

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

The Draft Bridging Island Plan proposes an extension of the Coastal National Park inland and away from the coast. The area proposed to be
included within this extension was designated with minimal prior consultation with property and business owners in the affected parishes. St.
Ouen and St. Martin are the most impacted parishes, with significant areas of privately owned agricultural land designated as part of the Coastal
National Park, including two dairy farms in the parish of St. Martin. Such proposed designation is likely to cause confusion amongst the public
who may incorrectly believe that they are entitled to freely access such private property. Fully operating dairy farms such as these have large
vehicles, machinery, cattle and bulls frequently passing through the property and this poses a risk to both the public and also to the farming
businesses.

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

BHLF-ZZ1R2KHU-H

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

My single greatest concern is the huge proposed addition to the "Coastal National Park". If you look at the graphic of "Coastal NP" on p 115 it
shows that more than half of St. Martin and even more of St. Ouen has been proposed a Coastal National Park. This is far too great an
extension. "National Park" is also a misnomer. The public perception of a National Park strongly suggest open access and availability. This
severely impacts on land owners' rights. I am all for protecting the coastline and already live in the existing "Coastal National Park" but the
proposals onpage 116 and Policy NE3 are simply too extensive.

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

ANONZZ1R2KJS-H

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Agricultural land will be protected, particularly where its characteristics mean the land is of high-quality and value to the agricultural industry'.

[View full
response]

The detailed policy framework for the assessment of proposals which involve
the loss of agricultural land is set out at Policy ERE1: protection of agricultural
land. Whilst this requires an assessment of the impact of development relative
to its value to agriculture.

Will agricultural land but protected to the detriment of meadows, rough grazing land or other land of higher biodiversity or potential
biodiversity value due to this land having a lower economic value?

Policy NE1 would also require an assessment to be undertaken relative to the
impact of the proposals upon biodiversity value.
BHLF-ZZ1R2KFZ-M

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

We are writing as a residents of St Martin for the best part of 30 years with regards the proposed coastal plan. Let us stress at the outset that we
are wholly in favour of affording some protection of the land and coastal waters around Jersey however, we have severe reservations and
concerns about the current proposal. Whilst it would not appear from the maps and explanations provided at the recent walk in session at St
Martin’s Parish Hall that we will be caught by the current proposal, there are a number of concerns that we have with the proposition, namely:
1.

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

Land which has been earmarked as being coastal is clearly not as it neither affords views to, or from the sea.
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2.

The proposition infers that management of the land has not been upheld, and would be better placed under the management of the
National Trust

3.

Prior to the issuance of the proposal, no consultation was held with landowners affected by the proposal

4.

There is a real concern that land not currently affected by the current arrangements will become affected as changes are implemented by
stealth and finally

5.

It seems to us to be inherently wrong for the stewardship and management of privately owned land to be uniformly transferred away from
the current owners.

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

We are therefore not in favour of the current proposal, and would like it noted as such in your records.
BHLF-ZZ1R2KVM-Q

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

With regard to Policy PL5, there seems to be a presumption in the paragraphs on pages 70 to 75 of the draft Plan that the extension to the
Coastal National Park is already in place. The JFU are part of a joint industry approach which is seeking to stop the increase in the Coastal
National Park due to lack of consultation and no concrete policy framework which will shape the way that the Park is managed. There are also
concerns about public access onto private farmland. We support Policy PL5 with the caveat that the Coastal National Park stays within its
current land-based boundaries.

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

ANONZZ1R2KXY-5

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Objecting to landward extension of CNP boundary.

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

ANONZZ1R2K28-X

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

We are making a submission on behalf of our family.

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

Separate comments attached.

Whilst we fully support the principal of affording the highest level of protection to our marine areas around our island, we do not see the reason
for including large swathes of prime agricultural land or indeed private houses and their gardens into the proposed New Coastal National Park.
There has been virtually no consultation with all the relevant stakeholders that would be affected by the new proposed Coastal National Park.
The meeting that was held in September 2020 did not have any representation by private landowners. The first instance that we became aware
of this proposal was when there was a full page article on Monday 15th March 2021 in the Jersey Evening Post specifically naming our home
(Rosel Manor), gardens and farm would be included in the new park. We would like to point out that our home already has Grade 1 protection
as do the gardens and the farmland surrounding us. We do not see why this area needs any further protection when it already has the highest
level of protection.
Also as most of the land surrounding our home is farmed we are deeply concerned by the implications of the effects of it becoming a National
Park, such as:
•

Public access to the fields where there is livestock - in 2015 in the UK there were 142 incidents of serious injury and indeed death from
people crossing land with livestock in it.

•

Potential damage to livestock from dogs chasing them. Gates left open.

•

Damage to crops. Intrusion into our private gardens.

•

Potentially, the draft proposal would remove our right to continue managing both our farm and gardens, which have been managed by
our family for hundreds of years.
In our view the rural areas which are proposed to be included in Coastal National Park already have very high levels of protection

In conclusion, we cannot support this proposal in its current form.
ANONZZ1R2KRR-R

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Relevant policies include:
Policy PL5 - Countryside, coast and marine environment
Policy C19 – Countryside access and awareness
As farmers, and residents, with a significant dairy enterprise in the north east of the island, we are opposed to any landward extension of
Jersey’s Coastal National Park as proposed in in PL5. Living and operating a business within the new “Park” designation, as we do, the proposals
could have serious implications - such as the limitations imposed on our property and the potential detrimental effect that may have on our
business. We think the proposals are (1) unnecessary and flawed (2) would result in increased public access through private agricultural land and
busy working farms, with the associated risks.
1. Unnecessary and Flawed
We believe the strict planning controls that already apply in the Green Zone have served the island well and continue to give sufficient
protection to undesirable development. We have concerns that making certain parts of the island subject to a so-called “higher level of
protection” will be arbitrary and unfair, and would set unnecessary obstacles which could prevent rural businesses caught in the new
designation from developing or diversifying. In today’s increasingly challenging economic climate, and noting the drastic decline in the number
of farming units in recent years, the ability to diversify may make the difference between a business remaining viable or folding.
We refute the need to designate any areas of high landscape / seascape / environmental value into an elevated class of protection (higher than
the Green Zone already gives) but if such a designation ever did occur it should be a purely Planning matter. There is no logical reason why
such a designation should be linked in any way to the Jersey Coastal National Park or its purposes either (a) geographically or (b) in terms of the
use of the land or access to it. These considerations, the DBIP clearly states, are outside its remit.
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[View full
response]

Policy PL5 seeks to limit development in the countryside to that where a
countryside location can be justified.

Without doubt, the Jersey Coastal National Park, as it presently exists, is an excellent resource and a great asset to the island, admired and
appreciated by all. However its two stated aims (“conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the park”
and “public understanding and enjoyment of its special qualities”) go well beyond any Planning designation and as such should not be
conflated with any rezoning of land for greater protection of its spatial landscape character.
In practice the present Jersey Coastal National Park is administered and managed by the company “Jersey National Park Limited” (JNPL). It is not
widely known that JNPL has added a third objective (to the two guiding principles of the Jersey Coastal National Park already mentioned)
namely “to cultivate the economic benefits to Jersey of having the Jersey National Park”, in other words to commercialise it. Should the
proposed extension of the Jersey Coastal National Park boundary go ahead, taking in large areas of farmland and private property, the owners
of the land caught in this rezoning would rightly be worried about the impact on their properties. Tighter Planning restrictions apart, the word
“Park” says everything about how the newly defined area would be used to market Jersey’s leisure, recreation and tourist interests.
Surely there is a direct conflict in JNP between the primary purpose of the Jersey Coastal National Park (protection) and the two associated
objectives (access and exploitation). Rather than treating JCNP as a “reserve” there seems to be more emphasis on promoting it as a place for
greater public access, leisure and recreation, with all the associated pressures that would bring. And, very worryingly, the DBIP, and the many
Reports that build into it, hint at potential future “management” and “administration” interventions, though no details are given.
We strongly assert that the beautiful countryside of Jersey is the way it is because of the efforts of generations of farmers, tending the fields and
maintaining the hedgerows, providing the populace with produce of the highest order and contributing hugely to Jersey’s cultural identity. All
this at very little cost to the taxpayer relative to other jurisdictions.
Farming is the agency by which the countryside functions. It does so by operating in a competitive global agricultural economy, with all the
challenges that that presents, yet Jersey’s remaining farmers are doing their best to face up to the challenge and are continually “raising their
game” in terms of delivering positive environmental outcomes. Doom laden pronouncements that Jersey’s agricultural model is “broken” and
wrong.
If the Government of Jersey wishes to protect Jersey’s rural character and countryside the best way to achieve this is to (a) ensure the island
retains a robust and healthy farming industry which can attract and sustain new entrants in the future (b) further incentivise best practice and
environmentally positive land use. At the moment the long term future of the industry looks very doubtful given the huge costs of entering the
industry, the lack of opportunities coupled with better prospects in other walks of life, and the poor returns that can be expected from a career
in farming. We wish to underline the point - a viable agricultural industry is the means by which the rural character of the whole of Jersey can be
maintained, and protected, not an arbitrary planning designation of just parts of the island.
2. Public accessing private agricultural land and busy working farms
We also have major concerns that any landward extension of the Coastal National Park, coupled with branding certain areas of hinterland as
“The Park”, would convey the idea that these places are merely parkland, rather than private property, with unrestricted rights of entry and open
to everybody to do as they please.
We believe that the proposed extension of the Coastal National Park will undoubtedly lead to a further increase in numbers of members of the
public thinking they have a right of way through private farm tracks, agricultural fields and busy working farmyards. This is completely
unacceptable in terms of a property owners’ right to privacy and in terms of the wellbeing of livestock, quite apart from health and safety of the
general public.
This is not a case of NIMBYism as a great many farms, including our own, have a history of welcoming visitors, hosting school groups, holding
public open days, etc. Our farm has a track passing through it and, historically, we have been happy to allowed access to responsible walkers
and riders to use this.
However, since the beginning of the Covid-19 pandemic our property, like many rural areas, has experienced a huge increase in the number of
walkers, runners, cyclists and horse riders coming through and often straying off the track onto private land. Although most people are
respectful we are seeing significantly more littering, dog fouling, dogs off leads and people not sticking to pathways, all of which pose a direct
risk to our crops, our property and the health and welfare of our livestock.
Increased footfall through the farm also means an increased risk of injury from farm machinery or livestock to those members of the public and
we have major concerns over public liability in such circumstances. It should be remembered that farm units are busy workplaces, with dozens
of movements each day of groups of livestock and large vehicles. There are also slurry pits, ponds and reservoirs which can pose a hazard.
[We have attached a file with photographs illustrating the dangers to members of the public entering farm property from movements of
livestock and large farm vehicles].
ANON-ZZ1R2K8C-F

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

A halt to all Green Zone developments.
Address plastic and diesel pollution from Royal Bay of Grouville aquaculture.
Massive tree and hedge replanting scheme with grants, training to do and fines for mismanagement.
Policy change to require all agricultural fields to have a 2 meter margin managed for biodiversity.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

The development of the Royal Bay of Grouville aquaculture box was the
subject of an environmental impact assessment.
Outside of the Island Plan, the Rural Economy Strategy encourages market
focused, high value food production through the Rural Support Scheme,
which incentivises economic and environmental sustainability, through an
integrated approach to farming with the objective of incentivising all farms in
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Jersey to become LEAF (Linking Environment and Farming) Marque Global
Standard accredited.

ANON-ZZ1R2KQWV

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Rather than re-zoning fields why are we not looking at “Brown” sites such as old green houses. I believed that these were previously part of the
Island Plan and were to be used rather than re-zoning but do not seem to have been mentioned.

[View full
response]

I do not think we should be re-zoning agricultural field for houses – First and foremost we should be looking at population control.

The spatial strategy of the plan, set out at Policy SP2, seeks to ensure that
most of the island's development needs are met within the existing built-up
area i.e., redeveloping truly brownfield sites.
Where redundant glasshouse sites have been submitted, as part of the call for
sites process, they have been assessed against the relevant planning criteria,
as set out in the Housing sites assessment report (R Housing land and
assessment of sites KP RB.pdf (gov.je)).

Rather than re-zoning fields why are we not looking at “Brown” sites such as old green houses. I believed that these were previously part of the
Island Plan and were to be used rather than re-zoning but do not seem to have been mentioned. For houses that do need building we should
be looking at suppling affordable housing for the older generation of the Island, this would free up family homes and would assist first time
buyers to move on. Part of the problem has arisen because first time buyers cannot afford to move on and older people cannot afford to downsize as the cost to do this does not justify it.

The proposed release of a limited amount of greenfield land seeks to help
meet the need for affordable homes and also seeks to encourage ‘rightsizing’, in order that people who are under-occupying homes might have
options to move to accommodation that better meets their needs. This is also
encouraged by Policy H4: Meeting housing needs.

I also do not think that St Martin needs to be changed to National Park. The farmers and landowners manage their areas extremely well and I
know it is a worry to Farmers/landowners that people will misunderstand the status and feel they have the right to roam which will upset the
cattle and could damage crops and cause a loss of privacy to some. Things work well in the Parish as they are so please as is. As the cliché goes,
if its not broke don’t fix it

See SR43 - Coastal National Park
ANON-ZZ1R2KGS-E

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Please see attached document

[View full
response]

SR53 - Creation of a marine park

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAC-R

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Comments on Draft Island Plan submitted by joint owners of La Haie Fleurie, Farm and Livery
Yard, St Martin. 8th July 2021

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

We are making a submission as joint owners, through HFP Limited, of La Haie Fleurie, Rue Du Villot, (farm and livery stables) which has been in
the ownership of Cynthia Binet’s family (the Whitley family) since 1679.
Whilst we fully support the principle of affording “the highest level of protection to sensitive landscapes around the Jersey Coast and its’ waters”
(P11 of Plan), the proposal to designate significant rural areas of St Martin and other Parishes as National Park is ill considered, irresponsible and
potentially counterproductive.
No detailed evidence is presented in the Draft Island Plan, the Jersey Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment Plan nor the
Jersey Coastal National Park Boundary Review (Jan 2021) to support the extension of the Coastal National Park (CNP) into rural areas. The
Boundary Review relies on broad sweeping statements about the connection between coastal and adjacent rural areas without any
consideration of the implications for the rural economy and responsibility for the stewardship of the rural area. This is perhaps not surprising
since none of the key stakeholders responsible for the maintenance of the landscape, the landowners and farmers, were included in the
consultation process which took place on just one day in St Helier on 24th September.
The extension of the Coastal National Park to rural areas and farmland is not required to meet the stated objective of protecting sensitive
landscapes. Furthermore, the rural areas of St Martin are already, rightly, subject to stringent planning controls as Green Areas and include
many Listed Properties.
The sole reason for this arbitrary extension of the Coastal National Park appears to be the desire, in certain quarters, of the National Trust and
certain environmentalists, to meet an international target enabling Jersey to become a member of The High Ambition Coalition, an
intergovernmental group of 57 countries.
Whilst this is not explicitly acknowledged in the DIP, at page 71, it states that “ The revised park boundary covers 35sq km, or nearly 30% of the
island’s landmass, excluding the offshore reefs, or the intertidal and shallow sea areas embraced by the park”. 30% happens to be the target
required to qualify for membership of this intergovernmental group according to a lengthy interview with Mr Charles Alluto, Chief Executive of
the National Trust in the Jersey Evening Post on 15th March 202.This raises several questions
1.

Is a target of 30% of the landmass being designated National Park relevant to an island the size of Jersey? At the very least the case needs
to be made.

2.

Why was this proposal developed without any prior consultation with the landowners affected but apparently with the close involvement of
other parties?

3.

What consideration has been given to the negative impact on the rural economy of implementing this proposal. The path to establishing
30% of Jersey landmass has been pursued without proper regard to the interests of the rural economy, contrary to the stated aims of the
DIP.

At page 141, the DIP states that “The Island Plan sets out policies that help create the conditions in which local and international businesses can
invest, expand and adapt”. It goes on to say “Policies need to be flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan, allow for
new and flexible working practices (such as live-work accommodation), and to enable a rapid response]] to any future changes in economic
circumstances”. And yet for the rural areas arbitrarily and unnecessarily included in the Coastal National Park, minor development rights will be
curtailed (page 116 DIP) limiting the continued development of the rural economy to meet changing times.
Furthermore, the Draft Bridging Plan makes it clear that its proposals are confined to “planning” matters and the ongoing usage and
management of the park are not within its scope. A completely separate body, Jersey National Park, appears to have been invested with powers
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

[View full
response]

See SR51 - St Brelade’s Bay - Development

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

to control the management and administration of areas within the Park. But on what basis and with what consultation has this function been
consulted and agreed with respect to the land, properties and businesses contained by the new National Park boundaries? This is a matter of
considerable concern to landowners and farmers within the proposed extension of the CNP. We understand that Jersey National Park Ltd was
set up, with funding from Economic Development, to administer the operation of “the Park” without any obvious public consultation and
certainly none with landowning stakeholders such as ourselves. Designating rural and farming areas as part of the Coastal National Park implies
unfettered access
to the public. The message of open access and the encouragement of inappropriate behaviour on farmland is displayed in the video published
by Jersey National Park Limited, entitled Walk in the Park. The video shows flowers being picked and cooking on an open fire on the headland
at Archirondel. The woeful lack of understanding on the part of JNP of the needs of the countryside makes it an unsuitable body to take on the
responsibilities suggested. These should remain with the landowners and farmers whose good stewardship over centuries has created the
outstanding rural landscape we enjoy today.
There is a basic conflict in the stated aims of the CNP. On the one hand the overarching aim is said to be the conservation and enhancement of
the most sensitive coast and countryside locations but on the other it is about increasing public access to cultivate the economic benefits of
Jersey having a National Park. As a farmer and landowner within the proposed extended CNP, we are concerned for the safety of the public on
grazing land protected by electric fencing and for the livestock themselves. Furthermore, the public’s expectation that any area designated as a
“Park” is open will cause confusion at the very least and possible conflict. We are concerned that rather than “protecting” the new CNP the JNP
will instead want to promote it as a place for greater public access, leisure, and recreation, etc - as evidenced by the JNP Video. In summary the
rural areas which it is proposed be included in the Coastal National Park already have very high levels of protection in place, more are not
necessary, and it is not appropriate to treat some countryside areas differently from others.
[REDACTED] La Haie Fleurie, Rue Du Villot, St Martin 8th July 2021
BHLF-ZZ1R2KHQ-D

PL5 – Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Le Pre Farm has been kept together and farmed as a unit since my father took it over in 1949.
It came as a shock to be told by a neighbour that a proposed National Park boundary cuts through the farm from La Rue du Huquet to La Rue
des Raisies, rather than going down La Rue du Puchot.
The review states that there have been ‘consultations’ with various official bodies but these have not included the people most affected, whose
basic human rights, have not been considered.
The Review also states that there has been ‘Field Work’ carried out. I am not aware of such. I suspect little local knowledge was applied to what
must have been a very cursory inspection.
For example, there is no ‘track’ through the farm, only legally defined ‘rights of access’ to named fields.
The boundary appears to intend to cut the farm, and buildings, in two, ignoring common rights of privacy and security,
It is, naturally, most upsetting to be a victim of high handed, inaccurate decisions, formed with no regard to human rights and maintaining
integrity of farm holdings.
I wish to prevent the splitting of the farm, keeping a working unit and prevent intrusion into private areas. I would be grateful if you could
please give consideration to the above and advise of further intent, as soon as possible.

ANON-ZZ1R2KSR-S

PL5 – Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

The SBBA consider it important to both the general Island community and the Island's future economy to ensure the development of private
residences does not compromise the Bay’s future tourism product pending development of the proposed Improvement Plan for the Bay.
This Policy needs to be clearer in which 'limited circumstances' new homes can be built in the St Brelade's Bay, particularly along its seafront
(and not confined to its shoreline zone). It also does not preclude the extension of existing private residences in that area: this could prejudice
the potential for expansion of tourist business sites and public amenities along the shoreline.
Competition for land along the Bay's seafront should be resolved by containing private residential development in favouring of tourist/public
amenity development.

ANON-ZZ1R2KRR-R

PL5 – Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Lack of Proper Consultation: Those driving the proposed changes will claim that the DBIP has been widely consulted upon, however the
undeniable fact is that key stakeholders, the very people who live and work in the re-designated areas, have not been properly informed and
involved in the process.
Consultation regarding the adoption (one might say “appropriation”) of such large amounts of agricultural land into the proposed expanded
Jersey Coastal National Park has been minimal, if not non-existent, with farmers and land and property owners having little or no say in policy
formation. For example, the Countryside Access Strategy for Jersey 2016 had no representation from farmers at all in any of the six focus groups
– the targeted groups being: Walkers, Cyclists, Horse Riders, Disabled Users, 2 mixed user Stakeholder Conflict Groups. Another example is the
attendance at the Coastal National Park Review Stakeholder workshop on 24 Sept ’20, when only 32 potential “stakeholders” were present,
overwhelmingly biased in favour of civil servants and non-farming special interest groups.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

PL5 – Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Development proposals in the countryside, around the coast and in the marine environment should must protect or improve its character and
distinctiveness, and must protect or improve habitats and populations of species to enhance biodiversity
where it is demonstrated to be in the island’s strategic interest, and where its impact can be avoided, minimised, mitigated or compensated in
line with Biodiversity Net Gain considerations

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

The issues raised are already addressed and supported by the detailed policy
framework of the plan.
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ANON-ZZ1R2KT3-U

PL5 – Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

The landward extension of the boundaries of Coastal National Park across agricultural land in the current green zone is opposed for the reasons
set out in a separate accompanying consultation response]] submitted along with the Jersey Farmers’ Union, Jersey Milk Marketing Board and
Jersey landowners.

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

ANON-ZZ1R2K3K-J

MOVE to NE
chapter

Whilst I support whole heartedly the idea of a Jersey Coastal National Park I am deeply concerned by the lack of consultation with local
homeowners/farmers and the fact that most of St Martin will become a National Park. We are very fortunate to live in this parish with beautiful
areas such as St Catherine's Woods and Rozel Woods.

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

[View full
response]

See SR53 - Strategic Proposal 3 - Creation of a Marine Park

However, with the proposed plans nearly all the Agricultural land in this parish would be encompassed into the Coastal National Park which in
turn could have devastating effects for the farmers as this would mean they could find that they are no longer able to farm the way they always
have and more importantly the potential damage to their land by the general public walking across it, is something that concerns me
enormously. A Coastal National Park should be about land around the coast/sea not farmland several miles inland.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

Countryside, coast
and marine
environment

The increase in size of the CNP is to be welcomed, however, it fails to address the significance of our marine environment with adequate
protection.

See SR43 - Policy PL5 - Coastal National Park
A marine protected area, in line with the proposals from the Blue Marine Foundation, must be included in this plan.
The CNP boundaries do not provide sufficient protection for wildlife, despite one of the purposes of the CNP being to protect and preserve the
area's biodiversity.
The boundaries of the park should be amended with an ecosystem approach in mind, ensuring that semi-natural habitats are protected within
the park, rather than being dissected by arbitrary lines which are provided for the convenience of following boundary features such as roads,
rather than for the purpose of incorporating the extent of the habitats which the CNP is supposed to protect.
The Boundaries should be re-drawn to include all important habitat types which fall in, or partially within, the current boundary proposals.

ANON-ZZ1R2K3K-J

Proposal 13 Change permitted
develop rights in
the Coastal
National Park

Whilst I support whole heartedly the idea of a Jersey Coastal National Park I am deeply concerned by the lack of consultation with local
homeowners/farmers and the fact that most of St Martin will become a National Park. We are very fortunate to live in this parish with beautiful
areas such as St Catherine's Woods and Rozel Woods. However, with the proposed plans nearly all the Agricultural land in this parish would be
encompassed into the Coastal National Park which in turn could have devastating effects for the farmers as this would mean they could find
that they are no longer able to farm the way they always have and more importantly the potential damage to their land by the general public
walking across it, is something that concerns me enormously. A Coastal National Park should be about land around the coast/sea not farmland
several miles inland.

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

BHLF-ZZ1R2KB3-9

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

As a resident in beautiful St Martins, I would like to offer my support to the proposals to extend the Coastal Park in St Martins.

[View full
response]

The Minister is grateful for and notes the support for this proposal

ANOZZ12KJ4J

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

There is great concern amongst those living in the proposed 'Coastal National Park' in St Martin about the use of the words 'National Park'. The
need for a high level of protection in terms of development is understood and accepted, but the term 'National Park' infers public access of a
type that is not desirable for farmers and landowners. The former have concerns about crops being polluted and/or damaged, and the latter
about members of the public assuming rights of way where none exist. Over the last year many residents in St Martin have experienced walkers
appearing in gardens, asking if there are ways through to the coast or the beach, farmers have experienced livestock being worried by walkers
with dogs and growers have had crops condemned due to the presence of pollutants introduced by dogs. While supporting its overarching
aims, the existence of Jersey National Park Ltd (since 2018), and the use of the same name for a proposed planning zone, is of great concern to
residents, landowners and farmers in St Martin, as it appears that their concerns are not being taken into account. While 'CNP' has been used to
describe an area in the current Island Plan, it would be preferable - and more accurate given the legal status of the land in question - to use
'Coastal Zone', or an alternative description, such as Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, rather than the works 'National Park', when such a
area does not exist.

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5J-K

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the

We live on a farm on Jersey's North coast and have done so for more than 20 years during which time we have worked hard to improve the
environment and beauty around us.
Our concerns regarding the content of the Draft bridging Island Plan ('the Plan') are in three areas:

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

1.

lack of consultation (to date) in this important issue
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Coastal National
Park

2.

the role and ambitions of Jersey National Park Limited

3.

implications arising from public access

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

1. Lack of consultation
We welcome this opportunity to contribute to the public discussion which publication of the Plan deserves, impacting as it does on many
aspects of Islanders' lives. We look forward to contributing to the process and to meeting with the Planning Inspectors in due course.
Given our location and the size of our farm, we are surprised that we were not invited to
participate in the one day consultation on the proposals which, we are informed, took place at St Pauls Centre during September 2020. Had we
been invited to participate we would
have made the following points:
•

How was the target of 30% for an expanded Coastal National Park reached and how can the case be made for it? While it may be a
reasonable aspiration for a country that is part of a continental landmass, is it not overly ambitious and unrealistic for a small island?

•

Extending the Coastal National Park to 30% would, according to media reports, put Jersey in position to join intergovernmental groups
such as 'The High Ambition
Coalition'. Why is this necessary when the United Kingdom is already a member?

•

The only other islands in this coalition are the Marshall Islands (comprising in excess of 1,000 islands) and the Seychelles (an archipelago
comprising in excess of 100
islands)

•

What about the offshore reefs around Jersey, a vast area at low tide? And the
coastal inter-tidal areas (eg out to Seymour and Echo Towers)? Could they not be
included to meet the 30% target and hence reduce the area required within existing rural agricultural land?

•

The current Green Zone designation has served the Island well and gives adequate environmental protection. Why is it necessary to bring
in yet more laws and
regulation?

•

Will a professional and independent economic assessment be carried out to determine the likely negative impact on Jersey's rural economy
were the proposals in the Plan to be implemented? For example, how many jobs might be lost in the
rural economy?

•

What provision can/should be made for the evolving requirements of the rural
economy-affordably housing staff, extension and/or replacement of farm
buildings, and infrastructure (eg reservoirs)?

2. the role and ambitions of Jersey National Park Limited
Jersey already has: the Government of Jersey, Jersey Heritage, the National Trust for Jersey, the Societe Jersiaise, Men of the Trees and many
other groups working hard to protect wildlife and our environment. Has the case been made for another body, the Jersey National Park
Limited? Who will finally determine its remit were it to remain in place?
3. Implications arising from public access
Most farms, ours being no exception, have livestock grazing in fields, crops growing, large machinery in use, extensive fencing, hedging and
gates in place. First and foremost farmland in the rural countryside needs to be safe for the animals inhabiting it and the people working in it.
Farmers need to be able to protect expensive crops from damage. How is this to be achieved safely? Has any thought been given to what
happens when things go wrong -who is taking the responsibility for insurance and public liability?
ANON-ZZ1R2KQQ-P

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

I am [REDACTED TEXT] of Filquet, St Martin and as a landowner and retired farmer I am making a submission regarding the section
“Countryside Coast and Management Environment (Pages 70 - 76) of the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
Property owners in the green zone are already subject to strict planning controls. Surely they don’t need any more.
While I totally agree the countryside should be protected at any cost. I am totally against the creation of a Coastal National Park. On page 71
paragraph 3 the line “The public understanding and enjoyment of its special qualities,” Does that infer that the public could have access to
PRIVATE land, the very word “Park” at very least is open to confusion and conflict. For centuries, looking after the countryside has been the
responsibility of the landowner and farmers which in my opinion they have not done a bad job and it should remain their responsibility. It all
suggests commercialisation and a marketing tool for Jersey’s leisure and recreation, and tourist sectors, NOT conservation. As a landowner in
the proposed Coastal National Park In my opinion it would be dangerous for the public to be wondering around land which could have
livestock grazing protected by electric fencing, possible dogs chasing the animals or dogs running through crops (who will be responsible for
any damage caused). I fail to see what the economic benefits for Jersey would be having a Coastal National Park apart from commercialisation
of “PRIVATE LAND” in some of the most sensitive areas on the Island.
Plus the creation of a company called Jersey National Park Ltd to administer the operation, surely goes against everything that protecting the
countryside stands for. It is very worrying that a company (ie Jersey National Park Ltd) could in future have the powers to possibly oversee and
manage the operation.
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[View full
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See SR43 - Coastal National Park

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

At no time have the landowners and farmers which this could effect, been approached for their views about their PRIVATELY OWNED land
being used as part of the Coastal National Park. The Coastal National Park is ill conceived, ill thought out with NO CONSULTATION whatsoever
with the landowners and farmers concerned.
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNP-J

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

It is disappointing to see that most of the disused greenhouse sites all over the Island are not included for development in this plan , it is well
known that the Island has a desperate housing shortage especially for first time buyers ,these sites are an eyesore to everyone and should be
developed before any more green field sites are taken
We believe that the States of Jersey should introduce a windfall tax , and when owners get development permission for more than two houses
the whole Island would benefit.
A very worrying aspect of the Bridging Plan is the enlargement of the COASTAL NATIONAL PARK(C N P ) to take in 30%of the Island.
It would appear that the Government of Jersey are trying to slip this through without any consultation with the Landowners ,Rural Businesses
,and Householders who will be affected by this .Nowhere are the ramifications of what this will mean to those included in the C N P
Who were the consultants used for this?
We understand it was so called U.K. experts , and what did this cost the Island? The Government of Jersey is always advocating buy local and yet
when they need advice they go off Island.
Why were no Local Landowners and Rural Businesses who have looked after this land for generations not consulted to give their views on the
enlargement of the C N P . We are sure they would have been only too happy to do this at no cost to the Island.
In the U.K. National Parks are mostly large sparsely populated areas of low value Agricultural land (Dartmoor, Exmoor, The South Downs,
Yorkshire Dales) just used as rough grazing for a few months of the year.
The Jersey countryside is high value food production land and all the Jersey commercial arable and dairy farms are Leaf accredited farming to
the very highest environmental standards, where else in the world can claim this?
Coming from farming family who can trace their roots back to 1611 farming in the Parish of St. Martin ,and now with the 6th generation of our
family occupying our current farm at Bel Val St. Martin ,and as winners of the Jersey Environment Award 2006 we surely must be doing
something right ,is it not in the best interests of the environment if farmers who have been looking after the countryside for generations are left
to continue to do so.
There is talk of a National Park company having been set up to administer the C N P ,is it not better to let those who live and work in the
proposed C N P to look after it without any more costly, bureaucracy.
We cannot have been doing too bad a job if this large area of land is considered worthy to be a C N P .
What are the implications of the C N P?
Rural businesses in the C N P should not be adversely affected by more planning laws or restraints holding their businesses back .They have to
be allowed to grow and evolve like other businesses in the Island to compete on an equal footing.
We already have some of the strictest planning rules in the world in our green zone and do not need any more.
The proposed enlarged C N P is not a museum ,it is part of a vibrant rural economy and must be allowed to grow and flourish as it has done for
generations.
If you call an area of the Island a C N P the general public are largely of the view that it is a public open space and they can do what they like in
it .
There have been several incidents of dogs running loose on farmland , worrying cattle and sheep . only recently a professional dog walker let a
group of dogs loose and one decimated a flock of free range chickens . Gates have been left open, cows and horses let loose, wandering on to
our ever busier roads .It is an accident waiting to happen.
There are serious health and safety concerns of having the public wandering through fields, with 18 metre sprayers turning on headlands and
large mowers and hedgecutters operating. Agricultural land is a food production site, not a playground and has to be treated with respect.
We already have a C N P encompassing most of the cliff sides, scrub land and wooded areas along the coast, this is what a National Park should
consist of, not high value food production land

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAJ-Y

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

I reside at [REDACTED TEXT], a property owned by [REDACTED TEXT] I have resided here for 40 years and have always maintained the house,
garden and lands sensitively and to a high standard. I have two main concerns:
1.

The correct boundary of the Coastal National Park

2.

The consequences of being in the Coastal National Park

1. It is clear that the proposed extension of the Jersey National Park is to designate areas as part of a COASTAL PARK. It therefore follows that
the new extended area should be able to see the sea or be seen from the sea. Various areas have been rejected on this basis eg St John, St
Martin's Village, Queen's Valley Reservoir and inland valleys as they are not considered COASTAL. I would therefore argue that Milton Farm is
not coastal in character as it falls behind the ridgeline. It is part of the general countryside.
2. The consequences of inclusion in the Coastal National Park. From the website it is clear that the aim of a National Park is to encourage
tourism and domestic use which could placed increase pressover on sensitive lands. Possible carparks, signage, toilets, railings, litter bins etc
could in turn destroy the very natural beauty of what is sort to be preserved.
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See SR43 - Coastal National Park

Designating rural and farmland areas as part of the Coastal National Park implies unfeltered access to the public. This will undoubtably result in
some inappropriate behaviour and would also pose dangers to grazing livestock (in our cases horses) and possibly encourage events, picnic
areas, activities etc. as you have, by your website, promoted. There are three types of land in the National Park, public, privately owned by a
charity eg the National Trust and privately owned by a private legal individual or entity. All may open their lands to the public but I do not
believe any can be compelled to do so. I wonder if you are able to confirm that, being within the National Park, no laws or regulations will ever
interfere with fundamental Private Property rights?
Rural St Martin is in the Green Zone which is in itself strictly protects from all forms of new development. The need to be in a National Park for
that reason, to offer extra protection, is therefore not necessary.
To conclude: It is abundantly clear that Milton Farm is not in sight of the sea or leading down to it or in the ridgeline. It is therefore
inappropriate for Milton Farm to be included in the Coastal National Park.
Milton Park and Rue Belin are not coastal falling, in my opinion, into the same category as St John, Queen's Valley and inland valleys which you
have excluded. Thank you for reading my submission.
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNQ-K

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

The Comité Rurale consulted directly with the parishioners of St John via a survey early in 2020 to ascertain their views across a range of issues
raised in the Island Plan Review process, actively engaged with the IPR team and then made a submission including the results of that survey in
December 2020. Amongst the questions posed were awareness of the current Coastal National Park in the Parish ("CNP") (68% said Yes they
were aware) and should the CNP be made bigger (57% said Yes). However, there were no details available on any proposed boundary changes
during the main consultation process which closed in December 2020, and the Jersey Coastal National Park Boundary Review report was not
published until the end of January 2021.
A number of Parishes have engaged with KE Planning to submit a report on the significant issues raised by the Jersey Coastal National Park
Boundary Review report, and we are aware of that report and endorse its findings.
The Comité Rurale in St John raised our concerns with the IPR Team after that report was made public in February 2021, in particular about the
lack of a detailed map with road names to enable islanders to understand if they would be affected by the proposed changes. From our own
enquiries with parishioners, we established there had been no specific consultation with home and landowners in the extension area, and also
with the Jersey construction sector. We specifically requested a much more detailed map of the new boundary location from the IPR team. We
understand that a link to a detailed ARCGis map was made available on the States gov.je website at the end of April 2021,
https://statesofjersey.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=fc50fcd5a59945b3be560d18bcf1493c however we only became
aware of its existence on 25th June. Since then we have not been able to trace any press release or publicity to advise the general public of the
map's existence, or the proposed removal of permitted development rights for properties within the enlarged CNP.
The lack of effective and specifically targeted consultation with the primary group of stakeholders (home owners and landowners) that would be
most significantly affected renders this proposed boundary review invalid and unsatisfactory.
The Comité Rurale requests that it is given the opportunity to take part in further engagement as part of the Bridging Island Plan process. It is
understood that the independent Planning Inspectors will be holding topic sessions during the "Examination in Public Stage", and therefore
would request that it is included in those topic sessions.

BHLZZ12KMU

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

We object to any proposal to extend the National Park, particularly in S Martin Parish and to the arbitrary extension of 30% of the Island to
National Park! Jersey is a small island and the existing Green Areas have sufficient protection for their character through planning and listed
building regulations and legislation.
1.

Farmers on this Island have been protecting this land for many hundreds of years and little has been done to assist this group of
indigenous people who are clearly reducing exponentially. Their homeland, farms and businesses must not be further depleted. We object
to further changing the character of countryside areas to encompass large/ 30% of the Island, this would be wholly out of character with
the prevailing character in many of these areas and must not be allowed.

2.

The State and its agents cannot manage the areas it already calls National Park/ Green Zone effectively-there are endless trees covered in
ivy which will end up toppling over in high winds and we recently experienced the National Trust using extensive amounts of roundup
weed killer on a large area of mixed shrubs along Pine Walk in S Martin -Natural woodland and mixed hedges are an essential part of
healthy natural ecosystems. The recent works along Pine Walk to secure land fall on the headland to the south of Archirondel have left a
totally alien and unnatural design and landform along the roadway wholly out of character with the location.

3.

The lsland is greener now than it has been for many decades with far more trees than it has had in recent decades - all on private land; it is
clearly doing well without all these designations so I fail to see how taxpayers money or any moral argument can be sustained for creating
such an extensive extension to create 30% countryside designation, it clearly cannot benefit the average person on the Island. The
proposed extension to the countryside is unnecessary and
detrimental to the prevailing character of the areas it would take over and we strongly object to it.

4.

Many families, like our own, have lived in S Martin Parish for several hundred years and are some of the oldest families on the Island. They
have undertaken their businesses and created some of the most attractive properties that now exist on the Island. These businesses must
be allowed to continue without additional hindrance by the State - the native peoples have the right to continue their lives as they always
have which has included protecting and respecting the land and their properties. Existing legislation and controls exist, more are not
needed.
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There are several businesses throughout the existing and proposed further extension to these areas. Some of these businesses have existed
for decades and form the generic character and cultural history of the locality and must be allowed to continue to do so. They must not be
hindered by any designation increasing the already sufficient amount of countryside/national park.

6.

The public must respect farmland and must not be encouraged to pick flowers or other elements from such areas or to wander over
farmland. Farmers rightly leave equipment such as extensions to their tractors on their land, it is not appropriate for members of the public
to wander on land clearly designated as farming land and any dogs must not be allowed in such farming areas. I have noticed recent
literature and videos from the States publications showing this and it is very much objected to.

7.

There is a huge problem already in Green Areas with cyclists racing around with little respect for walkers or other users. These need to be
curtailed and large groups of cyclists not permitted to race around as they presently do with little regard to highway and public safety.

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

We have a beautiful Island where a lot of good people have created successful lives and employmsnt and these must be allowed to continue
unhindered. There is sufficient restrictions and controls on our landscape, more is not needed.
A 30% arbitrary increase in the countryside MUST NOT BE ALLOWED.
BHLZZ12KFC

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

OBJECTIONS to Coastal National Park & the Local Plan
I wholly object to the proposal to extend the National Park into our long standing homeland at the above address. Our family have resided here
for hundreds of years and we have seen changes in the area which are wholly out of character with the character that has presided here for
many hundreds of years.
Farmers in particular have been very good arbiters of this area, planting and maintaining trees and tilling the land for many hundreds of years
and this MUST be allowed to continue. Landowners in this area must be allowed to continue to grow their crops, maintain their land and their
property so they can continue to provide food and sustenance for the peoples of the Island and abroad. Such traditions form wonderful
references throughout the records of The Societe Jersaise and other similar organisations and are the foothold of the character of these areas.
We have seen many modem properties and alterations to the land being imposed, in particular along Pine Walk in S Martin and other parishes
which are wholly out of character with the locality.
I can see no reason why the extension of the Coastal National Park should take place and wish to strongly object to this. It is quite upsetting
that none of the fundamental stakeholders were notified of this proposed change - why was that? A meeting was apparently held in S Heller to
discuss this yet no farmers or landowners in these areas were specifically notified - I certainly was not.
Here in S Martin the land and properties are already subject to stringent planning regulations and creating huge arbitrary areas of 30% of the
coastal land to create the proposed Coastal National Park makes no sense. Listed buildings and structures within the coastal areas already have
considerable protection.
Jersey is a small island and increasing coastal areas by almost 30% as proposed can only harm the historic and cultural character that prevails.
Jersey has never been an Island where huge areas are created and preserved almost in uniformity which is what this Coastal National Park
proposal will do.
Minor development rights must not be further restricted as this will hamper already substantially declining businesses.
I wish to object to the proposed Coastal National Park which is in effect an extension to the existing Green Areas and must insist that historic
farmers such as ourselves are permitted to continue our businesses, farming and lives in such areas in the manner we have for many hundreds
of years. This has created the character that prevails in such areas as S Martin.
Further Minor development rights must not be imposed depriving such farmers and businesses of the historic livelihoods they have had for
centuries.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNU-Q

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

I wish to object in the strongest possible terms to the proposed extension to the Coastal National Park in the Draft Bridging island Plan.
I am a landowner in Rozel, St Martin. I live [REDACTED TEXT] on an old Jersey farm. I own the buildings, surrounding fields and meadows, and
woodland. The woodland is currently in the Coastal National Park. The reason for my objections are as follows.
First, and most importantly, at no time have I, or any of us, been consulted about these proposals. From what I can see, a report was
commissioned. The recommendations of that report were to extend the JCNP. The report seems to have been adopted verbatim and proposed
in the Draft Bridging island Plan. Where is the justification for these proposals? Why do we need to expand what we currently have? Are the
current Green Zone restrictions not working? Has anyone actually asked the property owners and landowners if they think there is a problem?
They certainly haven’t asked me. I cannot see any justification for these proposals.
Second, I am very concerned about “access”. Recently there was an “invitation” from the Jersey National Park on Facebook. This was the post.
Today is International Picnic Day and we're happy to announce that Picnic in the Park is back for 2021! Enjoy a wonderful picnic surrounded by
nature's beauty within the Jersey National Park during the month of August. Supported by local restaurants and sponsored by Islands, explore
Jersey's beautiful Park whilst enjoying some delicious food.
It is being suggested that the public just “go out and have a picnic” anywhere in the current JCNP. That includes woodland that I own. If the Park
is extended as proposed then that will include my meadows, fields and property including my house and garden. This cannot be right.
We have, in the last month, experienced people camping without permission in our woods. We have also had people just wandering up through
our woods, though our meadows where we have cattle grazing, and on to our property. This is most disconcerting when we have small
grandchildren in our gardens supposedly enjoying our private property. Extending the boundaries of the Park will only make these issues worse.
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We will almost certainly see an increase in unauthorised “access” over our land. The public will see the word “Park” and access it as they want.
“Park” is defined in the dictionary as “a large public garden or area of land used for recreation”. I rest my case on this point.
Third, I would like to express my concerns about management. It is clear to me that the intention is to “manage” what happens in the JCNP in
the future. Will that include what I do with my fields and meadows? Will the farmers I rent this land to be “restricted” in any way in what they
can do? Will I be told what to grow, and how to grow it?
Fourth, it is clear that the Minister is considering the removal of Permitted Development rights within the proposed JCNP area. I object most
strongly to ANY of my rights being removed in this way. Again, I cannot see that there has been any consultation on this point.
Finally, I would like to say that I am extremely concerned that the control and management of the JCNP will increasingly fall to Jersey Coastal
National Park Ltd. While this private company is funded by Government, it surely cannot be right that unelected people can influence the
management of 30% of the island in this way.
In conclusion, I object most strongly to these proposals to extend the JCNP. It is also very worrying that the whole DBIP is littered with
uncertainties. In many cases “The Minister will bring forward proposals”, or “The Minister will consider”, or “ Planning guidance may be
published by The Minister”, or “The Minister will undertake further studies”. The list goes on. Where is the consultation on all these issues. I very
much hope you will tell the Minister to withdraw these proposals and, if he is determined to make any changes, to consult properly.
BHLF-ZZ1R2KND-6

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

I write to oppose the proposition in the Draft Bridging Island Plan to extend the boundaries of the Jersey Coastal National Park. I submit this
representation as Deputy for St Martin, following considerable contact from parishioners on the proposals. I can state that the vast majority of
response]]s that I have received have been against the planned JCNP expansion. The other responses were concerning the proposed housing
sites. Not one parishioner has contacted me to express support for the JCNP proposals.
The first point I would wish to make is that, even now, many people in St Martin are unaware that there is a proposal in the DBIP to extend the
JCNP. They are even less aware that their property might well be included in the proposals. It needs to be accepted that there has been very
little consultation, if any, with the people who will be the most affected by the proposed changes. Even the “Parish Roadshow” consultation
event (which was reasonably well attended) was little more than a presentation of what was being proposed. No records were kept of those that
attended, or what their expressed a view on, but it was clear to me as someone who was there for the whole time that the main focus of
attention was concerns about the JCNP extension. Parishioners were, quite rightly, putting forward the view that the proposals had been
developed without their knowledge or input.
Second, I would relate that many parishioners questioned why it was proposed to extend the JCNP so far inland. One comment was that the
parishioner lived over 1.75km from the sea, with no possibility of a sea view, and felt their house was “in the middle of the countryside”. They
could see no logical reason why they would be in a “coastal park”.
Third, and on a similar issue, many were concerned about the amount of St Martin that could be “in” the JCNP, if the proposals were adopted.
My research shows me that currently there is 1.7h of CNP in St Martin. The proposal is to increase that figure to 6.05h. That would mean that
over 60% of the parish would come under JCNP restrictions, whatever they are.
Parishioners know that the “devil will be in the detail”, but many pointed out that this DBIP has little of the detail they would like to see. There
were comments that much of the policy is not developed and that the DBIP just hints at the direction of travel, with not information as to had
far any possible restrictions would go.
Some were very concerned about what I would describe under the heading of “access and management”. Many of those who farm, and own,
land in St Martin contacted me. They are all concerned that “access” is becoming an increasing challenge. It was a great concern to them all that
the public will interpret the designation of the “Park” as an open invitation to roam freely, irrespective of crops being grown or animals being
grazed. The farmers were also very concerned that the “management” of land within the proposed JCNP would be increasingly influenced by
those from outside the industry. The farmers that spoke to em were at options to explain how much they have doing in recent years to improve
the environment and biodiversity. They fear for their future, and that further outside intervention will seriously restrict their ability to remain
profitable.
Those who had studied the draft in more depth were concerned about the possible loss of their “permitted development rights”. I know that
any removal of “rights” is a very serious consideration, and I wonder what advice has been tasked in this regard?
Finally, there was a resistance from those with houses inside the proposed JCNP because of the increased difficulty they will encounter if they
wish to develop their property. Nearly all felt that the current Green Zone policy was more than enough to safeguard the countryside from
development. Some questioned why, without consultation, it was felt necessary to increase the presumption against development.
Can I say that, in conclusion, as Parish Deputy I found the DSBIP to be a good document with much to commend it. It is clear, however, that the
issue of the JCNP has been badly communicated to my parishioners. The proposals have, as far as St Martin is concerned, not been properly
consulted on, if at all. I would urge the Inspector to recommend to the Minister that this process is started again in 2023, with a view to
consulting properly before the 2026 Island Plan is decided.

ANON-ZZ1R2KQW-V

Strategic Proposal
1 -Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

I also do not think that St Martin needs to be changed to National Park. The farmers and landowners manage their areas extremely well and I
know it is a worry to Farmers/landowners that people will misunderstand the status and feel they have the right to roam which will upset the
cattle and could damage crops and cause a loss of privacy to some. Things work well in the Parish as they are so please as is. As the cliché goes,
if its not broke don’t fix it
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Strategic Proposal
1 -Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

We are responding to comments posted by Socrates' Architects concerning the strip of beach frontage which is owned by the Biarritz hotel to
the far east of St Brelade's Bay.

[View full
response]

Whilst adjacent to the defined CNP, this site currently serves as the private
amenity space associated with the Biarritz Hotel and its associated landscape
character and quality does not warrant inclusion within the CNP.

Strategic Proposal
3 -Creating a
marine spatial plan
for Jersey

The owners of the property to the west of the hotel's frontage frequently complain about the Flavours cafe which has limited outside seating
and is prohibited from cooking food. These same owners have, on occasion in the past, sought to buy part of the Biarritz’s land in order to
extend their own building. The owners of this property are coincidentally also called Socrates.

Strategic Proposal
2 -Understand the
long-term
requirement of
Jerseys energy
market
Strategic Proposal
3 -Creating a
marine spatial plan
for Jersey
Strategic Proposal
5 – An
infrastructure
roadmap for Jersey
ANON-ZZ1R2KXP-V

Strategic Proposal
4 - A west of island
planning
framework

The frontage which is very narrow compared with others in the bay, and indeed those adjacent to the hotel, is undeveloped and occupied by a
wooden shed which is occupied by Flavours cafe. To the east of the hotel is an unspoiled headland of woodland which continues around the
coast to Ouaisne Bay.

The site sits in the green backdrop zone where development proposals
affecting its open nature, green infrastructure and prominence would fall to
be considered (see Policy GD8).
Its biodiversity value is noted, which would be protected under the auspices
of Policy NE1.

The strip of land Socrates Architects refer to as being a "prominent and likely route" for endangered wildlife is very narrow and occupied largely
by a path from the hotel to the beach. There are various hotel facilities including a petanque area and several seating areas so it unlikely that
any wildlife would be likely to leave the safe haven of the adjoining woodland (from which the Biarritz's strip is fenced off) to utilize this area.
Furthermore what route would this wildlife be following we think it unlikely that the species named (or any for that matter) want to travel up the
land in question to the hotel (there is no access to the road) so their only route would be to the houses west of the hotel which also seems
unlikely.
It is worth noting that changes to the status of this area were proposed in 2014 and turned down.
In short we do not believe that there is any basis for the change of status sought by Socrates Architects.

ANOZZ12KXV

NE1 - Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity
NE2 - Green
infrastructure and
networks
NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character
Proposal 11 Biodiversity net
gain
Proposal 12 Green
infrastructure and
network strategy

We are responding to comments posted by Socrates' Architects concerning the strip of beach frontage which is owned by the Biarritz hotel to
the far east of St Brelade's Bay.

[View full
response]

The frontage which is very narrow compared with others in the bay, and indeed those adjacent to the hotel, is undeveloped and occupied by a
wooden shed which is occupied by Flavours cafe. To the east of the hotel is an unspoiled headland of woodland which continues around the
coast to Ouaisne Bay.

Whilst adjacent to the defined CNP, this site currently serves as the private
amenity space associated with the Biarritz Hotel and its associated landscape
character and quality does not warrant inclusion within the CNP.
The site sits in the green backdrop zone where development proposals
affecting its open nature, green infrastructure and prominence would fall to
be considered (see Policy GD8).

The owners of the property to the west of the hotel's frontage frequently complain about the Flavours cafe which has limited outside seating
and is prohibited from cooking food. These same owners have, on occasion in the past, sought to buy part of the Biarritz’s land in order to
extend their own building. The owners of this property are coincidentally also called Socrates.

Its biodiversity value is noted, which would be protected under the auspices
of Policy NE1.

The strip of land Socrates Architects refer to as being a "prominent and likely route" for endangered wildlife is very narrow and occupied largely
by a path from the hotel to the beach. There are various hotel facilities including a petanque area and several seating areas so it unlikely that
any wildlife would be likely to leave the safe haven of the adjoining woodland (from which the Biarritz's strip is fenced off) to utilize this area.
Furthermore what route would this wildlife be following; we think it unlikely that the species named (or any for that matter) want to travel up the
land in question to the hotel (there is no access to the road) so their only route would be to the houses west of the hotel which also seems
unlikely.
It is worth noting that changes to the status of this area were proposed in 2014 and turned down.
In short we do not believe that there is any basis for the change of status sought by Socrates Architects.

Proposal 13 Change permitted
develop rights in
the Coastal
National Park
BHLF-ZZ1R2KK4-K

NE2 - Green
infrastructure and
networks

We applaud the suggestion that the coastal national park be increased to 30 % of the island land-base.
The inter-tidal zone should also be protected, in addition to that 30 %. Dredging devastates the marine ecosystem, and should be completely
outlawed within the jurisdiction of the island.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
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The Minister is grateful for and notes the support for this proposal.
See SR53 - Creation of a marine park
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Minister’s detailed response

Objection to CNP boundary

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

The proposed national park authority should be well funded, and the rangers should have the authority to prevent people damaging the
environment by inappropriate use.
Rather than building on green field sites to provide homes, unused offices and other government-owned properties should be converted to
accommodation.
ANON-ZZ1R2KCP-7

NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character
Strategic Proposal
13 - Change
permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

ANON-ZZ1R2KPW-U

NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character

Objection to landward extension of CNP

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

ANON-ZZ1R2KCH-Y

NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character

Objection to CNP boundary

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

Objection to CNP boundary

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park
ANON-ZZ1R2KCU-C

NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character
Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

ANOZZ12KX5

NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character

Objecting to landward extension of CNP boundary. Separate comments attached.

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

ANON-ZZ1R2KP4-R

NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character

Objection to CNP boundary

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park
ANON-ZZ1R2KVP-T

Strategic Proposal
2 – Understanding
the long-term
requirements of
Jersey’s energy
market

Need:
1.

The need to extend the boundaries inland has not been adequately proven. It appears to rely on a piece of work that was undertaken
during 2020 (Jersey National Park Boundary Review, 2021) that identifies a number of issues and challenges. It is not clear how or why
these issues and challenges have been identified or how they affect
interested parties who own and manage land in the extended Coastal National Park landward area.

2.

The rationale often quoted for the protection provided by national park designation is ‘to prevent inappropriate development’, with
examples being given of blocks of residential apartments and houses above Portelet Bay (St Brelade), or the replacement of a
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SP5 – Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment
SP6 – Sustainable
island economy
PL5 – Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Comments

Minister’s detailed response

modest house with a modernist mansion at La Coupe (St Martin). However, these developments were approved before the creation of the
Coastal National Park in the 2011 Island Plan, and under the previous Island Plan. Thus, it should be recognised that
the current designation, boundaries and planning policies do provide protection for sensitive coastal landscapes.
3.

Indeed conversely, policy PL5 in the DBIP actively encourages development in the Coastal National Park, albeit where
such development meets a broad set of criteria.

4.

It is our assertion that the current 2011 Island Plan already sets a high bar in terms of development in the Green Zone and the success in
protection of sensitive landscapes and agricultural land in this land-use decision making context should be acknowledged as sufficient.

5.

The point that adequate protection already exists is also made in the Island Plan Strategic Issues and Options report (page 30) under the
heading of Landscape Protection;
“The remainder of the countryside (not within the present Coastal National Park) is within the Green Zone, where there is a general presumpt
ion against all forms of new development. As a result, the majority of the Island’s countryside and much of its coastline – comprising about 8
5% of the Island – benefits from a high level of protection against new development”.

6.

This is further evidenced in the Island Plan 2021-30 Strategic Issues and Options Findings Report, (page 2) which shows, in response to a
question on future landscape protection, that replies were split evenly between the ‘same level of protection’ as current (46%)
and ‘higher level of protection’ (48%).

7.

In addition, the Island Plan Review Preferred Strategy Report makes no mention of extending landward boundaries of the Coastal
National Park. The proposal to extend the Coastal National Park has only appeared in the Draft Bridging Island Plan.

NE3 – Landscape
and seascape
character
CI9 – Countryside
access and
awareness

Published
response link

Consultation and Process:
8.

The DBIP claims to be the result of wide stakeholder engagement, however, as
regards any extension of the CNP the consultation is considered wanting in many ways

9.

Despite the many investigations and reports, including the core evidence base, relating to the Island Plan Review process, there is no
evidence to support extension of the CNP boundaries.

10. For example, in the Island Plan Strategic Issues and Options investigation none of the 27 questions asked of the public were related to the
CNP or its expansion. The Full Technical Consultation report contained no references to the extension of the CNP. The Findings report only
made brief mention of the CNP and there was no mention of boundary extension.
11.

It is surprising, therefore, that the Preferred Strategy Report only makes one mention
of the CNP (page 6) which simply states “this will include revision of the spatial extent of the Coastal National Park”.

12. The DBIP draws reference from the Countryside Access Strategy for Jersey 2016 in its policy formation. It is a matter of concern to the
authors of this submission that the research on which this strategy is based also did not include sufficient input from landowners and the
agricultural industry. As another example, attendance at the ILSCA (Jersey Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment)
Stakeholder Consultation Workshop on 31 Oct 2019 was held with just 31 people, with negligible or no
representation from the farming sector.
13. It can be concluded therefore that, with regard to the DBIP, there has been little or no consultation with individuals or bodies that either ow
n, manage or occupy land and properties within the area included within the proposed landward boundary extension.
14. The only document relating to the Coastal National Park boundaries, which culminated in the proposed extension in the DBIP was the
report prepared by Fiona Fyfe Associates Ltd, entitled ‘Jersey Coastal National Park Boundary Review – January 2021’, which
contained some significant flaws, notably;
a.

The report evidences insufficient consultation by acknowledging that the
only stakeholder consultation, held in September 2020 in the midst of a pandemic, involved “approximately 30” people, which
included the authors and officers of the Island Plan Review.

b.

The Steering Group did not include anyone who represented the interests of landowners and the agricultural industry. Indeed, the
only non-civil servant members could be described as having a vested interest in seeing the boundaries extended, which could lead
to the perception of inbuilt bias in the preparation of the report.

c.

The report recognises that there is a lack of clarity of purpose between the spatial designation of the Coastal National Park in the
Island Plan and reference to the
Jersey National Park as a vehicle for “management and recreational aspects”, however it is silent on how this
important divergence is resolved.

d.

The criteria used to assess the proposed boundary (Ref. 6.2, P.8) is based on an extensive list of items, not one of which relates to the
current employment use of land.
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e.

The report states that the current Coastal National Park is “unlikely to meet international requirements
for protected areas”, but provides no evidence that this is the case or indeed the relevance of such a designation. Furthermore, it
appears contradicted when large parts of the south east coast already have international recognition through RAMSAR designation.

f.

The report encourages aspirations to extend what is a landscape designation
into areas of intervention in management “which can be agreed through supplementary documents or other appropriate mechanisms”,
with the potential to take the decision on a radical redefinition of lawful occupation into an unaccountable forum, e.g. Ministerial
decision or by an ALO (Arm’s Length Organisation), without any mechanism for redress. By approving the landward extension of the
Coastal National Park, is this what islanders are agreeing to? It is not clear.

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

Establishment & Operation:
15. The Coastal National Park is currently a planning designation for land use decision making under the current Island Plan, however, the
Government of Jersey has supported the establishment of Jersey National Park Limited (JNPL) as the “primary advocate” for the national
park. There is concern that this is a confusion of role which will lead inevitably to ‘mission creep’ with JNPL assuming powers of policy
making and management over land designated within the Coastal National Park. This could occur, for example, through seeking status as a
statutory consultee on all planning applications and result in a conflict of interest when JNPL itself makes planning applications in
sensitive areas.
16. It is understood that JNPL has been established as a private company, registered as a Jersey charity, and which raises significant questions
of governance as it is unclear, and unpublished, as to;
a.

what the lines of accountability are,

b.

to what extent powers are vested in JNPL, how they are limited and how they can be changed,

c.

the composition of the membership of the company,

d.

the likelihood that control on activity of the company will be lost to the Government of Jersey, as has happened in other situations,
thereby in effect outsourcing land use policy over a significant area of the Island.

Impact on property owners & occupiers:
15. A property or land owner finding themselves within the newly extended Coastal National Park is likely to have
enjoyment of their property adversely affected as there
is a commitment for the Minister to “explore changes” to permitted development rights. This lacks clarity and should be explained.
17. There is concern that agricultural activity on agricultural land will lose primacy. It is noted that under the ‘Sandford Principle’ primacy in the
national park would be recognised, when assessed against the stated purposes of the park, as being;
a.

Firstly, the conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the park, and

b.

Secondly, the public understanding and enjoyment of its special qualities. Without reference to agricultural use, it is likely to lead to
greater conflict and could lead to loss of agricultural land through activities such as ‘re-wilding’ which are ill
defined, unproven and unassessed in the Jersey context.

18. The park, which has encouraging access as a main aim, will undoubtably contribute to the perception that agricultural land
is a public amenity resource rather than employment land for the production of food. Encouraging access to land that is genuine ‘land for
a public park’ is understandable and the associated health benefits are recognised, however, when this is on private land it must be at the
behest of the owner/occupier. In this context, public liability insurance premiums have in some cases more than doubled over
the last 24 months.
19. To provide some context, it should be noted that Jersey has some 2.1 miles of publicly accessible path per square mile, compared to the UK
at 1.8 and Guernsey at 1.4. (Sources: Government of Jersey, UK Office for National Statistics, States of Guernsey). The authors, who represent
the organisations that have signed this submission question whether there is a need for more public access to the countryside. Jersey’s
network of Green Lanes run through much of its interior countryside and which gives priority to non- vehicle users.
20. Public access is an area of considerable concern to the agricultural industry. There is no doubt that the COVID induced ‘lockdowns’ have
resulted in more people walking through the countryside. Many farmers are happy to engage with genuinely interested members of the
public, however there needs to be recognition that the farmed countryside is
a place of employment and industry like a building site or an office.
21. Access by members of the public should be controlled and at the behest of the farming industry to avoid hazardous, costly and
undesirable outcomes, which include;
a.

dangers posed by, and to, grazing livestock,

b.

damage caused to growing crops and equipment,

c.

contamination of food destined for human consumption,
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d.

breaches of biosecurity increasing the risk of spread of disease (e.g. Neospora from dog faeces),

e.

uncontrolled dogs worrying livestock and contaminating land,

f.

abuse of farmers by members of the public,

g.

a rise of aggravated behaviour from extremist activists,

h.

fly tipping and general litter.

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

Not to mention the risk of accidents involving members of the public whilst on private land and the potential claims that might arise.
A clearer vision for the countryside:
23. Jersey’s countryside is a working landscape – it is not a park. Indeed, the current Island Plan describes it as a living landscape, within which
there is much activity taking place. This context does not appear to have informed the January 2021 Report. There is enormous concern
that the needs of those people who look after the countryside and deliver its contribution to the island’s character and quality have been
ignored by this proposed designation.
24. This submission does not claim expert competence on the marine environment and therefore no comment is provided on proposals to
extend the sea boundaries of the Coastal National Park, however there is logic in a small island jurisdiction with one of
the world’s largest tidal ranges basing any 'national reserve ' on the maritime environment.
25. This leaves the established system of SSSI’s to protect particularly important areas of the terrestrial environment which can then be
achieved in a more targeted as opposed to blanket manner. In addition, the recently promulgated Wildlife (Jersey) Law 2021 provides the
Minister with the ability to designate Areas of Special Protection in support of biodiversity.
26. By taking this approach it would avoid concern that, by placing an arbitrary boundary across agricultural land, the effect is the creation of
a ‘two tier’ countryside which, in a small island, is unnecessary and undesirable.
27. As an example, a PR agency, on behalf of JPNL, has sought information on farms within the Coastal National Park, expressing a view of
promoting their produce as having some form of intrinsic special quality. This would have the effect of inferring a ‘degrading’ of produce
not emanating from the Coastal National Park and is something that would be strongly resisted by the agricultural industry.
28. It is more appropriate to promote the high standard of all agricultural produce in Jersey as all professional farmers in the Island are
accredited by the LEAF mark scheme (Linking Environment & Farming) demonstrating high principles of environmental
management. Therefore, the entirety of Jersey’s farmed countryside should be promoted as being of
an equal status as occurs in the current Island Plan where it is categorised as Green Zone.
29. The agricultural community is actively engaged with initiatives that go beyond LEAF through organised school visits to farms, promotion
of the Industry as a career choice, targeted and locally tailored environmental enhancement schemes, and advanced monitoring schemes
to assess just where the Island stands against other similar jurisdictions (as opposed to inapplicable global averaged data).
30. Farmers today are implementing initiatives that improve the countryside and increase biodiversity, which form part of accreditation
schemes that support the marketing of their produce.
31. It is important to recognise that all agricultural land is important as we reach a ‘critical mass’ of farm businesses. The ability to fulfil
branded value-added markets for Island produce, and supporting the Island’s heritage and identity, is dependant on maintaining the land
bank. Modern agriculture is practised using ever fewer inputs of synthetic pesticides and fertiliser which in turn requires a greater land
area to increase crop rotation and improve natural soil fertility.
With regard to public access, it is suggested that emphasis and investment should be applied to the maintenance and enhancement of the
existing public access facilities in areas of an island that is already well served by footpaths, beaches, Green Lanes and other public spaces.
ANON-ZZ1R2KCH-Y

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

See attachment to representation: Coastal National Park representation, St John

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

ANON-ZZ1R2KCU-C

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

See attachment to representation: Coastal National Park representation, St Martin

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

ANON-ZZ1R2KFG-1

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

The Board strongly supports the collective initiative of the Agricultural Industry and Jersey landowners in recommending that the proposed
terrestrial extension of the Coastal National Park should be postponed until clearer public consultation has been conducted as to the
management and public access policies within it. To be clear, the Board does not oppose the maritime extension, and neither does it oppose
the increased stringency of future development, but it does not understand why a proposed terrestrial national park encompassing 30% of the
land area of the Island needs to be created to effect such policies.

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

ANON-ZZ1R2KP4-R

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

See attachment to representation: Coastal National Park representation, St Peter

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park
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ANON-ZZ1R2KPC-7

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Comments
See attachment to representation: La Solitude, La Rue de La Solitude, St Martin, requesting policy support for existing employment/commercial
site now in the proposed Coastal National Park

Published
response link
[View full
response]

Minister’s detailed response

See SR43 - Coastal National Park
And
SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites as
protected industrial sites

ANON-ZZ1R2KPW-U

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

See attachment to representation: Coastal National Park representation: La Coupe, La Rue de la Coupe, St Martin

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

ANON-ZZ1R2KXY-5

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

See attachment to representation: Coastal National Park representation, St Ouen

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5Y-2

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

See attachment to representation: St Peter’s Valley Green Preservation Groups petition

[View full
response]

ANON-ZZ1R2KCP-7

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

See attachment to representation: Coastal National Park representation, St Mary

[View full
response]

BHLF-ZZ1R2KY9-6

PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

See attachment: Various Grouville representations.

[View full
response]

The character and nature of the valley is recognised in the Integrated
Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment, which will be used to assess
landscape character and appropriateness of development when determining
planning applications. A change to apply further designation to this land
would not alter that assessment, and it is to be noted that both the Green
Zone and Coastal National Park planning zones are assessed under the same
policies (PL5, NE3, and H8, in particular ) and are therefore, subject to the
same baseline considerations which have regard to the special qualities of
landscape character.
See SR43 - Coastal National Park

There has been no change to the shoreline zone for the Royal Bay of
Grouville.
Further policy protection is given to the Shoreline through Policy GD9 Skyline views and vistas where consideration of the impacts on open
landscape or strategic views will be assessed as part of planning applications
for development.
It must be noted that this representation incorrectly assumes that those sites
highlighted in the Sustainability Appraisal technical annex are proposed for
designation in the plan. They are not. Only those sites which appear in the
draft Bridging Island Plan are proposed for designation. The technical annex
of the SA is a GIS-based assessment of sites which had been proposed to the
Government of Jersey through the call for sites process.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNB-4

ANOZZ12KJSH

PL- Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

[View full
response]

See SR 43 – Coastal National Park

The proposed coastal park extends over land used for other purposes including agriculture and other developments. Whilst I understand and
support the need to protect the environment, I disagree with extending the 'coastal park' inland beyond the immediate headland/unused areas.
There is already protection against development for these areas e.g. green zone restrictions (see 4 above) and the many other
ecological/environmental studies now required prior to any planning application.

Policy NE3 –
Landscape and
seascape
character

'Park' is usually understood as an area of public land - many of the areas marked on the map for the proposed coastal park are not in public
ownership so it is not a 'park' in the generally understood sense.

NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character

The change to the CNP boundaries need to be held open to further stakeholder review. The original CNP works well as a planning zone, but
the concept of a National Park in the ilk of how they are in the UK was ill conceived and is borne out of a lack of understanding as to how
National Parks in the UK came into being. The name has connation's attached to it...free access, right to roam etcetera. It is confusing to bot
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It is clear that Jersey's CNP has a different genesis than those in the UK,
primarily based on landscape protection and not access to the countryside,
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Published
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locals and tourists to call this a National Park and means that people could wrongly believe they have a right to drive, picnic and visit much
private land in these difficult to define areas.

Minister’s detailed response
and should not be conflated with the legal basis of designations in other
jurisdictions. There is no right to roam in England and Wales, and access to
the countryside varies as set out in the Countryside Code:
(https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-countryside-code/thecountryside-code-advice-for-countryside-visitors).
See SR43 - Coastal National Park

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character

8.0 EXTENSION OF THE COASTAL NATIONAL PARK

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

8.1 On page 11 of the DBIP, it is stated that “The bridging Island Plan increases the protection afforded to the special and unique assets in the
island from inappropriate development.”
8.2 It would be interesting to hear which developments have occurred in the countryside and existing Coastal National Park during the current
IP period which are deemed to be “inappropriate” and which have caused undue damage to the environment of Jersey.
8.3 It is the view of Chamber that there are already very stringent controls on development in both the CNP and the Green Zone which provide
more than adequate protection from inappropriate development.
8.4 It is worth noting that under the current proposals for the extension of the CNP, almost two thirds of the Parishes of St Martin and St Ouen
would be within the CNP.
8.5 Whilst the need to preserve and enhance the coastal character is very much appreciated by Chamber, such preservation needs to recognise,
as does the current IP, that the landscape of Jersey is a working landscape and that it has adapted to human needs over time. Virtually none of
the CNP is truly “wild”.
8.6 Under the DBIP permitted development rights are proposed to be removed from all properties within the CNP (although the actual wording
is that the Minister will “explore changes to permitted development rights”). At a time when the Planning Department is, by its own admission,
under-resourced, one is drawn to the conclusion that the increased workload which would inevitably rise from such a move would be very
difficult to cope with.
8.7 The removal of the current Coastal National Park policy makes it difficult for applicants to fully understand which policies might apply to
development in this area. The authors of the Plan contend that the new policy layout will make things easier, but this is not our impression.
8.8 For instance Policy SP2 states the following.
“Outside the defined built-up area, within the countryside, around the coast and in the island’s marine environment, development will only be
supported where a coast or countryside location is justified, appropriate and necessary in its location. Development in the Coastal National Park
will be very limited to protect its outstanding landscape and seascape character.
The appropriate development of previously developed land and of under-utilised land and buildings will be supported. In particular,
development which makes the most efficient use of land, and which optimises the density of development, will be encouraged.”
8.9 Is one supposed to infer from the above that whilst development in the CNP will be very limited, if it is an appropriate development of
previously developed land or of under-utilised land or buildings it will be supported? The message is unclear and gives scope for considerable
confusion.

ANON-ZZ1R2KSV-W

I would like the boundary of the proposed Coastal National Park extension to continue from Rue to Grantez in St Ouen to Mont Pinel at the
junction with Rue de Mahaut. The proposed boundary goes down Ruette de Grantez and into Le Vier Mont but this excludes an important
green field and meadow and makes no sense whatsoever. This description is in the St Ouen’s Bay section.

[View full
response]

As set out in the Jersey Coastal National Park Boundary Review, the proposed
changes to the boundary of the CNP here sought to embrace the coastal
plain, coastal valleys, escarpment and the top of the escarpment in order that
entire visual unit of St Ouen's Bay was included, in particular, to provide
protection to the extremely sensitive landscape. In doing this and having
reagrd to the objective of aligning the boundary as far as possible to roads
and other phsyical features on the grounds, La Vier Mont and La Ruette de
Grantez are the closest roads to the skyline. Land further east i.e. La Rue de
Grantez, falls away and does not, therefore, represent part of the skyline of St
Ouen's Bay.
See SR43 - Coastal National Park

Proposal 6 - Sustainable Communities Fund
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

Proposal 6 Sustainable
Community Fund

The AJA broadly support the five Places Policies, except as outlined below.

[View full
response]

See SR66 - Developer viability and deliverability

[View full
response]

See SR66 - Developer viability and deliverability

[View full
response]

See comments for Response ID BHLF-ZZ1R-2KNZ-V.

[View full
response]

See SR66 - Developer viability and deliverability

Viability Note & Infrastructure Capacity Report:
The AJA have partnered with JeCC, Jersey Chamber of Commerce, C Le Masurier Ltd. and Dandara Ltd. for employing Lichfields to provide a
specific representation about the proposed dBIP Sustainable Communities Fund, the April 2021 Viability Note and the December 2020
Infrastructure Capacity report to which AJA Members contributed.
The AJA fully support and reiterate the findings in the Lichfield June 2021 consultation representation and their findings in Appendix 1 that the
April 2021 Viability Note assessment is fundamentally flawed; failing to assess the cumulative impact of Jersey Government imposed existing and
proposed levies on development, also significantly under-estimating Jersey residual land values and actual building costs.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

Proposal 6 Sustainable
Community Fund

Recognising the challenges to secure the sustainable future development of Town, a Sustainable Communities Fund will be established and
funded through a land development levy, subject to approval by the States Assembly.
Work to design and introduce the Fund will take place over the plan period of the bridging Island Plan.
Additional Cost on Development See Lichfields Report.

ANONZZ1R2KX5-1

Proposal 6 Sustainable
Communities Fund

I endorse the comments by the NT for Jersey on this section.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KFU-F

Proposal 6 Sustainable
Communities Fund

(SCF)

This Fund should be much more ambitious. It is entirely appropriate to capture for society a significant proportion of the uplift in land values
that are driven by rezoning for development, especially as this increase in value is entirely unearned. A 3% tax is far too little: it should be at
least 20%.
2.3 The BIP acknowledges that there are several policies which intend to secure contributions from development to support public community
infrastructure, which are generally implemented through POAs (BIP p.77). The BIP notes the shortcomings of this approach, with not all
developments making contributions through POAs and a purported lack of contributions to address indirect or cumulative impacts of
development. To address these, the SCF proposes to capture a proportion of development value, based on a standard rate which is applicable
to the amount of new floorspace provided, effectively operating in the same manner as English Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and the
recently withdrawn proposals for a Jersey Infrastructure Levy (JIL).

See SR66 - Developer viability and deliverability

2.4 The implementation of a development levy in Jersey (JIL) was proposed in 2017, for which the States prepared viability evidence and
consulted on a proposed charging schedule. In Lichfields’ response]] to that consultation (on behalf of the JeCC - see Appendix 2) we raised
serious concerns about the principle of a flat-rate levy in Jersey in light of the lack of available data and – for any data which was available – the
significant variation in data (e.g. in residential development site sales10) which makes it difficult to establish what an ‘average’ development site
looks like.
2.5 The notion of an ‘average’ development site in Jersey is made yet more difficult given the strict constraints which have existed – and will
continue to exist in the BIP – on developing both in and outside the existing built-up area. This – combined with the absence of an overarching
policy requirement to maintain a housing land supply – means that in times of shortfalls in housing delivery, development cannot come forward
relatively easily on unallocated (and typically greenfield, which are generally more straightforward and cheaper to development than brownfield)
sites in the same way that would occur in other planning systems in the UK. The BIP appears to acknowledge this by stating that “the most
significant barrier facing housing delivery is the supply of land” (p.186). Just some examples of policies in the BIP which illustrate this:
Policy SP1 – Responding to climate change – seeks to “direct growth to areas of previously developed land…”;
Policy SP2 – Spatial Strategy – “development will be concentrated within the island’s built-up
Spatial Strategy – “development will be concentrated within the island’s built-up area… within the island’s primary main urban centre of Town
which will accommodate much of the island’s development needs… Outside the defined built-up area, within the countryside, around the coast
and in the island’s marine environment, development will only be supported where a coast or countryside location is justified, appropriate and
necessary in its location. … The appropriate development of previously developed land and of under-utilised land and buildings will be
supported. In particular, development which makes the most efficient use of land, and which optimises the density of development, will be
encouraged…”;
Strategic Policy 7 – Guidance for Community Participation
Planning for community needs – “…residential development must make a positive contribution to the island’s housing stock, by delivering
homes at optimal densities in sustainable locations, of the right type, tenure and size…”;
Strategic Policy 4 – A west of island planning framework
Smaller settlements – “Proposals for residential development will be supported where they comprise redevelopment of existing sites, residential
infill, or alterations or extensions to existing dwellings...”;
PL5 – Countryside, coast and marine environment
“To protect the countryside and coast and to ensure development is concentrated in the most sustainable locations, the development of new
homes will not be supported except in very limited circumstances…. Agricultural land will be protected, particularly where its characteristics
mean the land is of high quality and value to the agricultural industry…”; and
H8 – Housing outside the built-up area
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sets out that housing outside the built-up area will not supported except in specific cases, for example it is an extension to an existing dwelling
which is proportionate, where development comprises sub-division of a dwelling which is necessary to accommodate a care need, where
development represents the optimal use of a farm building where no alternative use is appropriate (see also Policy ERE3) or where replacement
dwellings are not larger the existing dwellings (unless this is functionally necessary).
2.6 In addition to these policies which seek to severely restrict residential development outside the built-up area, there are a number of highly
protective policies related to non-residential uses, which will further limit the availability of residential development sites even within the built-up
area, for example:
Sustainable island economy - “A high priority will be given to the creation and maintenance of a sustainable, productive and diverse economy,
with support for new and existing businesses, particularly where they encourage the development of a local market for goods and services,
attract small footprint/high value business and foster innovation. In particular, there will be support for: the protection and maintenance of
existing employment land and floorspace for employment-related uses; the redevelopment of vacant and under-used existing employment land
and floorspace for employment use…”;
ER1 – Retail and town centre uses
proposals for change of use in the core retail retail from retail to non-town centre uses will not be supported, and in the St Helier and Les
Quennevais town centres changes away from town centre uses will only be supported where specific criteria are met;
ER4 – Daytime and evening economy uses
similar to Policy ER1, changes away from existing daytime/evening economy uses will only be supported where specific criteria are met;
ERE1 – Protection of agricultural land
“The development or loss of agricultural land will not be supported unless in exceptional circumstances and where: 1. the proposal will
not lead to the loss of high-quality agricultural land, … [and] 2. the nature of the proposed use genuinely necessitates and is
appropriate to its proposed location”.
2.7 This means that, where they do come forward, most residential development sites in Jersey come forward on brownfield land where sites are
subject to widely varying costs for remediation and redevelopment as well as widely varying existing use values. The collective impacts of these
restrictive residential policies and protective policies for other uses clearly has impacts on development viability in Jersey which are not reflected
in the viability evidence base. For example:
The viability assessment assumed an existing use value of £1.9m/ha for industrial land, despite having no evidence for this. Evidence provided by
Le Masurier on a number of recent transactions illustrates how substantial an under-estimate this is, as shown in Appendix 1 Figure 1; and
The existing use value of other uses (such as retail and hotel uses, and which could conceivably represent sources of residential land in the
future) is substantially higher than the £1.9m/ha for industrial land (which was applied to all brownfield sites in the viability assessment).
Appendix 2 Figure 3.2 and Figure 3.3 illustrate that on these bases there would be no scope to introduce a development levy on virtually all
schemes (and this is even before an uplift to an appropriate viability threshold is considered).
2.8 The BIP notes that the contribution would represent – potentially – c.3% of development value, although the actual amount would be
determined by a new viability assessment at that time. This is clearly a significant cost which needs to be reflected in any viability evidence which
seeks to justify a fixed levy. Notwithstanding our concerns about the principle of a levy, we also note that the viability assessment did not
account for a number of policies and proposals in the BIP11 such as policies related to biodiversity, emissions, water use, percentage for art, and
(following basic scrutiny) still failed to demonstrate that a levy was viable. In the context of these new BIP policies - which will further add to
development costs – there is serious doubt that future evidence can robustly demonstrate that a levy can be introduced.
2.9 There is an assumption that any new levy (or any other policy/contribution which would result in increased costs) would be reflected in the
lower price paid for land12 however this is a fundamental misconception of what happens in Jersey. Whilst this may occur in England, this
assumption fails to recognise the fundamental differences in economic, tax and planning systems13. In Jersey, there is a very short supply of
housing land (indeed this is acknowledged in the BIP itself); this lack of competition disincentivises landowners to accept lower values for their
land (in combination with other factors, such as low inheritance taxes, which mean land can be held on to for long periods with little penalty).
The case is very different in England, where local authorities are required to update and maintain a five year supply of deliverable housing sites
which meets housing needs, with the addition of a buffer (of up to 20%) which is specifically included to ensure competition for land.
2.10 Furthermore, the BIP clearly identifies the majority of land for open market development is to come from brownfield sites. This means that
virtually all potential residential sites will already have a commercial value (such as a hotel, office or retail value). If a development levy is
introduced which forces the [potential] residential land value below its existing use value (in one of these alternative uses) then the site will
simply not come forward for development, since its value in its current state is higher than it would be if sold for residential development. This
further risks reducing the availability of land and increasing the housing shortage. Overall there is a real risk that the implementation of a fixed
levy will not only undermine viability but also stifle development, owing to the lack of competition for housing land and lack of disincentives for
holding onto land for long periods of time.
2.11 Further clarification is also needed specifically on community infrastructure improvements will be funded through a SCF. This is in light of
the Infrastructure Capacity Report (December 2020) which found that most community infrastructure improvements were already planned for
and/or funded14 and did not identify any specific community infrastructure improvement which may require funding through a development
levy.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KYP-W

Strategic Proposal
6 - Sustainable
Community Fund

Comments

The plan proposes a new fund based on the value gained from planning permission. This could create a real or apparent conflict of interest with
the department thought of as gaining from permissions granted.
Suggestion: Planning permission and any taxation for this should be kept separate with any tax raised being held centrally and not by the
department.
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[View full
response]

There would be no conflict of interest in the establishment and operation of a
fund, which would be established and operated relative to a new legal
framework.
Planning decisions would remain open to appeal which, in Jersey, is open to
first and third parties.
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GD1 – Managing the health and wellbeing impact of new development
ANON-ZZ1R2KPN-J

GD 1 - Managing
the health and
wellbeing impact
of new
development

The terms of GD1 do not adequately cover impacts resulting from development for medicinal cannabis, including and in particular, noise
impacts on residential development.

[View full
response]

Policy GD1 is not designed to list the very specific impacts which may arise
from different forms new development, as the name suggests, they are
general development considerations. The Minister does however note that
noise and amenity impact is addressed as a general development
consideration, and therefore the issue will be considered under the auspices
of this policy.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

GD 1 - Managing
the health and
wellbeing impact
of new
development

All development proposals must be considered in relation to their potential health, wellbeing and wider amenity impacts, and will only be
supported where:

[View full
response]

The Bridging Island Plan makes provision to consider noise, dust and vibration
for both for construction periods and operational activity once a development
is in use. The Government website also has extant guidance dealing with the
construction phases..

1.

the development will not unreasonably harm the amenities of occupants and neighbouring uses, including those of nearby residents, and
in particular, will not:
a. create a sense of overbearing or oppressive enclosure;
b. unreasonably affect the level of privacy to buildings and land that owners and
occupiers might expect to enjoy;
c. unreasonably affect the level of sunlight and daylight to buildings and land that owners and occupiers might expect to enjoy; or
d. adversely affect the health, safety and environment of users of buildings and land by virtue of emissions to air, land, buildings and
water including light, noise, vibration, dust, odour, fumes, electro-magnetic fields, effluent or other emissions.

Can you foresee any areas where this could prevent development especially in town areas? Taken to the letter it could lead to more appeals. Is
the noise, vibration dust, odour, etc. following construction or during or both?

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

GD 1 - Managing
the health and
wellbeing impact
of new
development

Clear guidance is required in relation to space and parking standards – over several years current SPG ‘s have become obsolete from Planning
modifying their requirements applied to applications. As previously noted there has been a failure to keep SPG’s updated to reflect current
standards being applied. This has inevitably led to significant confusion and varying interpretation between Planning Case Officers.

[View full
response]

SR 64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

GD 1 - Managing
the health and
wellbeing impact
of new
development

GD 1 - Health and wellbeing impact of development

[View full
response]

The term 'wider amenity impacts’ means amenity impacts beyond the
development site, which may be for example, the amenity impact upon
neighbours.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJF-4

GD 1 - Managing
the health and
wellbeing impact
of new
development

The SPG on Minimum standards must be updated, or the policy should reflect that most developments should exceed these. Sadly many new
developments only meet minimum standards, which does not provide as much space as we should aim for most of the population to enjoy.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and agrees that Minimum space standards are important
for wellbeing, and will be bringing forward an update to the SPG.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

GD 1 - Managing
the health and
wellbeing impact

All development proposals must be considered in relation to their potential health, wellbeing and wider amenity impacts, and will only be
supported where:

[View full
response]

The importance of managing light pollution forms part of the assessment of
proposals, guided by the Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character

is supported. We suggest an explanation is provided of the important phrase ‘and wider amenity impacts’ as its meaning is unclear.
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of new
development

1. The development will not cause unnecessary light pollution

ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

GD 1 - Managing
the health and
wellbeing impact
of new
development

The JeCC would welcome further guidance on the proposed application of the Strategic Policy, in particular during the period of construction
and how this will be factored in to the application and Planning Policy. Our members operate to high standards of health, safety and wellbeing,
introduced with the implementation of the Management in Construction (Health and Safety) Regulations (Jersey) 2016. Further improvements in
health, safety and wellbeing practice are always welcomed, and therefore the opportunity to work with the Government on meeting the
aspirations of how this Strategic Policy will be implemented, BEFORE it is implemented, would be welcomed.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the wish for further engagement in the implementation of
this policy. Engagement in the production and development of Proposal 9 –
Design statements and statements of sustainability will help shape the
implementation and interpretation of wellbeing when considering
applications for development.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

GD 2 - Community
participation in
large-scale
development
proposals

Larger-scale development proposals, of 10 or more homes or 400sqm floorspace and over, must be subject to consultation with the community,
prior to a planning application being made. A community participation statement should be submitted as part of the proposal
providing evidence of:

[View full
response]

The aim of the policy is set out in the preamble. The Minister acknowledges
the need for further guidance within Proposal 7 – Guidance for community
participation.

[View full
response]

The community participation policy sets a clear intent to ensure appropriate
engagement is undertaken prior to the formal planning process to inform the
development of detailed plans and is therefore not a duplication of the
planning advertisement process.

•
•

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response
Appraisal under NE3, management of light levels forms part of GD6. Whilst
important, the Minister does not agree that this is a strategic aim of the plan.

the consultation that was undertaken, including who was consulted, on what, when and
how the consultation was carried out; and
how any feedback received from the consultation was taken into account in the formulation of proposals.

What is the intention behind this? i.e., to try and reduce appeals? Does it apply to conversion/extension or just new build? 400m2 could be as
little as four apartments / 1 x 400ft2 home? Clarify Large scale. How wide is the consultation required? i.e., neighbours or wider area. What form
should this take. Public meeting/correspondence? Whilst the aims of this are appreciated and in certain instances this work is already
undertaken, the concern is the size of developments now requiring this, Additional cost for consultants fees added to already high development
costs. Additional time for applications especially taking into account feedback and demonstrating how it is taken into account.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

GD 2 - Community
participation in
large-scale
development
proposals

This unnecessarily duplicates the statutory Planning application public advertisement and consultation process, therefore community
participation should be optional not mandatory particularly for private houses. The thresholds for community engagement are contradictory,
because 10 or more homes would equal circa 1,000m2 development compared to 400m2 for a single development. The requirement that
domestic applicants for large houses / extensions undergo public consultation will be unreasonably intrusive.

SR 64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

GD 2 - Community
participation in
large-scale
development
proposals

Community participation, and the associated proposal are strongly supported.

[View full
response]

The support for this policy is noted.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

GD 2 - Community
participation in
large-scale
development
proposals

The Trust requests that the Jersey National Park be made a statutory consultee for developments within or adjacent to the Coastal National Park
and that the Société Jersiaise and the National Trust for Jersey be made statutory consultees for planning applications involving listed buildings,
conservation areas, archaeological and ecological SSIs.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the request that the Jersey National Park to be made a
statutory consultee for applications in vicinity of the Coastal National Park.
However, the Minister notes that to be made a statutory consultee would
require a law change and therefore, not a matter to be addressed through
the development of the Plan. The Jersey National Park may be added to the
consultee notification list.

ANON-ZZ1R2KM5-P

GD 2 - Community
participation in
large-scale
development
proposals

In a Jersey context it would not be unheard of for large, private dwellings to exceed 400sqm, which would require community involvement
under this policy. I would believe this to be an unreasonable and intrusive invasion of privacy for the would-be homeowner, so would suggest
that this requirement be removed where private dwellings are concerned.

[View full
response]

SR 64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KKX-Q

GD 2 - Community
participation in
largescale
development
proposals

Community engagement is a must

[View full
response]

The Minister generally agrees with these points and believes the policy
framework of the draft plan deals with them appropriately.

GD6.2 the use of materials, details, colours, finishes, signs and illumination relative to the character and identity of the area; and its townscape or
landscape setting;
My comment- in relation to colour- more properties with white roofs are required to reflect heat (can roofers get white slates?)

GD 8 - Green
backdrop zone

In relation to design- where people spend the majority of their time e.g. living rooms/kitchens, these should be south facing, with bedrooms
north facing (this will help keep rooms warm where people spend the majority of their time and cool where they sleep.
GD6.8-“The sustainable use of resources including land, natural, water, energy and materials with storage, waste, servicing and provision of
utilities integrated into the design”
My comment- in regard to the use of water, these are built into the product via the manufacture. Eg. Basin taps only have 10/12mm
connections. In the event developers put this aspect into their application, this should be pointed out to the developers.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

GD 2 - Community
participation in
largescale
development
proposals

All community consultation must include a detailed account of what environmental impact the development causes, how such impacts will be
mitigated and how it will contribute to the enhancement of environmental and biodiversity objectives

[View full
response]

The Bridging Island Plan has a sustainability appraisal to ensure the policy
framework is competent in delivering future sustainability. Further guidance
to help implement GD2 – Community participation in large-scale sites will be
subject to further planning guidance under Proposal – Guidance for
community participation. Assessments will need to factor in the high priority
to protect and improve the biodiversity under Strategic Policy SP5, further
elaborated in in Policy NE1 – protection and improvement of biodiversity and
geodiversity. .

ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

GD 2 - Community
participation in
largescale
development
proposals

The JeCC do not consider developments of floor area of 400 m2 to be ‘large-scale’ and consider the threshold above which this proposal is to
apply to be too low. JeCC support all forms of appropriate, structured public participation in both the planning and delivery of developments.
We also note the very active participation by the public in planning and development projects (for instance, the third party appeals process
under the present Planning Law is already far-reaching), and challenge whether further consultation on developments that could be as little as
two four-bedroom houses or five two-bedroom apartments is entirely appropriate. The additional costs to developers (in consultancy time to
engage in the process) will be significant. The JeCC therefore request further guidance on why this level of engagement is necessary, in addition
to the present Planning process, and whether the approach proposed will achieve the desired outcomes.

[View full
response]

SR 64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)

ANON-ZZ1R2KSR-S

GD2 – Community
participation in
large scale
development
proposals

The SBBA would like this Guidance to:

[View full
response]

Proposal 7 – Guidance for community participation will be produced and
consulted upon to assist the implementation of Policy GD2. This will set out
the requirements for public consultation prior to a planning application and
how such can be evidenced.

[View full
response]

A planning obligation agreement as a legal instrument can be used to secure
heritage and biodiversity requirements.

1.

2.
Proposal 7 –
Guidance for
community
participation

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

GD 3 - Planning
obligation
agreements

discourage a practice of certain developers' agents stating that has consulted with community groups or members without stating what
their feedback was to the final proposals rather than claiming their final proposals addressed or responded to that feedback (suggesting
approval of the group/individuals concerned)
ensure that minutes of pre-application meetings are published or, as a minimum, statements by developers' agents suggesting they had
been given certain advice by Planning or its Director (such as in the Wayside application) checked and approved by the relevant
representative of Planning.

The Trust supports this policy, which should be extended to include securing the restoration and repair of listed buildings including through the
offices of conservation organisations such as the National Trust for Jersey or a building preservation trust. It would also suggest that biodiversity
enhancement is added to restoration of land.
It is noted however that the success of such a policy relies on adequate monitoring and enforcement in order to ensure that obligations are met
and that work is completed to the required standard and in accordance with approved plans. Whilst the applicant will pay the legal costs it
should be acknowledged that public investment will be still be required in terms of providing adequate resourcing for future regulation by IHE.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KKX-Q

GD 3 - Planning
obligation
agreements

Need to be used to secure appropriate ecological assessments of sites and to ensure that conditioned mitigation, compensation or
enhancement of sites is undertaken. Currently planning is toothless with respect to ensuring these measures are completed.

Published
response link

The Minister disagrees that POAs are toothless and no significant issues with
implementation of POAs are experienced. The means to enforce biodiversity
net gain requirements will be a matter for further consideration as this
requirement is explored further priority to implementation.

These will also be required to enforce biodiversity net gain (BNG) whereby in the UK parties can enter into a 30 year management agreement
for sites which are included within BNG for a development.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

GD 3 – Planning
obligation
agreements

Their use may be:

ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

GD 3 – Planning
obligation
agreements

BHLF-ZZ1R2KN9-U

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

Proposal 8: supplementary planning guidance: planning obligation
agreements will allow full consultation on the purposes POA’s serve. Current
guidance allows them to be used to support, protect and improve natural and
historic environments. The specific uses to which POA’s can be put does not
need to be on the face of the policy.

The JeCC note the present and proposed use of Planning Obligation Agreements (POAs) under this proposed Strategic Policy. However,
the JeCC would oppose any attempt, in the present climate, to increase the burden of managing the compliance with POAs as a part of the
Planning Policy.

[View full
response]

See SR 66 - Developer viability and deliverability

GD 4 – Enabling or
linked
development

There seem to be risks within Policy GD4 could lead to material increases in development. In particular, paragraph 2 suggests that support may
be given to a ‘proportionate amount’ of development where this will make a scheme viable. I would suggest that there should be some
reference to the relative physical scale of the enabling or linked development, to make it clearer that a small amount of development in the
context of a scheme might be acceptable, but a large ‘linked’ development would not be accepted – it may be said to be ‘proportionate’ (in
terms of economics) for a housing development to be twice the size (or to be twice as dense) if this is necessary to make the scheme financially
viable, and I think it should be made clearer that the enabling or linked development should form a limited ancillary part of the scheme in terms
of its scale/density (perhaps with some relevant criteria being stated – eg that enabling or linked development should constitute no more than
x% of the development area, or lead to an increase in density of no more than y%).

[View full
response]

The consideration of enabling and linked development will always be on an
individual basis, relative to the individual circumstances. The policy is clear
that this will be limited to the minimum required to make a scheme viable, if it
is accepted.

GD 4 – Enabling or
linked
development

Point 1 of the policy should also include heritage benefit.

[View full
response]

Viability will be considered as part of enabling and linked development in
appropriate circumstances. The Minister will have regard to commercial
sensitives when considering viability information.

•
•
•

To enhance the natural and built environment
To enhance the biodiversity of the development site and its surroundings
To provide public open space and children's play areas

All financial documents relating to capital requirement and financial viability must be published and made publicly accessible as part of the
planning application process. Enabling or linked development must be wholly transparent and not subject to business confidentiality issues. If a
business is reluctant to provide such information then they should not be eligible for enabling development which in essence is a public
benefit.

GD 4 -Enabling or
linked
development

Applications that propose enabling or linked development proposals will only be supported where:

ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

GD 4 -Enabling or
linked
development

ANON-ZZ1R2KT3-U

GD 4 -Enabling or
linked
development

See SR 66 - Developer viability and deliverability

[View full
response]

Policy NE1 – Protecting and improving biodiversity and geodiversity sets out a
high priority and will need to be taken into account when considering new
development.

Enabling or linked developments are often the critical part of a wider masterplan and crucial to unlocking gains because of wider development.
They sometimes provide the missing financial or non-financial gain required to make a development viable. Their context should therefore be
seen not as a singular application that would doubtless fall on its merits, but as a linked application to a wider Planning Consent sought.
The JeCC is pleased that the draft Strategic Policy seeks to recognise this. The JeCC hopes though that the application of this Strategic Policy will
not result in stayed decision of an application on the grounds that the wider application for Planning Consent is required to be determined at
the same time, as this is not always possible and may – in due course – involve considerable sacrificial or nugatory costs and burden on
developers and landowners.

[View full
response]

The consideration of any planning application cannot be ‘stayed’ to deal with
areas of land not subject to an application, however, a planning obligation
agreement tied to a decision would be the appropriate tool to ensure that
the linked developed took place in an appropriate manner, which may include
sequencing an timing of development.

The retention of enabling development as option for generating investment is supported where deployed in genuine circumstances.

[View full
response]

Noted

The proposals include targets to enhance the area's biodiversity and other environmental initiatives
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

GD 5 - Demolition
and replacement
of buildings

10. DEMOLITION AND REPLACEMENT OF BUILDINGS

[View full
response]

See SR 44 - Demolition

10.1 Chamber has already written to the Minister in regard to the confusion caused by Policy GD1 (1a) of the current IP.
10.2 The previous version of the Plan included Policy (GD2), which required justification to be presented at Planning application stage for
demolition of buildings. It stated that the demolition of a building or part of a building “will not be permitted unless the proposed development
involves the demolition of a building or part of a building that is not appropriate in sustainability terms to repair or refurbish..”.
10.3 In practice this Policy was dropped in the 2014 Revised IP version, as it was impossible to administer and because of the lack of objective
empirical evidence that was available to prove or disprove the unsustainability of demolition. Nevertheless, by the Department’s own admission,
a vestigial policy was retained in the revised IP 2014 (GD1 (1a)) in error, which
meant that GD2 was still able to be applied when deemed appropriate by the Department. In practice this vestigial policy has been used by
objectors when trying to block schemes.
10.4 The DBIP has not only ignored representations regarding the unworkability in practice of GD1(1a) but has reinforced the concept that
demolition of buildings should be avoided as far as possible, this time in terms of reduction of waste arising and in consideration of whole life
carbon emissions.
10.5 The preamble to Policy G5 states the following.
“Buildings also contain embodied energy that is lost when demolition occurs. This, consequently, stimulates the need for additional energy to
produce materials and construct a replacement structure. This loss and use of energy contributes to local and global carbon emissions and,
therefore, needs to be carefully considered as part of the island’s commitment to become carbon neutral. Before the demolition of buildings
can be supported options to retain them, in-whole or in-part, through refurbishment or adaptation must be thoroughly explored.”
10.6 It is important to understand the full impact of what is being proposed here, and, to emphasise the point, the preamble also states the
following.
“In respect of the evidence required to demonstrate the environmental and sustainability merits of the proposal, sustainability indicators should
be applied to determine whether the demolition and replacement of a building, or its retention, is the most sustainable option overall. As a
minimum a sustainability statement should address the following environmental factors, with supporting evidence, where appropriate:
•

•

the density of existing and proposed development – consider whether the density of existing buildings on the site is optimal for the
location having regard to the spatial strategy, the site context and whether or not the building can be appropriately extended or altered to
optimise density, having regard to the intended/proposed use.
overall carbon impact – consider whether the demolition and replacement of the building would lead to less or more carbon emissions
than its retention and/or extension and refurbishment to higher building and operating efficiency standards. The estimation of emissions
should have regard to its contribution to:
•
emissions generated on-island through building materials and consumption of hydrocarbon fuels;
•
consumption and dependence on bought-in energy supply and;
•
emissions created off-island by the sourcing, manufacture and importation of
materials.”

10.6 This policy is not only incredibly onerous and costly for applicants (who, it should be remembered, and particularly in light of the
uncertainty surrounding the planning system in Jersey, often have very little or no certainty that a scheme will obtain an approval) but is also
currently impossible to objectively administer for the following reasons.
10.6.1 The Planning system has historically been in place to control the use of land and buildings, the appearance and scale of buildings, the
impact on neighbouring amenity, and protection of valued assets. Accordingly, planning application designs are developed to a stage of
refinement necessary to enable these matters to be considered properly, but by no means are the designs developed to a stage where there is
sufficient information for them to be actually built, as there are many variables to be considered as the design progresses, not least of which are
cost considerations, material availability, practicalities of building, and detailed site conditions. To develop a design to this stage of refinement
would require substantial additional design work which represents substantial additional cost for a scheme which may not in practice be
successful in gaining planning permission.
10.6.2 The new Policy GD5 will require far greater detailed design work at an early stage in order to fully identify which materials are to be used
and how they are used, in order to try to accurately calculate the carbon emission of each component.
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: General development | 5

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

See relevant statements:

10.6.3 Even if such work were to be undertaken, accurate peer-reviewed data as to the embodied carbon of building materials and components
is simply not available. There is some information available within the UK, but this is incomplete, not peer-reviewed, and certainly not applicable
to Jersey, owing to the fact that there are additional transport and staff-generated emissions to be taken into account.
10.6.4 By way of examples, if a building is to be a timber frame structure, the embodied carbon can be estimated, but will depend on the source
of the timber – is it from Scotland or Canada? If there are steel components (which there will be, even if only nails and screws), is the steel
sourced originally from the UK or China?
10.6.5 Embodied and lifetime carbon figures can only be supplied by manufacturers, as only they know the source of their raw materials, their
transport arrangements and their manufacturing energy requirements. In practice, this changes on an annual basis, and such figures are not
checked by independent assessors.
10.6.6 Accordingly, embodied and lifetime carbon emission data for building materials is inaccurate at best in the UK, and simply not available
for Jersey. In order for this policy to work, the States would need to commission a peer-reviewed scientific study, specific to the Island, and
would need to continually update the data.
10.6.7 Even were this data to be possible to collate, who in the Planning Department would be qualified to assess the accuracy of submissions?
The likelihood is that there will be no one, so the data provided will be treated as a tick-box exercise by Planners, yet open to question by
objectors who will be able to raise doubt as to the accuracy (and honesty) of the data submitted.

ANON-ZZ1R2KQV-U

GD 1 - Managing
the health and
wellbeing impact
of new
development
GD 5 - Demolition
and replacement
of buildings

Policies GD5 (Demolition & Replacement of Existing Buildings) & H8 (Housing outside the Built-up area) & H8 (Housing outside the Built-up
area)I am very concerned that , whilst the demand for housing in Jersey continues to escalate, the proposed new planning policies that seek to
control new housing development are becoming ever stronger and that the government is therefore effectively choosing to ignore the very real
problems that Jersey faces.

SR 44 - Demolition
SR 40 - Housing outside the BUA

In particular Policy GD5 now requires applicants to reach such a high bar, in terms of providing compelling 'scientific' evidence of a building's
unsuitability for retention, that few schemes are likely to be approved on this basis. This new policy now applies not only to whole buildings but
even to 'parts of' an existing building
Whilst it is accepted that the Island Plan as a whole seeks to concentrate new housing within an increasingly dense 'Built up area' there is also
significant potential in Jersey to relieve housing demand by improvements to the housing stock within the Island's other protected planning
zones . For example, Jersey has an abundance of ugly, poorly built and designed post-war housing (particularly small bungalows from the 196080s) within the countryside areas, often on large plots. In my view these houses are a visual 'blight' upon the countryside and should be allowed
to be replaced with much more attractive, better constructed and more energy-efficiency houses for those with growing families who can afford
a better quality home, thereby releasing their existing houses for those one step further down the housing ladder.
However, with the proposed revisions to the Island Plan, such proposals would be unlikely to obtain planning consent. I do understand that the
justification for these policies relate to a desire to minimise the island's carbon footprint. This is a laudable aim but it must be considered in
relation to the very particular challenges that Jersey faces - i.e: a serious house shortage on a very limited landmass leading to unaffordable
housing for a large proportion of residents.
In my view, given Jersey's very unique set of problems, we should instead concentrate our efforts to reduce carbon emissions in other ways (Eg:
encouraging and supporting changes to the day-to-day lifestyles of islanders, micro-generation of energy, integrated transport networks, tidal
power schemes, electric car infrastructure etc etc) rather than contributing to the social problems and inequities of the island by restricting a
perfectly reasonable method of supplying good quality new homes to the market through what appears to be a virtual moratorium on
replacement buildings.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

GD 5 - Demolition
and replacement
of buildings

This resurrects and replicates Policy GD2 that appeared in the draft Revised 2011 Island Plan but was deleted from the final version approved by
the States Assembly. The AJA query why this is being resurrected and will provide further submission on the reasons why this Policy was deleted
from the current Revised 2011 Island Plan.

[View full
response]

See SR 44 - Demolition

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

GD 5 - Demolition
and replacement
of buildings

is supported with one reservation. We suggest an important additional factor should be added to the text and/or policy to the effect that in the
case of listed buildings, or non-listed buildings in conservation areas, or buildings of distinctive character elsewhere, such buildings may make
an important contribution to policy objectives relating to local identity and placemaking.

[View full
response]

The demolition of Listed buildings is covered in Policy HE1, and explicit
reference made in the justification to that policy (see page 125 of the draft
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Bridging Island Plan). Demolition in conservation areas is addressed in Policy
HE4.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJF-4

GD 5 - Demolition
and replacement
of buildings

Economic Viability should be defined. Most structures will be economically viable to retain and restore if the policy dictates their retention - as
this will influence the value of the site.

[View full
response]

See SR 44 - Demolition

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

GD 5 - Demolition
and replacement
of buildings

Policy GD5 and the accompanying text should refer to unlisted buildings, as listed buildings are dealt with under Policy HE1. The Trust suggests
that justification documentation for proposals to demolish buildings must be published and made available for public scrutiny as part of the
planning application process.

[View full
response]

See SR 44 - Demolition

ANON-ZZ1R2KSR-S

GD 5 - Demolition
and replacement
of buildings

The SBBA respects the admirable intent of this policy to achieve sustainability. However, we have a concern its content could frustrate the
improvement of the design and standard or visual amenity of future tourist accommodation/premises along St Brelade's Bay seafront. We
suggest the final paragraph is amended to make allowances for improvements of this nature, at least pending the completion of the proposed
St Brelade's Bay Improvement plan.

[View full
response]

Design improvements will be considered when contemplating the relative
merits of demolition and replacement of buildings (GD5). See SR 44 Demolition

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

GD 5 - Demolition
and replacement
of buildings

Whilst Visit Jersey is very supportive of steps that can be taken to reduce the carbon footprint of the tourism industry, careful consideration
must be given to buildings that service the visitor economy that are no longer fit for purpose. For example, Jersey is already lacking in accessible
tourism product with facilities such as lifts and ramps for wheelchairs in public areas as well as accessible guest accommodation.

[View full
response]

See SR 44 - Demolition

[View full
response]

The wording of the policy is clear.. Policy NE1 – Protecting and improving
biodiversity and geodiversity sets out a high priority and will need to be taken
into account when considering demolition under this policy.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the support for this policy. The plan includes a reference to
the extant Jersey Design Guide.

Within the Economy section of the Bridging Island Plan, the Minister highlights the importance of ensuring that Jersey’s tourism product
continues to adapt to the changing tourism market involving new investment in an improved tourism offer and in the provision of high-quality
bed stock. Visit Jersey is in full agreement with this view, and when deciding whether a building should be demolished or refurbished, we stress
the importance of any refurbishment being able to meet the standard required by the visitor economy, having consideration to the evolving
needs of consumers. This is not only in terms of issues like accessible tourism product but for example, having the ability to install air
conditioning systems in hotel rooms or incorporate other specific design features that reflect consumer demand.
In order to protect and enhance the island’s sense of place and unique character, we must ensure that this policy does not result in old,
unsightly and unused derelict buildings remaining, in cases where refurbishment wouldn’t enable the building to meet the standard required by
the visitor economy, but demolition or replacement may potentially be restricted under the proposed new policy.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

GD 5 – Demolition
and replacement
of buildings

Applications for the demolition and replacement of buildings, or part of a building, must be accompanied by sufficient information which
demonstrates that the likely environmental or sustainability benefits of the proposed development outweigh the retention of
the existing building. with particular regard to the impact on climate change of the demolition in relation to the benefits of retaining and refitting
the building.
Any proposal for the demolition of a building must be accompanied by detailed plans for the enhancement of the sites biodiversity integral to the
plans for the new development.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

GD 6 - Design
quality

The AJA applauds and supports the design quality ambitions. Key design guidance should be implemented so that the apparent drive for ‘offIsland’ architectural design being imported wholesale into Jersey has a format to follow, to improve knowledge of ‘local’ in a drive to raise
standards of on-island design, in the absence of engaging ‘buy local’ architectural services that know and understand the Island inherently but
constantly appear to be disregarded. This links back to community engagement and the ability for local input. SPG guidance here would be
beneficial in generating and supporting locally relevant architecture that reflects the uniqueness of Jersey, in all its aspects. The imminent plans
for the new Hospital, Waterfront and Port development brings the need for meaningful and joined-up, design-focussed, community
engagement on these major public projects into even sharper focus.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

GD 6 - Design
quality

GD 6 - Design quality

[View full
response]

The Minister notes support for the policy – save for the requirement to set
out where there is a deviation from design advice and the requirement for the
Jersey Architecture Commission’s advice to be published as part of the case
file to an application. This is not a matter for planning policy. The
supplementary planning advice supporting how and what information is
required for a planning application is available on the government website
and the terms of reference for the Commission confirm that issued written
notes can be published as part of the planning case file. The Minister is not
minded to amend the policy in this regard.

is supported with two reservations. We suggest that where a development proposal deviates significantly from advice given by the Jersey
Architecture Commission the applicant should be obliged to submit a written explanation for such deviation. In the interests of transparency in
the planning process, we suggest that where a planning application has been the subject of written advice by the Commission, such advice
should be published as it is self-evidently a material consideration in the determination of the application.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

GD 6 - Design
quality

This policy is supported, but it should include references to enhancing and protecting biodiversity, and to beauty.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes support for the policy. Policy NE1 appropriately deals with
enhancing and protecting biodiversity.

ANON-ZZ1R2K4H-G

GD 6 - Design
quality

JE is working to develop ‘load managed EV charging solution that encourages overnight charging when there is surplus capacity on the Island
network.

[View full
response]

At present a third of the island’s emissions arise from road transport. The plan
sets out a requirement to reduce the need to travel by private vehicle and
increase the use of sustainable and active modes of transport. Policy SP1
supports the delivery of low carbon energy schemes. The preamble to the
GD6 sets out how the challenges of responding to climate change can be
accommodated including the provision of electric charging infrastructure.
Policy TT4 refers to vehicle electric charging points in its preamble and policy
TT2 notes the requirement for electric bike charging points. The Minister does
not agree that this specific element needs to added to the policy as it is
covered in G6(8).

[View full
response]

The Minister notes that concerns about listed buildings and future
development. Policy H1 sets out how future planning applications for works to
protected structures will be assessed including advice on demolition. Policy
GD6 sets out guidance for consideration of design quality for future planning
applications including commercial buildings Policy GD7 sets out clear
guidance on where tall buildings may be accommodated within town, which
sits within the strategic policy to ensure new development is sustainably
located.

[View full
response]

Policy NE1 – Protecting and improving biodiversity and geodiversity sets out a
high priority and will need to be taken into account when considering the
design and function of buildings and their settings. This does not need to be
added to the principle of the Policy nor does the further clause needed on
the face of the policy.

[View full
response]

The Plans Strategic policies acknowledge the need to respond proactively to
Climate Change, SP1, and to plan for community needs at SP7 which puts
sustainable communities and their well being at the heart of the Plans policy
framework.

JE recommends:
•
•
•

ANON-ZZ1R2KJ5-K

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

Developments should be provisioned and have suitable ‘secondary Low Voltage (LV) infrastructure’ (wiring work) pre-installed to facilitate
the future installation of load-managed EV charging equipment which will evolve over time.
Planning process for EV charging stations and enclosures are given ‘accepted development’ status
Adoption of the Citizen’s Assembly Recommendations for Transport (4) R1-5

GD 6 - Design
quality

It is essential that the Fort Regent dome (a listed building) is retained and is not demolished. This is a beautiful part of our skyline and a symbol
of our Island identity.

GD 7 - Tall
buildings

I see little commercial need for any new commercial or residential buildings in St Helier to be higher than the current IFC buildings. This really is
the maximum we need in a community of this size.

GD 9 – Skyline,
views and vistas

There is a general perception that the design quality of many new commercial buildings in St Helier is not sufficiently distinctive or unique.
Therefore design quality must be prioritised in future.

GD 6 – Design
quality

A high quality of design that conserves, protects and contributes positively to the distinctiveness of the built environment, landscape, and wider
setting and biodiversity will be sought in all developments, in accord with the principles of good design.
Development will be supported where it can be demonstrated that the design successfully addresses the following key principles:
1.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

Applications must be accompanied by sufficient information which demonstrates that the likely environmental or sustainability benefits of the
proposed development limit or remove the impact of the development on biodiversity and geodiversity, and provide for the mitigation of climate
change impacts.

GD6 – Quality
design

The creation of public open space, children's play space and space for nature should also be at the core of this island plan. Any development
which does not enhance one or more of these three essential issues must be rejected.

CI6 – Provision and
enhancement of
open space

These issues are central to human health and wellbeing. Together with the climate emergency and the biodiversity crisis, human health and
wellbeing must be the drivers of development proposals.
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The Interim Island plan proposed a number of sites to be developed, particularly for housing. A set of criteria must be developed to evaluate
each site in order to assess is suitability for development, and to understand the wider impacts on landscape, human wellbeing, climate and
biodiversity.

Minister’s detailed response
The need for good quality, usable public space as part of future development
is set out in Policy GD6 and further expanded in Policy CI6 seeking both the
provision and enhancement of public space.

Each site must have a significant justification for development and a full assessment of the wider impacts of the development must be provided,
before any site is approved.
Several sites contribute to the impression of 'ribbon development' and destroy open space which currently breaks up the development pattern
of the island, Any site which contributes to the impression of ribbon development must remain undeveloped.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

GD6 - Design
quality

Light pollution is an increasing problem with significant impacts, particularly with the current architectural fashion to incorporate external
lighting and large windows which cause extensive light spillage.

[View full
response]

The importance of managing light pollution forms part of the assessment of
proposals, guided by the Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character
Appraisal under NE3, management of light levels forms part of GD6 and the
requirement to take account of Light pollution is on the face of Policy GD1.
The Minister Is not minded to amend the plan further.

Support for further guidance and the work of the Jersey Architecture
Commission is noted. The Terms of Reference for the Commission set out
when the formal Notes issued following a review are published.

This issue causes two enormous problems
•
•

It is wasteful of energy which contributes to the climate emergency, and
It impacts on wildlife, exacerbating the Biodiversity crisis.

Policies must be developed to stop the increase in light pollution which blights the countryside.
•
•
•
•

Light pollution has a significant impact on wildlife.
Light pollution causes the urbanisation of the countryside.
Light pollution has a negative impact on human health and wellbeing
Light pollution masks the wonder of the night sky from people

1.

Any development proposing external lighting must provide a justification for such lighting, and only in extreme circumstances, necessary
for public safety, should external lighting be permitted.

Proposed developments with large windows and other factors which encourage light spillage must provide evidence that all light spillage has
been mitigated and reduced to as low as possible.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

Proposal 9 Design statements
and statements of
sustainability

The proposal to review and issue revised supplementary planning guidance is welcomed, as the Trust does not consider the Jersey Design
Guide to have stood the test of time and it is rarely referenced by either applicants or planning officers. It should be acknowledged as a key
criterion against which planning applications are assessed and determined.
The Jersey Architecture Commission should be given the power to call in planning applications for review. All reports by the Commission should
be published as and when a planning application is submitted.

[View full
response]

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

GD 7 - Tall
buildings

notes that a building will be considered to be a tall building if it is two or more stories above the prevailing contextual height. It goes on to state
the following. “Proposals for the development of a tall building will only be supported where: ….. it has ground floor activities that provide a
positive relationship to the surrounding streets, and public realm; ..”

[View full
response]

If this means that some kind of community or commercial use is required at ground floor, in areas such as parts of Les Quennevais (targeted for
increased densities) where the predominant building form is bungalows, this would mean that a three-storey building would be required to
have a commercial or community use at ground floor. This is clearly not achievable, and the clause will be able to be used to prevent
intensification of use in such areas.

The policy requires that any tall building is well located in its locality in terms
of composition, proportion, scale and character in its surroundings and that
its height is appropriate to townscape. The clause that deals with the ground
floor seeks activation of that space to allow it to have a positive relationship
to surrounding streets and public realm. The policy intention is not to stifle
the use of the ground floor rather to ensure that it is well related to place and
function. As such, the general land use of an area will guide how active the
ground floor uses will need to be.
See SR07 - Policy GD7 - Tall Buildings
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

GD 7 - Tall
buildings

The policy preambles of ‘Tall Building’ suggests the term ‘relative', an interesting term when considered against the future Hospital which is
supposed to be acknowledging the policy. Zone CA10 of this policy suggests a question on the height being no taller than 3 storeys on the
ridgeline. The relative classification of ‘storey’ height needs to be more clearly defined with actual heights. The same applies to the Willie Miller
Urban Character Appraisal, which refers to numbers of (non-dimensioned) storeys, without any Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (TVIA)
justification.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the concern that storey heights are not empirically defined
within policy GD7. However, it is contended that policy GD6 sets out design
quality requirements and GD7 defines what a tall building is by reference to
its context as well as storey heights. To provide an empirical reference full
story heights would be challenging because domestic single story to the
extremes of hospital single story are significantly different. Therefore, the
policy is predicated on a contextual assessment linked to GD6. And the St.
Helier Urban Character Appraisal (2021).
See SR07 - Policy GD7 - Tall Buildings

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

GD 7 - Tall
buildings

is supported with one major reservation. To the list of reservations should be added:
•

[View full
response]

‘should not cause unreasonable harm to the setting of a listed building or the setting of a conservation area’.

The Minister notes the request to include the wider setting of listed buildings
as one of the clauses to the policy. However, policy H1 clearly sets out how
impacts to the setting of listed buildings and places will be considered when
planning applications are being assessed. As such the minister is not minded
to add this as an additional clause to the policy.
See SR07 - Policy GD7 - Tall Buildings

ANON-ZZ1R2KM5-P

GD 7 - Tall
buildings

I disagree with the zonal map that supports this policy, which shows area CA10 as being capable of supporting buildings of 6 storeys, even
though this zone extends up the natural escarpments that surround St. Helier where the predominant building height is only a maximum of 2 to
3 storeys and where this land is also designated GBZ. Further analysis may be required if this type of assessment is to be applied and in light of
its apparent lack of detailed consideration I would question its inclusion in support of policy.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the concern that the plan supporting the policy specifically
Character Area 10 includes escarpments forming the edges of St. Helier. The
St. Helier Urban Character Appraisal (2021) referenced in the preamble to the
policy sets out specific design parameters for each character area. For
Character Area 10 this clearly limits development within the backdrop of the
escarpments and the scale of new development on the skyline.
See SR07 - Policy GD7 - Tall Buildings

ANON-ZZ1R2KSR-S

GD 7 - Tall
buildings

1.

GD 8 - Green
backdrop zone
GD 9 – Skyline,
views and vistas
Proposal Guidance for
community
participation
Proposal - Percent
for art
supplementary
planning guidance

2.

3.

The SBBA notes the recommendation in 3.7 of the St Brelade's Character Appraisal (page 8) that any proposals that might breach the
skyline when viewed from St Brelade's beach should be referred to Jersey Architecture Commission for additional scrutiny. The SBBA wishes
this recommendation to be incorporated into Policy GD with two modifications as explained below:
a. In the experience of the SBBA the Jersey Architectural Commission traditionally has evaluated building design rather than scenic
context, which proposed Policies SP4 and PL5 consider important to Placemaking and coastal areas. The Integrated Landscape
and Seascape Assessment offers some guidance on skyline management in coastal areas such as St Brelade's Bay: planning
officers and the Planning Committee therefore are likely to benefit from an opinion from a professional authority on landscape on
the merits of an application in terms of siting in landscape context and landscape design (with pictures of theist from public
viewpoints being proved by the developer).
b. The view of protected skyline of the Bay should not be confined to the view from its beach. The Bay is adjacent to two important
Coastal National Park areas and forms part of a popular scenic coastal walk. As such, it is viewed from its pier, Portelet Common
(Ouaisné headland), Le Grouin point and parts of the cliff path behind St Brelade's path towards Beauport Bay in the context of
these adjacent Coastal National Park areas. The recommendation therefore should be implemented and extended to views from
these areas.
The view of the Bay from coastal footpaths and headlands at Portelet Common and from Beauport is an important value to tourists and the
public alike. An approval of an application to develop private residences on the Wayside site will lead, if the development occurs, to the
obscuring of the Bay's historic Conway Tower from public footpaths and a hotel veranda. Please include after references to 'strategic views'
in the first and second paragraphs of this Proposed Policy 'views of listed buildings on the shoreline of bays in coastal national park areas
and St Brelade's Bay from coastal headlands'.
The word 'significant' in the third paragraph (in the context of views to and fro the shoreline zone) is too permissive to the expansion and
extension of private residences in this area (which also is at the expense of future/potential tourist economy and public amenity
development). In the experience of the SBBA, similar wording in current Policy BE3 has enabled a private residence in the Bay's Shoreline
Zone under the current Island Plan to be expanded to the detriment of the green backdrop of St Brelade's Bay as well as views of the Bay
for bus travellers. The SBBA therefore suggest the words 'significant views' are replaced with the wording alone the lines of 'views, in the
case of private residences, or significant views in the case of tourist economy premises'.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the concern about views of development from St Brelade’s
Bay and the wider landscape setting should be taken into account. The
Minister believes that the requirement to take account of landscape, seascape
character and the importance of the coastal National Park are dealt with
under other policies for the plan. Further work to assess the specific impacts
and character of the bay will be properly be dealt with in detail within the
proposed St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan. Amendments to the policy,
with specific reference to St Brelade’s Bay are not supported.
See SR07 - Policy GD7 - Tall Buildings
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[View full
response]

The Minister notes the concern that storey heights are not empirically defined
within policy GD 7. However it is contended that policy GD 6 sets out design
quality requirements and GD 7 defines what a tall building is by reference to
its context as well as story heights. To provide an empirical reference full
storey heights would be challenging because domestic single story to the
extremes of hospital single story are significantly different . Therefore, the
policy is predicated on a contextual assessment linked to GD 6.

Policy GD9 is the only policy that refers to the Shoreline zone of St Brelade's Bay and more work needs to be done to recognise that this
area has a role in potentially further despoiling or supporting the scenic value of the Bay's Green backdrop.

It offers an opportunity to import design standards consistent with the Green backdrop into the area accordingly, pending progress (if any) of
the St Brelade's Bay Improvement Plan. The SBBA requests the inclusion of wording that states redevelopment and /or extension of existing
development in the Shoreline Zone should be sensitive to the context of the Bay's green backdrop and landscape setting in terms of scale,
design, materials and colour, and should include ancillary 'green' landscaping complementary to the wooded scarp areas of the Bay.
The SBBA believe some specificity about landscaping is necessary because the Countryside Character Appraisal (CCA) to which the current
Island Plan refers identifies the Bay as dune-land (the CCA did not include a tree study).
A recently approved development (Wayside, again) on the Bay's shoreline led to a scenic backdrop of trees and shrubs being removed
(including listed trees) to create 'dune-land' landscaping and a 'lizard sanctuary' which incidentally also created views for two luxury residences
on the site.
The SBBA regards such landscaping as incongruent with the wooded nature of the 'green backdrop' of the Bay which is the result of landscape
design instigated by the 1989 Environmental Improvement Plan for the Bay (paragraph 4.86 of the current Island Plan states the 1989 Plan
continues to be relevant and important to address in subsequent Island Plans. If the value of the green backdrop is to avoid the bleakness of
dunes, as sought by the 1989 Plan, the shoreline zone needs to have a more proactive role in supporting it through tree preservation and tree
and shrub planting.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYP-W

GD 7 - Tall
buildings

Tall buildings are defined in terms of “Storeys” and the height relative to the adjacent building. It is not always clear how high each storey could
be and so the actual height of the building.
Suggestion: Acceptable building height categories should be defined in a clear quantifiable measurement not in storeys.
Tall buildings impact passers by due to their overshadowing. The Esplanade at the junction with Castle Street is a good example of how setting
buildings back creates a much better human environment.
Suggestion: Any development should ensure a proportion of open space on the public facing sides of the building increasing according to the
height to prevent the effect of being overshadowed and creating wind tunnels.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJR-G

GD 7 - Tall
buildings

Tall buildings should not be higher than the existing building. Where at all possible there should be a strategy to have a more appealing low rise
look and feel to Jersey, rather than squeezing everyone and going upward but ruining the appeal of Jersey’s natural beauty. GD8 & 9 Both these
policies should be open to consultation by local residents and business owners.

See SR07 - Policy GD7 - Tall Buildings

[View full
response]

GD 8 - Green
backdrop zone
GD 9 – Skyline,
views and vistas

The policy sets out guidance for height constraints in the context of the
neighbourhood and locality. The Minister notes the aspiration but
maintaining uniform heights throughout town may not be in the best long
term interests of townscape quality. However, it is understood that overly
high buildings have significant impacts hence the policy guidance in GD7. The
Minister notes the request for greater local community involvement which has
been set out for larger developments under GD2. The control of development
through the planning process is public, transparent and involves full
opportunities for consultation and comment notified by site notice.
See SR07 - Policy GD7 - Tall Buildings

ANON-ZZ1R2KSR-S

GD 7 – Tall
Buildings

The Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment says the scale and massing of any new, redeveloped, or extended buildings
within the St Brelade's Bay Coastal Unit should be 'carefully considered relative to the scale of the escarpment and the setting of the older core
of St Brelade.'
The public engagement in connection with the St Brelade's Bay character appraisal identified 'an overwhelming feeling was that it should be for
the local community and visitors, not an elite or exclusive residential domain for the ultra-rich as it is increasingly becoming.'
The survey of the Bay's businesses conducted as part of the public engagement found most of its tourism businesses opining that 'the tourism
offer needs to be supported or tourism businesses will continue to decline’.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

The specific proposed suggestions for heigh and development limits at St
Brelade’s bay are noted. However, the minister contends that other policies
within the plan allow for suitable levels of control of new development in
sensitive locations specifically GD5, GD6 GD7, GD8 and GD9. Further specific
guidance is proposed under the St Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan which will
deal with the specific issues raised.
See SR07 - Policy GD7 - Tall Buildings
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The JeCC welcomes the attempts of Planning Department to describe better the heights of tall buildings permissible in the context of town.
However, the JeCC would like to see more permitted development of town buildings in exceptional circumstances in order to promote their
value in helping the Island meet the needs of affordable housing. Across the UK and Europe, the urbanisation of towns and cities is
characterised by an increasing prevalence of tall buildings. They are a critical part of a society’s meeting its needs for housing and employment.
However, there remains significant under-use of tall buildings in the island, and the public’s (sometime negative) reaction towards them is
fuelled by their relative novelty in the island’s landscape. Modern tall buildings are often iconic in their setting and generate much value through
their small footprint being exploited for providing much accommodation. Planning Policy should permit (or encourage) applications for (and
consideration of) tall buildings in appropriate setting, to ensure that the island’s land resources are being fully-utilised to meet its development
needs. The JeCC would therefore like Strategic Policy GD7 to read more positively, and promote the opportunities that using tall buildings can
have on our local environment.

[View full
response]

The Policy sets a maximum. It also sets how exceptions to this will be dealt
with.

The SBBA believes, pending production of the St Brelade's Bay Improvement Plan and to deter further despoliation of the scenic setting of St
Brelade's Bay, the public and developers alike would benefit with clearer guidance in the Policy GD7 section (similar to Table GD1) for the
maximum acceptable number of storeys for buildings in St Brelade's Bay and in particular its Shoreline Zone.
The Minister should consider, until the Improvement Plan is produced, a restriction on the heights of hotels to no more than that of l'Horizon
Hotel (the SBBA consider that allowing all hotels in the future to be the same height as Golden Sands would be oppressive) and private
residences being restricted to no more than their current height or (in the case of a change of use to residential, no more than the height of the
existing building).

ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

GD 7 – Tall
buildings

See SR07 - Policy GD7 - Tall Buildings

ANON-ZZ1R2KJF-4

GD 7- Tall
buildings

Oppose this policy. Tall buildings should not be supported in any case.

[View full
response]

The view is noted.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYE-J

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

All of the costal areas of Jersey need protection to allow no new building on the coastline.

[View full
response]

There has been no change to the shoreline zone for the Royal Bay of
Grouville.

GD9 – Skyline
views and vistas

The protection for Grouville, from Le Hurel Slip to long beach has been removed it leads me to believe that some people wish to profit from
building on this land, there can be no other reason. There must remain the same amount of access for the wildlife to get from the beach to the
wetlands.
In fact there seems to be no additional provision for the wildlife, this must be addressed in this new island plan. There a number of professional
bodies who know how to encourage the wildlife to remain and become more prolific they must be consulted on this island plan. Instead the
people who have been consulted seem to be the people who plan to make the most profit financially.

Further policy protection is given to the Shoreline through Policy GD9 Skyline views and vistas where consideration of the impacts on open
landscape or strategic views will be assessed as part of planning applications
for development.

I object to NO WORKSHOPS AND NO PARTICIPATION WITH AN Independent SUSTAINABLE (social and economic and environmental
ASSESSOR to advise me on the negative environmental, social and economic negative impacts associated with each of the changes of the 2011
– 21 island plan
note an independent Env strategic env assessor was provided from the start during the 2009-11 assist islanders in the preparation of the by
islanders for islanders and visitors health and wellbeing 2011-21 island plan
So why was it in the public interest not to provide the public with an independent assessor from the start of the process since 2019 but delay the
appointment until after sppp had drafted the bridge island plan in may 2021
The sustainable assessor should have been appointed from the start in 2019 to prepare a scoping opinion with the public but their appointment
was delayed May this year after the draft was completed by sppp
Because the economic, social and environmental sustainable assessment provided by [REDACTED TEXT] has not been provided in accordance
with un/eu directive and was issued 4 weeks late during the legal min 12 week island plan consultation period
I consider this as a perceived or experienced violation of my human rights to health
The public have been misled by false information
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Minister’s detailed response

SPPP claim they have provided a sustainable appraisal
When inside the sa document it states SPPP have deliberately chosen not provide a un/eu directive compliant sustainable appraisal
How can this be in the public interest not to be protected from harmful planning gain ?
It can only be in the interest of those who profit directly or indirectly from harmful planning gain fuelled by endless number of tax evading
newcomers
The public by [REDACTED TEXT] stating they have provided a sustainable appraisal
SPPP SA report should have been titled a noncompliant sustainable appraisal
The chief exec was ultimately responsible for the preparation of the sppp bridging island plan and appointment of an independent SA from the
start
Providing false and misleading information in the planning process is unlawful.
All of the costal area in Jersey must be protected for the wildlife that exists.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

GD 8 - Green
backdrop zone

The AJA is surprised and extremely concerned about significantly increased GBZ restrictions banning detached buildings or other forms of new
development (which encompasses extension or replacement of existing buildings) on several counts including where it involves “the loss of a
previously undeveloped site” and unless “the overall benefit to the community of the proposal demonstrably outweighs the harm". This
evidently overlooks the purpose of GBZ is to maintain dominance of the existing green infrastructure. Furthermore, this ignores GBZ forms part
of the Built-Up Area (BUA) and the increased GBZ restrictions contradicts the general BUA presumption to allow development.

[View full
response]

The strategic policies of the Plan are predicated on allowing sustainable
development with a presumption allowing development within the built up
area, balanced against other policies of the plan. The designation of green
backdrop zone allows careful considerations of any development in the builtup area to ensure development is sensitive to and supports future landscape
robustness. The Minister is not minded to support a change in the wording to
the policy to specifically allow detached residential units in this the green
backdrop zone as other policies in the plan would allow for this. GD8 would
be used to assess impact on wider landscape and countryside character.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

GD 8 - Green
backdrop zone

GD 8 - Green Backdrop Zone is supported.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the support for the policy.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

GD 8 - Green
backdrop zone

The Trust supports the strengthening of this policy so that no development will be allowed on undeveloped sites and no new detached
buildings will be permitted within the green backdrop zone. This is particularly important where the green backdrop zone forms the setting of
the Coastal National Park. Stronger provisions in relation to design and landscaping are also welcomed. The Trust would simply request that
under Point (e) the word biodiversity is added to green infrastructure.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes support for the strengthened policy. The request to add
biodiversity to the face of the policy is believed to be unnecessary given the
strength of policy NE1 and the clear intention of the Plan’s Strategic Policy
SP5 to protect and enhance biodiversity.

ANON-ZZ1R2KMF-7

GD 8 - Green
backdrop zone

Request to rezone land associated with Helie’s Cottage as Green backdrop zone

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the request to rezone a parcel of land associated with
Helie's Cottage from Green Zone to green backdrop zone. There is no
landscape based compelling argument to rezone this land. Green backdrop
zone is designed to offer an additional policy protection to areas of land
within the built-up area not too add an additional control to existing Green
Zone. Nor is there a justification for rezoning the land to Built up area to
allow open market housing (H8). The Minister is not minded to support this
change.
See SR 67 - Proposals map changes

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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ANON-ZZ1R2KMR-K

GD 8 - Green
backdrop zone

Garden of Silver Pines - See attachment. Rezone to Green backdrop zone

[View full
response]

The strategic policies of the Plan are predicated on allowing sustainable
development with a presumption allowing development within the built up
area, SP2, balanced against other policies of the plan. The designation of
green backdrop zone allows careful considerations of any development in the
built up area to ensure development is sensitive to and supports future
landscape robustness. The minister is not minded to support a change in the
wording to the policy to specifically allow detached residential units in this the
green backdrop zone as other policies in the plan would allow for this. GD8
would be used to assess impact on wider landscape and countryside
character.

More flexible Green backdrop zone policy

See SR 67 - Proposals map changes

ANON-ZZ1R2KP9-W

GD 8 - Green
backdrop zone

Request for employment site to be located in Green backdrop zone

[View full
response]

The strategic policies of the Plan are predicated on allowing sustainable
development with a presumption allowing development within the built-up
area, SP2, balanced against other policies of the plan. The designation of
green backdrop zone allows careful considerations of any development in the
built-up area to ensure development is sensitive to and supports future
landscape robustness. The Minister is not minded to support a change in the
wording to the policy to specifically allow open market housing on
employment sites in the green backdrop zone as other policies in the plan
such as H3, H8 and ER4 guide such changes. GD8 would be used to assess
impact of any such change of use or new development on the wider
landscape and countryside character. See SR 67 - Proposals map changes

ANON-ZZ1R2KRC-9

GD 8 - Green
backdrop zone

Request for garden of Cambrai, St. Lawrence to be included within Green backdrop zone.

[View full
response]

The strategic policies of the Plan are predicated on allowing sustainable
development with a presumption allowing development within the built-up
area, SP2, balanced against other policies of the plan. The designation of
green backdrop zone allows careful considerations of any development in the
built-up area to ensure development is sensitive to and supports future
landscape robustness. The Minister is not minded to support a change in the
wording to NE3 to specifically allow ancillary buildings within the green zone
nor to extend the green back drop into the green zone as that is not its
purpose.
See SR 67 - Proposals map changes

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

GD 8 – Green
backdrop zone

1.

Within the green backdrop zone, proposals for the extension or replacement of existing buildings will be supported where:
a. conditions for urban biodiversity is improved

[View full
response]

Policy NE1 – Protecting and improving biodiversity and geodiversity sets out
a high priority and will ned to be taken into account when considering new
development especially in sensitive environments. The news clauses are not
needed on the face of the policy.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the request to rezone a parcel of land forming the garden
to Silver Pine, St. Brelade d with Helie's Cottage from a Green Zone to green
backdrop zone. There is no landscape based compelling argument to rezone
this land, indeed this would fall within the revised Coastal National Park
boundary if the change is agreed.. Green backdrop zone is designed to offer
an additional policy protection to areas of land within the built-up area not to

The development of detached buildings, or other forms of new development, within the green backdrop zone will not be supported except
where:
a.
b.
c.

ANON-ZZ1R2KP9-W

GD 8 – Green
backdrop zone

it does not result in the net loss of wildlife or semi-natural or urban wildlife habitats
it does not result in the net loss of green infrastructure or adversely affect the landscape character of the green backdrop zone; or
the overall benefit to the community of the proposal demonstrably outweighs the harm

The Treehouse, St Belade - See attachment – rezone land to Green backdrop zone to allow open market housing use.
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add an additional control to existing Green Zone. Nor is there justification to
rezone the land to H*, open market housing use. The Minister is not minded
to support this change. See SR67 - Proposals Map changes

ANON-ZZ1R2KRC-9

GD 8 – Green
backdrop zone

Cambrai, St. Lawrence - See attachment. Rezone to Green backdrop zone.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the request to rezone a parcel of land forming the garden
to Cambri, St. Lawrence from Green Zone to green backdrop zone. There is
no landscape based compelling argument to rezone this land. Green
backdrop zone is designed to offer an additional policy protection to areas of
land within the built-up area not to add an additional control to existing
Green Zone. The Minister is not minded to support this change. See SR67 Proposals Map changes

ANON-ZZ1R2KSR-S

GD 8 – Green
backdrop Zone

In contrast to its design guidance for other scenic coastal locations such as Greve de Lecq, Bonne Nuit, Bouley Bay, Rozel, Portelet and the
escarpment at St Clement and even Urban development at St Helier( page 204), the Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment
appears to confine its advice that redevelopment and /or extension of existing development should be sensitive to its landscape context in
terms of scale, design, materials and colour' to 'the prominent slopes, scarp and skyline seen behind the bay.'

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the specific concerns with regard to St Brelade’s bay. GD8
sets out clear guidance as to how development in this sensitive area will be
assessed further amendment to the policy is not supported. A balance
between different land uses forms part of the strategic policies of the plan
and the visitor economy of the island is dealt with under EV1. Specific
rebalancing of competing land uses for the Bay is not supported.

This is insufficient to describe the whole extent of Green Backdrop Zone in the Bay (and in some of its Green Zone and Coastal National Park
areas too. The SBBA therefore proposes that this design advice is imported into paragraph 1d generally, or an additional note added to ensure
the area that does not appear covered by the ILSCA is covered uniformly in terms of design and with the aim of enhancing the landscape
setting (that supports the Bay's tourism industry) better. Although the proposals for the St Brelade Improvement Plan and a Green infrastructure
and network strategy could address these matters, it is not certain that when and ion they will be progressed and additional wording along the
lines suggested would protect the area from further landscape despoilation in the meantime.
An area to the east of, and adjacent to, the Bay's shoreline zone, currently designated as Green Backdrop Zone, has potential value of such land
to its future tourist industry expansion. Until the proposed St Brelade Improvement Plan is developed, at least, there is a danger that a trend of
favouring housing development to the exclusion of potential future tourist business premises development will continue in this area. Generally,
the SBBA feel that the competition for land and development spread along the whole of the Bay's seafront should be weighted in favour of
tourist development A restriction on the development spread of private residences in this area is merited here.
Similarly, for this small area at least, the language in paragraph 2b of proposed Policy GD8 (referencing 'the overall benefit to the community')
should be refined to exclude housing projects simply for the reason they are housing projects and to require a stricter evidence base regarding
community benefit if the purpose is not to support the tourist economy.
Similar language in Policy BE4 of the current Island Plan was interpreted as enabling a significant amount of prime land (in the case of the
Wayside site) on the Bay's Shoreline Zone (that was in active use by businesses in the Bay serving tourists) being developed for luxury housing
and the perceived benefit of a public footpath to visitors. Any evidence of this overall being an improvement of the Bay's tourist offering was
unsatisfactorily subjective and subjectively assessed.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAT-9

GD 9 - Skyline
views and vistas

JH welcomes Policy GD9 Skyline, views and vistas - the protection or enhancement of skyline, strategic views, important vistas, and the setting of
listed buildings, places and key landmark buildings.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the support

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

GD 9 - Skyline,
views and vistas

Policy GD 9 is supported with one reservation. We suggest that the phrase ‘and the setting of any conservation area’ should be added to the
list of items in the first paragraph of the policy.

[View full
response]

The setting of a Conservation area has not been fully tested. Following
designation and the application of Policy HE3 it is likely the impact on wider
setting can be established through both a formal conservation area appraisal
and planning practice/ decisions.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

GD 9 - Skyline,
views and vistas

The Trust welcomes the strengthening of this policy for example by stating “must” rather than “seek to”. However, the paragraph on shoreline
zones should also reflect the importance of views from the sea. The text should also emphasise the importance of the skyline/waterfront when
viewed from the sea.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the request to amend the policy to include views from the
sea. The Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment referred
to in the Volume 3 Managing Development - Natural Environment sets out
the value of seascape character. Furthermore, there is a definition of coastal
units and seascape character which is referenced in Policy N3.
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ANON-ZZ1R2KXY-5

GD 9 – Skyline,
views and vistas

Objecting to landward extension of CNP boundary.

[View full
response]

See SR43 - Coastal National Park

No development will be permitted where it intrudes on a skyline

[View full
response]

Policy GD8 sets out that requirement.

Save our shoreline Island plan 2022-24 I object to this proposal, to remove shoreline protection from the Royal Bay of Grouville.

[View full
response]

There has been no change to the shoreline zone for the Royal Bay of
Grouville.

Separate comments attached.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

GD 9 – Skyline,
views and vistas

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYM-T

Further policy protection is given to the Shoreline through Policy GD9 Skyline views and vistas where consideration of the impacts on open
landscape or strategic views will be assessed as part of planning applications
for development.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K68-2

Please acknowledge my objection to certain elements of the new Island Plan currently being considered.

[View full
response]

In particular, I am concerned about the removal of the coastal protection relating to the shoreline along the Royal Bay of Grouville from Le
Hurel slip to Longbeach. My understanding is that the removal of this protection will enable unwanted and environmentally harmful
development in the future on an ecologically precious area of the island.

There has been no change to the shoreline zone for the Royal Bay of
Grouville.
Further policy protection is given to the Shoreline through Policy GD9 Skyline views and vistas where consideration of the impacts on open
landscape or strategic views will be assessed as part of planning applications
for development.

Furthermore, it is my understanding that any loss of the shoreline through high or low rise development in the future will have a significantly
detrimental affect on the wildlife (both indigenous and migratory) and will do untold damage to the unique flora of the area.

The inspector's terms of reference have been published here:
https://www.gov.je/PlanningBuilding/LawsRegs/IslandPlan/ExaminationOfIslan
dPlan/Pages/ExaminationDraftBridgingIslandPlan.aspx#anchor-4

I believe it is the Government's duty to prove to the public that any changes to the protections afforded by the previous Island Plan have been
improved upon by the new Island Plan not eroded. I would ask you to do this.
In line with the above, it is also my understanding that there are plans to build on the field next to Verona Stores. I am advised this area is the
only open area with a view of the escarpment, which is a critical factor for migrating birds to be able to find food and water. As a result, I would
strongly object to any development on this field.
Finally, it is my understanding that the independent assessor appointed to review the proposed new Island Plan has only been given a limited
brief in which to comment. I am advised this limited brief is not compliant with previously accepted EU directives and does not allow the
assessor to provide critical comment against what is being proposed. In addition, I am further advised there has been far less public
consultation/involvement in the form of public workshops etc in relation to this Island Plan than in the past. There has been no sustainable
assessment workshops with an independent assessor to help the public understand the environmental impact on islanders health and wellbeing.
Therefore the public having been given little to no opportunity to consider whether there are more viable alternatives to reduce the impact on
them and their environment. Is Government therefore trying to push through this new Island Plan without the proper engagement with the
public?

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6V-Z

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

Please acknowledge my objection to certain elements of the new Island Plan currently being considered.
In particular, I am concerned about the removal of the coastal protection relating to the shoreline along the Royal Bay of Grouville from Le
Hurel slip to Longbeach. My understanding is that the removal of this protection will enable unwanted and environmentally harmful
development in the future on an ecologically precious area of the island.
Furthermore, it is my understanding that any loss of the shoreline through high or low rise development in the future will have a significantly
detrimental affect on the wildlife (both indigenous and migratory) and will do untold damage to the unique flora of the area.

Policy GD9 Skyline views and
vistas

I believe it is the Government's duty to prove to the public that any changes to the protections afforded by the previous Island Plan have been
improved upon by the new Island Plan not eroded. I would ask you to do this.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

There has been no change to the shoreline zone for the Royal Bay of
Grouville.
Further policy protection is given to the Shoreline through Policy GD9 Skyline views and vistas where consideration of the impacts on open
landscape or strategic views will be assessed as part of planning applications
for development.
The inspector's terms of reference have been published here:
https://www.gov.je/PlanningBuilding/LawsRegs/IslandPlan/ExaminationOfIslan
dPlan/Pages/ExaminationDraftBridgingIslandPlan.aspx#anchor-4
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[View full
response]

Is this for Newbuild only or conversion/refurbishment? Further additional cost on new homes.

This policy applies to all development. Percent for art is a mechanism
requiring a developer to allocate a proportion of the costs of new
development towards the provision of public art. The scheme aims to benefit
the island by integrating art and craft of the highest quality into our built
environment, promoting community ed planning, and developing a legacy of
public art and artistic expression, to be enjoyed and appreciated by islanders
and visitors alike

Applications for the demolition and replacement of buildings, or part of a building, must be accompanied by sufficient information which
demonstrates that the likely environmental or
sustainability benefits of the proposed development outweigh the retention of the existing building

Developers will be expected to contribute for new build and change of use.
The Minister will issue further guidance as set out in Proposal 10 – Percent for
art supplementary planning guidance.

Is specialist report required or will planning produce a template which can be submitted? This may be easier and less costly to produce if we are
trying to reduce costs.

SR 66 - Developer viability and deliverability

In line with the above, it is also my understanding that there are plans to build on the field next to Verona Stores. I am advised this area is the
only open area with a view of the escarpment, which is a critical factor for migrating birds to be able to find food and water. As a result, I would
strongly object to any development on this field.
Finally, it is my understanding that the independent assessor appointed to review the proposed new Island Plan has only been given a limited
brief in which to comment. I am advised this limited brief is not compliant with previously accepted EU directives and does not allow the
assessor to provide critical comment against what is being proposed. In addition, I am further advised there has been far less public
consultation/involvement in the form of public workshops etc in relation to this Island Plan than in the past. There has been no sustainable
assessment workshops with an independent assessor to help the public understand the environmental impact on islanders health and
wellbeing.
Therefore the public having been given little to no opportunity to consider whether there are more viable alternatives to reduce the impact on
them and their environment. Is Government therefore trying to push through this new Island Plan without the proper engagement with the
public?
I believe I am required to provide you with my address for this objection to be properly accepted and reviewed. [REDACTED TEXT]

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

GD10 - Percent for
art

A contribution to public art, of approximately 1% of the total construction cost of the development, will be required where the proposed
development involves the provision of:

Proposal - Percent
for art
supplementary
planning guidance

•
•

residential development of five or more homes; or
non-residential development of 200sqm and over.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

GD10 - Percent for
art

GD 10 - Percent for Art is supported. Page 145: We support the proposal to update the Supplementary Guidance on Shopfronts.

[View full
response]

The support for the proposal and further guidance is noted.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

GD10 - Percent for
art

The Trust considers that this policy and proposal should be subject to an independent review prior to supplementary planning guidance being
updated. Although the Trust would encourage the greater integration of public art within architectural design and detail or historic fabric repair,
it would question the value of ornate gates, capping stones and coloured lighting as a means of enhancing Jersey’s distinctive cultural
environment, sense of place and public realm. Also in the midst of a biodiversity crisis, where it is recognised that development is a major driver,
would it not be more appropriate to provide a parallel scheme which delivers a percentage for biodiversity. This would be in addition to any
compensation or enhancement measures required as part of a planning application and the developer would be encouraged to choose the
most appropriate scheme dependent upon type, scale, location and nature of the development.

[View full
response]

Proposal 10 Percent for art supplementary planning guidance will be
produced and consulted on giving opportunity to shape the form of policy
implementation.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

GD10 – Percent for
art

The percentage for art scheme has been largely unsuccessful, providing 'art' of dubious quality and value, yet this plan persists in requiring
developers to provide 'art' which no one wants, whilst the biodiversity and climate crises get worse.

[View full
response]

The Minister does not accept that the Percent for art scheme has been
unsuccessful. At its best well-designed, well-planned and well-executed public
art projects can deliver a wide spectrum of positive outcomes that benefit
people, places and developers alike. At a strategic level, the value to the
island from public art is to strengthen and celebrate Jersey’s cultural identity,
enhance the quality and experience of the island’s public realm, promote
cultural production by local artists, support the creative economy and
promote collaborative working.

A scheme which provides for a 'Percentage for biodiversity' must be included in this interim island plan, on the same basis that the "Percentage
for Art" scheme works.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Minister’s detailed response
Proposal 10 – Percent for art supplementary planning guidance will give the
opportunity to further shape the implementation of this policy to over-come
the concerns expressed.
The Minister also draws attention to proposal 11, biodiversity net gain, as it is
intended to ensure overall contribution to biodiversity is made.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJF-4

GD 10 - Percent for
art

Strongly oppose Percentage for Art. Exploratory architecture does not need tag-on art. All developments should meet exceptional design for
their area or be refused.

[View full
response]

Design quality must be addressed, and the distinction between architectural
contribution and artistic contribution should be recognised, particularly for
the cultural heritage and identity contribution that art can specifically address.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJS-H

GD 10 - Percent for
art

Percentage for Art has no place in the Island Plan. Development will impact on biodiversity and the environment. This needs to be replaced for
a percentage for biodiversity.

[View full
response]

The percent for art policy has had longstanding and positive impacts. The
importance of biodiversity is clearly evident in the plan under Policy NE1,
support from Strategic policy SP5 – Protecting and improving the natural
environment. These policies give a high priority to protection of biodiversity,
green infrastructure and landscape to ensure this is taken into account in
reaching planning decisions.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

GD 10 – Percent
for art

A contribution to biodiversity enhancement, of approximately 1% of the total construction cost of the development, will be required where the
proposed development involves the provision of:

[View full
response]

Policy NE1 – Protecting and improving biodiversity and geodiversity sets out a
high priority and will ned to be taken into account when considering new
development especially in sensitive environments. The news clauses are not
needed on the face of the policy.

•
•

residential development of five or more homes; or
non-residential development of 200sqm and over.

For smaller development the provision of biodiversity enhancements will be encouraged as a means of enhancing the quality of the development.
All biodiversity enhancement proposals must be appropriate to the setting and scale of the surrounding area, enhancing the quality of place and
contributing to local distinctiveness and cultural identity.

ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

GD 10 – Percent
for art

As stated earlier, the JeCC would oppose any attempt, in the present climate, to increase any burden of managing percentage-for-art as a part
of the Planning Policy.

[View full
response]

See SR 66 - Developer viability and deliverability

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

GD 10 - Percent for
art

Visit Jersey agrees that more public art would contribute to the island’s sense of place. Social listening insights from analysis of online
conversations about Jersey during 2018 revealed that public art in the island was identified as an underperforming asset. With a wide-ranging
spectrum of potential interpretations of public art practices and forms, there is a good opportunity to enhance Jersey’s public art offering in a
way that contributes to the visitor experience, especially in terms of creating a more cultural and experiential hub in St. Helier. However, we
expect that close consultation would be required with business owners / developers as to the appropriate level of investment required.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and agrees the benefits of local art to the tourism product.
The development of guidance under Proposal 1- Percent for art
supplementary planning guidance will consider how valuations are executed
and schemes delivered.

ANON-ZZ1R2KSW-X

General comment
about population

In 2009 the islanders got around the table and agreed with Government that a figure of 325 net increase of people per year was sustainable ,
both economically and socially and coping with infrastructure that is i.e. housing ,roads schools, sewerage etc. In 2014 the Government
increased the net population figure to 1500 per annum for the benefit of developers and construction companies that pay no tax and is
unsustainable .All this is done for short profit gain permanently damaging our beautiful island with irreversible consequences.

[View full
response]

SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan
And
See SR23 - Policy H3 - Planning Assumption and demand and supply of
homes

ANON-ZZ1R2KJ9-Q

General comments
about General
development

I think that achieving managing health and well being whilst considering Tall buildings (high rise) will be a complicated and difficult challenge,
needing an extensive and detailed researched approach to best practice.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments that ensuring high density, tall buildings
and ensuring health and well being for future occupants and existing
communities will be challenging. The policies in the plan under general
development seek to set out how that balance can be achieved, noting that
the efficient use of land as set out in the strategic policies SP2 allied with
placemaking SP3 and housing density in H2 will also need to apply. Further
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Minister’s detailed response
supplementary planning guidance setting out how design quality can be
achieved to ensure this balance is proposed.

ANON-ZZ1R2KX5-1

General comments
about General
development

I endorse the points made by the National Trust for Jersey on all the above sections

[View full
response]

Noted.

ANON-ZZ1R2KEZ-K

General comments
about General
development

I agree with majority of these proposals. The POA's are necessary.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the general support for these policies and and highlights
that percent for art is a contribution that is intended to benefit the
community, and also, that the Minister has proposed the introduction of a
Sustainable Communities Fund.

The percent for art is now outdated and should be replaced with something that benefits all of the community.

GD 10 - Percent for
art
Proposal - Percent
for art
supplementary
planning guidance

ANON-ZZ1R2K8C-F

General comments
about General
development

Stop the rapid development of the island through strong sustainable policy and slow immigration to stabilise the population at present levels.

[View full
response]

See SR01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

ANON-ZZ1R2KT4-V

General comments
about General
development

New properties need to be build in order to house the growing population and can be done reasonably. Timber framed houses in the form of
'clos/closes' can be built making lovely communal areas for growing families and places to be proud to live in.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the general comments made and highlights that
glasshouse sites are agricultural land and therefore are considered as such in
relation to their future use, as explained in the Economy chapter of the plan.
The Minister notes that the Island Plan applies to all land in Jersey, and that
individual enforcement matters are not a matter for consideration in the draft
Bridging Island Plan consultation.

Taken in isolation, the proposed policies have good intent and aspirations. However, the development and construction sector are presently
managing a period of materials inflation, caused by the knock-on impact of COVID-19 pandemic on global materials prices and increased
challenges of working within COVID-19 restraints. The application of these policies needs to be considered carefully as to whether it is prudent
to apply them to the period of the BIP, or the period of the next Island Plan. On top of those additional costs already recognised to be stifling
development of public infrastructure and housing affordability in the island, it will be very difficult for our sector unless implemented over
sensible timeframe.

[View full
response]

See SR 66 - Developer viability and deliverability

11.0 IMPOSITION OF ADDITIONAL COSTS TO PLANNING APPLICANTS

[View full
response]

See SR 66 - Developer viability and deliverability

Greenhouse sites that can no longer be used for agriculture due to broken glass in the soil should be utilised for this need. All agricultural fields
should be protected from excavation and development, unlike several fields that have had driveways tarmaced without planning permission
alongside the St Helier side of Grands Vaux Reservoir. Fields once used for crops and grazing in a green zone and safety water pollution area.
Restrictions and permissions should apply to all who choose to live on our island and not just for those who have money.
Valleys and the interior of Jersey are just as beautiful as the coastline and views out to sea. Trees should be protected as this allows shade,
protection from winds and the soaking up of rain which with the climate changing will be of upmost importance. Old trees add just as much
character to our island as buildings do. Allowing trees to be cut down if not diseased or a danger to persons or property should be an offence
and prosecuted.

ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

General comments
about General
development

11.1 There are already substantial costs borne by planning permission applicants in Jersey. Amongst these are the following, depending on
circumstances.
11.1.1 Planning application fees, which are amongst the highest in the World.
11.1.2 Planning Obligation Agreement costs which vary from project to project.
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: General development | 19

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

11.1.3 The cost of Environmental Impact Assessments, which are even required for projects which may affect small domestic gardens.
11.1.4 Percentage for Art contributions in certain instances, currently 0.75% of the build cost.
11.1.5 The costs associated with re-designs and/or re-applications, third party planning appeals, etc, arising out of the uncertainty in the Planning
process, and fed by the particular nature of Jersey which results in the majority of
submitted schemes attracting high numbers of objectors, sometimes highly organised objectors with political motivation.
11.1.6 Costs associated with marketing exercises required in connection with Policy E1 or ERE1.
11.2 This DBIP proposes further costs to applicants. Amongst these are the following.
11.2.1 The introduction of a Sustainable Communities Fund (SCF) which is a renewed attempt to impose the Jersey Infrastructure Levy - a
proposal withdrawn after States consultation in 2017. This would appear to be in addition to POA’s.
11.2.2 Whole life carbon assessments (see above).
11.2.3 An increase to 1% of building costs for PFA contributions.
11.2.4 A general requirement to provide ecological enhancements.
11.2.6 A requirement for all development in the countryside to improve and enhance “green infrastructure” provision (Policy NE2).
11.2.5 A Future affordable housing provision.
11.2.6 Passivhaus certification in certain instances.
11.3 Lichfields’ thorough consultation response (dated July 2021) on behalf of Chamber and others, provides reasoned and informed assessment
of the worrying negative implications of the proposed SCF and other additional costs, not only for the development and construction industries,
but also in terms of their effect on the ability of the plan to meet its objectives over the lifetime of the Plan.
11.4 The viability of development in Jersey is ever decreasing, and Chamber is aware of developers (and private property owners) who are giving
up on undertaking work due to the high costs and uncertainty within the system. Development in Jersey, small, medium or large, delivers great
benefit to the Island in terms of provision of new housing, upgrading of substandard accommodation, provision of employment and community
space.
11.5 There is an assumption within Government that additional planning costs do not (or should not) affect property prices, which, as we all
know, are at an unsustainable level (using the word sustainable in one of its more applicable senses). As Lichfield have proved, this opinion is
naïve and totally lacking in common sense.
12.0 WELLBEING
12.1 The DBIP introduces the concept of “wellbeing” into the planning process through Policy GD1.
12.2 The preamble to the policy states the following. We have added our own emphasis in bold type.
“All new development inevitably leads to some form of impact upon how people perceive, interact with, and respond to the environment that
surrounds them. Whilst this impact can be positive and mean that we are able to use land and buildings in a way that better meets the needs of
individuals, the economy and society, there is a need to ensure that development does not adversely affect people’s health and wellbeing or
have wider amenity effects that erode community wellbeing.”
12.3 Whilst it is fully appreciated that the reasonable concerns of neighbours and the wider community should be taken into account in the
planning process, “wellbeing” is such a nebulous and subjective concept that it is impossible to objectively quantify, and its inclusion will
inevitably represent an objectors’ charter, further stymying the potential success of the plan in achieving increased densities within the BUA.
12.4 The protection of amenity of neighbours is well catered for in the current IP, and already influences the ability to increase density in the
BUA.
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: General development | 20

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

General
development

Clarification of the definition of "large scale" is required, as there seems to be inconsistency through the DIP. We have notes of 400m2 and 10
houses, other references to 1,000m2 and in Utilities Policy UI3 it describes the need for a "Water Conservation Statement" for all large scale
developments, described as 200m2 or 5 houses (so actually quite small!)

[View full
response]

Large scale is generally 5 homes/200sq.m, and the next larger, scale is
generally 10 homes/400sq.m.
The Minister recognises that the framing of the size thresholds could be
clearer, and has therefore proposed a modification to the plan:
In every place it appears, amend reference to “5 or more homes or 200sq.m
floor space” to:
“5 or more homes or 200sq.m non-residential floor space”
And
In every place it appears, amend reference to “10 or more homes or 400sq.m
floor space” to:
“10 or more homes or 400sq.m non-residential floor space”

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

H3 - Provision of
homes

The Interim Island Plan's main focus is on the provision of housing, yet the States of Jersey have chosen not to declare a housing crisis. Other
policies simply attempt to mitigate the impact of housing and infrastructure provision on the real crises of biodiversity loss and climate change.

[View full
response]

See SR23 - Policy H3 - Planning Assumption and demand and supply of
homes

[View full
response]

See SR 66 - Developer viability and deliverability

The plan should address these crises the other way round, with housing being a tertiary issue to the existential threats to humanity.
Housing problems can be addressed through other policy such as rent controls and tribunals, and dealing with under-occupation, and unused
houses, leaving the island plan to focus on development control, and island sustainability. It should not be a development led plan.
The 'call for sites', which is the driver of the selection of the development sites listed in the plan, is a poor way of selecting appropriate sites for
housing. It is opportunistic rather than strategic, and because of this it will fail to provide for adequate homes for people, instead, simply driving
the development of substandard, crowded housing.
As mentioned above, people should be provided with access to public open space and the opportunity to encounter nature in all future
development.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KFU-F

GD 10 - Percent for
art

Proposal – SPG planning obligations agreements and Policy GD3 – POAs
2.12 With regards to POAs, we reiterate our response above at para 2.2 [3], that there is a lack of clarity about how POAs interact with other
policies and proposals in the BIP, namely the PfA and the proposed SCF.
Should the States wish to retain POAs it is essential that the States presents evidence to demonstrate that developments can viably make all of
the contributions sought in combination any other relevant policies in the BIP which would add to development costs. Unfortunately the existing
evidence does not demonstrate this.
Policy GD10 – Percent for art
2.13 There are two issues with the way in which the percentage for art (PfA) has been incorporated into the BIP:
1.

There is no evidence demonstrating that the PfA is a viable contribution. The viability assessment15 did not reflect the PfA in its
development scenarios (at the time, this was 0.75%). The viability note prepared in support of the BIP appears to contradict this16, stating
(at para 7.31) that a PfA was incorporated into the viability assessment. The failure to account for the PfA in the BIP viability evidence is yet
another factor which – although relatively small when considered in isolation – has the potential to significantly impact overall development
costs and viability when considered cumulatively along with other BIP policies and proposals which will increase development costs (e.g.
related to biodiversity, emissions, water use, etc); and
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[View full
response]

General Comment: The Minister notes the contention that all new build is
objected to and specifically new high rise build in St Brelade. The legal
purpose of the island plan is to set out a framework to consider how new
development can be accommodated on the island. As such the prevention of
all development or specific development in a parish would run contrary to the
legal purpose. The Plan's planning framework sets out how development will
be managed in St Brelade bay under PL3 and proposes and improvement
Plan for the Bay (160) and promotion of Les Quennevais as a secondary
centre is justified under PL2.

There is a lack of clarity around how a PfA would interact with the SCF. The viability assessment did not include the PfA in its assessments
on the basis that the PfA would be incorporated into a new levy. Yet, there is no clarity in the BIP on whether the PfA would be maintained,
should the States introduce a SCF.

2.14 We also note that the infrastructure report (although providing no specific analysis/review of the PfA) states:
“The existing ‘percentage for art’ policy (Policy GD 8) should be reviewed to assess whether it is successful in its aim and aligned with wider
cultural aims.” (Infrastructure report p.83)
2.15 This further raises the question as to why a specific policy in the BIP for a PfA contribution has been incorporated despite:
1.
2.

There being no evidence that such a contribution is viable; and
The States’ own evidence appearing to question its effectiveness and recommending a review.

2.16 At the very least this indicates the continuation of (or increases to) of the PfA policy should be placed on hold until such evidence
demonstrates its viability and effectiveness.

ANON-ZZ1R2K9G-M

GD 2 - Community
participation in
largescale
development
proposals

I disagree with new builds, high rise buildings in St Brelade, they are simply not wanted by the local community in the area and we do not want
St Brelade to become a second town. This awful ideas of over population and development will ruin the area.

GD 3 - Planning
obligation
agreements
GD 4 - Enabling or
linked
development
GD 5 - Demolition
and replacement
of buildings
GD 6 - Design
quality
GD 7 - Tall
buildings
GD 8 - Green
backdrop zone
GD 9 – Skyline,
views and vistas
Proposal Supplementary
planning guidance
planning
obligation
agreements
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[View full
response]

Comments noted. GoJ will seek to explore how BNG might be introduced to
G0J-sponsored schemes over the plan period, with a view to its
implementation in the next IPR.

Proposal - Biodiversity net gain
ANOZZ12KJSH

Proposal Biodiversity net
gain

This section is weak and the rationale for not bringing BNG in properly in this bridging plan is unconvincing.
Biodiversity net gain (BNG) has been a part of the UK National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) since 2012. Developments will be required to
show a 10% minimum BNG under the Environment Bill (UK) when enacted, with some UK councils already requesting 20%.
https://www.cornwall.gov.uk/media/gkxls2ba/draft-chief-planning-officer-note-biodiversity-net-gain.pdf
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
A UK metric has been in place since 2019, and has been taught to ecologists, used and revised by DEFRA. There is nothing stopping us using
this metric in Jersey as an indicative tool.
https://cieem.net/biodiversity-metric-3-0-launched/?fbclid=IwAR3qk7dED8bBnCYYnkcmEp6xw79UFafpjQN6U_WhNdj3ueJufcQ2NnMJN2k
It is important to remember that BNG is IN ADDITION to avoidance, mitigation and enhancement on a site and that you can not use BNG to
replace important habitats
http://nepubprod.appspot.com/publication/6049804846366720
BS 8683 (2020) A process for designing and implementing biodiversity net gain

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

Proposal Biodiversity net
gain

In light of the biodiversity crisis the wording of this Proposal should be amended to state:
“The Minister for the Environment will undertake as a priority further studies to determine how the concept of biodiversity net gain…”

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggestion but is satisfied that the policy is adequate
as-drafted.

ANON-ZZ1R2KFG-1

Strategic Proposal
11 – Biodiversity
net gain

The Board believes that the fundamental concept of biodiversity improvement is not exclusive to those parts of the Island that need to be
‘rewilded’ and removed from food production. The challenge of measuring ‘biodiversity net gain’ must be addressed and the Board supports
the Minister’s proposal (page 108) as to how the concept could be implemented, measured, and monitored, and expresses a wish to be part of
this process.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the support for the proposal to introduce BNG.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

Strategic Proposal
11 -Biodiversity net
gain

The Minister for the Environment will undertake further studies to determine how the concept of biodiversity net gain and an urban greening
factor could be developed and implemented as part of the legal framework in Jersey, and how it could be measured and monitored to ensure its
application through the planning process.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

[View full
response]

The circumstances of mitigation or compensation for biodiversity impact will
need to be considered on a scheme-specific basis.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the support for these policies.

To further this work, Minister for the Environment will require government-sponsored development schemes to actively explore how the concept
of biodiversity net gain might be delivered in Jersey during the plan period of this Island Plan.
a.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAT-9

This work will inform the policies of the next iteration of the Island Plan.

NE1 - Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity

Clarification required about what appropriate compensation measures look like/are envisaged under Policy NE1 Protection and improvement of
biodiversity and geo diversity and Policy NE2 Green infrastructure and networks?

NE1 - Protection
and improvement

•

Is it just on site or is it expected that there would be off-site compensation? If off-site what does this mean - does it relate to Proposal Green
infrastructure and network strategy?

JH welcomes that geodiversity is embedded as a concept e.g. Policy NEl Protection and improvement of biodiversity and geodiversity.
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With regards to Policy NE3 Landscape and seascape character JH supports the stated aim of the conservation and enhancement of the
cultural heritage of the park, but it is not clear how that would be achieved in reality.

Minister’s detailed response

See also SR43 - Coastal National Park

NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

NE1 - Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity

The Introduction to this section should acknowledge the serious pressures and threats that Jersey’s habitats, wildlife and overall biodiversity are
facing. It also fails to acknowledge that not all of the areas of greatest marine biodiversity are protected under the proposals for an enlarged
Coastal National Park as the revised boundaries exclude some of those areas. At the bottom of page 102 in relation to MPAs the text does state
that it is “important to recognise the biodiversity value of these areas where they are affected by development proposals”, but it is implied
(through exclusion) that high biodiversity outside the MPAs is deemed to be of less value and not worthy of protection. The policy therefore
appears to be inconsistent.

[View full
response]

The duty conferred upon public bodies is set out and defined by the Wildlife
Law 2021. It is proposed to explore the development of biodiversity net gain
during the plan period and it is not, therefore, a policy requirement in this
plan. High value marine habitats are not designated so this policy provision
cannot apply to them.

At the bottom of page 106 the wording should be amended to state “Public bodies, arm’s length organisations and States owned or controlled
companies, in particular, have a duty to have regard to the promotion of biodiversity…”
The second paragraph of Policy NE1 should be amended to remove the words “where possible”, as this should be non-negotiable. The third
paragraph should include “high value marine habitats”
The Trust suggests that points (a) – (d) are amended as follows:
a.
b.
c.
d.

The changes are demonstrably necessary either to meet an overriding public policy objective, public/community benefit or need: and
there is no reasonably practicable alternative means of doing so without harm; and
harm is reduced to the minimum through appropriate avoidance, minimisation, mitigation and/or compensation measures; and
the predicted public benefit substantially and significantly outweighs the harm
As a point of principle, the phrase “public benefit” needs to be defined to be explicit as to what it constitutes, as it can too easily be
interpreted as meaning financial benefit, which can be regarded in very general terms as a benefit to the economy and potentially in
conflict with environmental, heritage or other community benefits. Also having taken legal advice the Trust has been informed that there is
no categorical legal definition of public benefit at this point in time and so it is difficult to see how such a policy can be implemented
without the threat of ongoing legal challenge and dispute.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

NE1 - Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity

The AJA generally supports this Policy. There appears to be a discrepancy in Figure NE2 on page 104 of the dBIP, where the map omits to define
Les Pierres de Lecq (the Paternosters) as a Marine Protected Area, even though the preamble notes this area comprises part of “the island’s
most valuable wetlands” along with other designated Ramsar sites. The AJA recommends this should be rectified.

[View full
response]

The Paternosters is not an MPA: the draft plan text and maps are correct.

BHLZZ12KVQ

NE1 - Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity

Whilst we accept that there has been a decline in biodiversity in Jersey over the last 50 years, it is disappointing that no mention is made of the
agricultural industry's lead in reversing this trend. All the major exporters and all dairy farmers are signed up to LEAF (Linking Environment and
Farming) which advocates improved biodiversity as one of its critical aims. Coupled with this, improvements to the way the branchage is carried
out and the introduction of the new Wildlife Law should further improve biodiversity levels in the countryside.

[View full
response]

This contribution is recognised, as-is through the relationship to the adopted
Rural Economy Strategy.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

NE1 – Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity

There will be a presumption in favour of the conservation and enhancement of biological diversity

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted. Indeed, a policy which states that no
external lighting, or spillage of lighting from within the property will be
permitted would be considered wholly unreasonable and impossible to
enforce.

No external lighting, or spillage of lighting from within the property will be permitted
In exceptional circumstances, where the need for a proposed development can be demonstrated to outweigh the biodiversity value of a site and
development which would have an adverse effect on biodiversity is allowed, the Minister will use planning conditions and planning obligations to
provide appropriate mitigation and compensatory measures to secure a demonstrable net gain in biodiversity.
overriding public policy objective - THIS TERM NEEDS TO BE DEFINED
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ANON-ZZ1R2KT3-U

NE1 – Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity

On the surface this policy has much to commend it, however, there is concern that the vagueness with which it is described could lead to
unintended consequences.

[View full
response]

The Minister intends to fully explore how BNG might be appropriately applied
in Jersey, which will include exploring potential unintended consequences.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the points raised.

[View full
response]

Planning policy can only be engaged in relation to activity which is regulated
by planning legislation. Reference to standards is most appropriately made in
supplementary guidance.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comment and recognises the value of these issues in
the plan.

Reference is made to the policy existing in England including the importance of having an established metric by which to measure gains,
without providing such a metric in the Jersey context. For example it could be possible for a developer to ‘offset’ biodiversity gains at the site of
development by purchasing land elsewhere to undertake ‘biodiversity gains’ with resultant de-stabilisation of existing uses.

Green infrastructure and networks
ANON-ZZ1R2K8C-F

NE2 - Green
infrastructure and
networks
Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

ANOZZ12KJSH

NE2 - Green
infrastructure and
networks

Encouraging plans for much needed wildlife corridors. The wildlife value of much of our hedgerows is very low being badly managed and this
needs addressing.
All new buildings to include green roofs and living walls (or appropriate climbers)
Only allow the use of native species in hedgerows.
Move away from continual grass cutting.
Ban the use of petrol leaf blowers and all other garden machinery over a certain noise level.
Limit the use of petrol powered machinery (strimmers etc) to 8-5 weekdays.

'The loss of protected, veteran, ancient and champion trees will not be supported except for where it can be demonstrated that they are dead,
dying or dangerous'
As trees are currently unprotected outside of the planning process one wonders how this may be enforced. The caveat to demonstrate that they
are 'dead, dying or dangerous' is open to interpretation and this area needs to be developed to reference the appropriate British Standards.
'ensuring green infrastructure assets, including tree root zones, are adequately protected during construction works'
Given that this is already no the case on may development sites (including States owned ones) it will be useful to see how this is going to be
enforced. Again referencing British Standards would tighten this policy further.
BS 3998:2010 Tree work. Recommendations
BS 5837:2012 Trees in Relation to Design, Demolition and Construction

ANON-ZZ1R2KB8-E

NE2 - Green
infrastructure and
networks

In addition to the physical health impacts of Covid-19, 2020 was a year in which the mental health of the population was placed under huge
strain. It was also a year in which people discovered, more than ever, the positive impacts of a connection to nature and the sea. Numerous
studies have shown that being outdoors can reduce stress, while being in water builds strength and flexibility, slows breathing and reduces the
heart rate. Though the draft Bridging Island Plan makes it clear that much value should be placed on green infrastructure such as open places
and play space, BLUE believes that more should be done to protect Jersey’s beautiful marine environment for its population.
Benefits of green infrastructure range from improved wellbeing, improved access to outdoor recreation, biodiversity enhancement, food and
energy production and climate change resilience. Jersey’s clear waters, rocky intertidal habitats, stunning offshore reefs and charismatic marine
wildlife provide all of these, but require effective management in order to continue doing so.
Designation of a Marine Park would emphasise the incredible marine environment that surrounds our island by providing a shared sense of
responsibility and ownership, as envisaged when the Crown gifted the seabed to the population of Jersey in 2015. A Marine Park, protected
from inappropriate development and activities, would bring opportunities for developing stronger links between universities off-island and
academic institutions at home. Through provision of an accessible destination for scientists to study ecosystem services such as biodiversity,
fisheries and carbon sequestration, a Marine Park will foster the next generation of marine and climate change scientists. It will draw in new
audiences, sustaining and enhancing locals’ and visitors’ understanding and appreciation of our connection to the sea.
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[View full
response]

This policy does not impose a moratorium on development. Any scheme will
need to demonstrate how any adverse impact of existing green infrastructure
assets is mitigated or compensated. In order to do this, it is important to
understand the nature and value of the existing green infrastructure assets on
a site, and an assessment of this should be undertaken and submitted in
support of a planning application.

[View full
response]

Champion trees are the largest and tallest trees in Britain and Ireland: they are
recorded on the Tree Register. Details of local champions will be published.

The Marine Resources Annual Reports remind us that 'To mismanage our seas and oceans is to risk our own well-being’. Commitment to a
Marine Park afforded high levels of protection gives Jersey the opportunity to protect its marine environment, and well-being, without delay.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

NE2 - Green
infrastructure and
networks

This is a complete moratorium on development if it would entail removal of a Protected, Veteran, Ancient or Champion tree. There appears to
be no room for concession regardless of the strategic importance or net gain. Seems very dangerous when lots of policies do allow concessions
in prescribed and controlled circumstances.
17.0 TREE PROTECTION
17.1 On page 110 of the DBIP, the following is stated.
“The island’s existing trees are of importance and should be retained. This is particularly important in the island’s built-up areas, especially in
Town, where trees are relatively scarce. Where a proposed development impacts on trees or hedgerows, a tree survey will be required. This will
need to detail the location, genus, species, canopy size, root protection zone14 to and ground level data at the base of the trunk, together with
an assessment of the condition of existing trees, in order to properly assess and consider the implications of development for these important
features.”
17.2 The precious value of trees in the environment is fully understood and appreciated by most people. However, development often requires
the removal of trees. Nevertheless, the current IP policies ensure that removal of significant mature specimens is generally avoided unless where
absolutely necessary or unavoidable. Current IP policies also ensure that, in the vast majority of cases, there are more trees on a site at the end
of development than there were at the start.
17.3 The wording of the preamble to Policy NE2 (Green Infrastructure and Networks) is vague and insufficiently descriptive. When is a tree a
large shrub? Is a Leylandii hedge composed of Leylandii trees, and therefore will it require a survey if impacted by a development?
17.4 Tree surveys are expensive, and therefore clarity is required on what is intended by the policy.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KHU-H

NE2 - Green
infrastructure and
networks

I could not find any sort of definition of "champion" trees. I fear that all trees, whatever their genus, will be treated equally. A sycamore is a
weed: an oak is noble (c.f. NE2).
Water is an essential commodity. I was disappointed to see the apparent rejection of Gigoulande Quarry as a water storage provision. The
Government needs to make significant commitment of resource to address the foreseen shortages in times of drought.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KK4-K

NE2 - Green
infrastructure and
networks

We are very concerned at the number of mature trees being cut down. It is not sufficient to say "We'll plant new tree to replace the one cut
down." A sapling may not survive a mature tree is of far greater value. The presumption should be that all trees are protected, unless there is a
compelling reason to cut them down, in which case at least five suitable new trees should be planted. Hedgerows should also be better
protected, and land-owners should be fined for the excessive cutting and flailing which results in damage to wildlife habitats.

[View full
response]

The Minister for the Environment is proposing the introduction of new
legislation to better regulate the removal of and works to trees.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

NE2 - Green
infrastructure and
networks

The Trust suggests that green infrastructure assessments must include an historic assessment which predates the application by 36 months to
ensure that such infrastructure has not been intentionally damaged or removed pre-application.

[View full
response]

An historic assessment of green infrastructure is not considered viable under
planning legislation. MENV is proposing change to legislation to better
regulate change to green infrastructure.

NE2 should include a reference to roadside banques, as in the current policy, as these are a characteristic feature of Jersey’s landscape that are
routinely under threat by or removed during development.

Roadside bannques will be considered under the auspices of NE2.

The Trust considers that there is no need to use the term “as far as reasonably practicable” as this significantly weakens and reduces the clarity
of the policy.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

NE2 - Green
infrastructure and
networks

The AJA generally supports this Policy.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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BHLZZ12KTK

NE2 - Green
infrastructure and
networks

The proposals as to Green infrastructure and networks are an environmentally friendly concept, and will undoubtedly find support.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the support for this policy.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

NE2 – Green
infrastructure and
networks

a. retaining and improving existing green infrastructure, including trees, hedgerows, wetlands, ponds and watercourses;

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

green infrastructure assets - THIS TERM NEEDS TO BE DEFINED
The term green infrastructure assets is defined in the plan (p.108) as follows:
“The term ‘green infrastructure’ refers to assets including open spaces such as
parks and gardens, playing fields, allotments, woodlands, fields, trees,
hedgerows, banques and ponds, as well as footpaths, cycle routes and streams”

veteran, ancient and champion trees - THESE TERMS NEED TO BE DEFINED

Local definition of veteran, ancient and champion trees will be produced as
part of the emerging tree strategy. The terms are widely accepted descriptors
of the oldest, largest and tallest trees.

Landscape and seascape character, including Proposal - Change permitted development rights in the Coastal National Park
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character

This is an existing proposal which has not been actioned during the lifetime of the existing Island Plan. The Trust suggests that the wording is
amended to read:
“The Minister for the Environment will explore as a priority changes to permitted development rights in the Coastal National Park…”

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the point. Priority afforded to work required to undertaken
during bridging plan period will need to be prioritised relative to resources.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

NE3 – Landscape
and seascape
character

Proposals that could affect the island’s landscape and seascape character, but which do not protect or improve it, will not be supported unless,
and with regard to the special qualities of the landscape and seascape character area or coastal unit, and the impact of the proposed development
on those qualities: THIS DOES NOT MAKE SENSE

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the point, however, this policy provision needs to be read
with the subsequent clauses a.-d.
The Minister would be minded to consider potential revision to improve
clarity.

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

Dear Inspectors,

See statement response SR43 - Coastal National Park.

I wish to object in the strongest possible terms to the proposed extension to the Coastal National Park in the Draft Bridging island Plan.
I am a landowner in Rozel, St Martin. I live [REDACTED] on an old Jersey farm. I own the buildings, surrounding fields and meadows, and
woodland. The woodland is currently in the Coastal National Park. The reason for my objections are as follows.
First, and most importantly, at no time have I, or any of us, been consulted about these proposals. From what I can see, a report was
commissioned. The recommendations of that report were to extend the JCNP. The report seems to have been adopted verbatim and proposed
in the Draft Bridging island Plan. Where is the justification for these proposals? Why do we need to expand what we currently have? Are the
current Green Zone restrictions not working? Has anyone actually asked the property owners and landowners if they think there is a problem?
They certainly haven’t asked me. I cannot see any justification for these proposals.
Second, I am very concerned about “access”. Recently there was an “invitation” from the Jersey National Park on Facebook. This was the post.
Today is International Picnic Day and we're happy to announce that Picnic in the Park is back for 2021! 🧺 Enjoy a wonderful picnic surrounded
by nature's beauty within the Jersey National Park during the month of August. Supported by local restaurants and sponsored by Islands,
explore Jersey's beautiful Park whilst enjoying some delicious food.
It is being suggested that the public just “go out and have a picnic” anywhere in the current JCNP. That includes woodland that I own. If the Park
is extended as proposed then that will include my meadows, fields and property including my house and garden. This cannot be right.
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We have, in the last month, experienced people camping without permission in our woods. We have also had people just wandering up through
our woods, though our meadows where we have cattle grazing, and on to our property. This is most disconcerting when we have small
grandchildren in our gardens supposedly enjoying our private property. Extending the boundaries of the Park will only make these issues worse.
We will almost certainly see an increase in unauthorised “access” over our land. The public will see the word “Park” and access it as they want.
“Park” is defined in the dictionary as “a large public garden or area of land used for recreation”. I rest my case on this point.
Third, I would like to express my concerns about management. It is clear to me that the intention is to “manage” what happens in the JCNP in
the future. Will that include what I do with my fields and meadows? Will the farmers I rent this land to be “restricted” in any way in what they
can do? Will I be told what to grow, and how to grow it?
Fourth, it is clear that the Minister is considering the removal of Permitted Development rights within the proposed JCNP area. I object most
strongly to ANY of my rights being removed in this way. Again, I cannot see that there has been any consultation on this point.
Finally, I would like to say that I am extremely concerned that the control and management of the JCNP will increasingly fall to Jersey Coastal
National Park Ltd. While this private company is funded by Government, it surely cannot be right that unelected people can influence the
management of 30% of the island in this way.
In conclusion, I object most strongly to these proposals to extend the JCNP. It is also very worrying that the whole DBIP is littered with
uncertainties. In many cases “The Minister will bring forward proposals”, or “The Minister will consider”, or “ Planning guidance may be
published by The Minister”, or “The Minister will undertake further studies”. The list goes on. Where is the consultation on all these issues. I very
much hope you will tell the Minister to withdraw these proposals and, if he is determined to make any changes, to consult properly.
Kind regards
[REDACTED]

ANON-ZZ1R2KC3-A

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

Threatened removal of PDR will lead to a large increase in building works, some regrettable, in the lead up to any reduction in permitted rights.
Removal will create a major increase in development control workload

[View full
response]

The removal of permitted development rights is a proposal that will require
consultation and engagement on the form and nature of change.

BHLZZ12KTK

Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

Proposal - Change permitted development rights in the Coastal National Park

[View full
response]

The Minister notes points raised. Business will not be encouraged to move,
but new proposed development will be given careful consideration as to the
appropriateness of the development it is location.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments made. SR53 - Creation of a marine park.

The proposals to enlarge the Coastal National Park are an environmentally friendly
concept and will safeguard the natural beauty of the coastal areas for Island residents and visitors.
The method proposed for determining the new boundaries is entirely logical, and will without doubt prove workable.
This respondent has however misgivings about the Draft Bridging Island Plan
containing the concept of the supporting of new businesses in the CNP.
In the view of this respondent no businesses unrelated to the purpose of the CNP
should be permitted, and existing unrelated businesses should be encouraged to move to new commercial areas outside the CNP.

General comments: natural environment
ANON-ZZ1R2KGS-E

The Draft Island Plan needs to reflect the key focus on safeguarding our children’s future and not allow economic benefit to take priority. Future
proofing has to take priority over views. Unfortunately, our skyline may have to suffer in order to combat climate change. Available reports and
the findings by NGO’s should have been used to make decisions such as the revision of the Jersey National Park. The expansion of our MPA’s &

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Natural environment | 6

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

See relevant statement responses:

Ramsar sites as significant contributors to climate mitigation should be included with clear proposals. There are various potential marine park
models, and these should be considered within the plan. An updated Marine Biodiversity assessment certainly needs to be completed.

ANOZZ12K2Y

The increase in size of the CNP is to be welcomed, however, it fails to address the significance of our marine environment with adequate
protection.

SR43 - Coastal National Park
A marine protected area, in line with the proposals from the Blue Marine Foundation, must be included in this plan.
SR53 - Creation of a marine park
The CNP boundaries do not provide sufficient protection for wildlife, despite one of the purposes of the CNP being to protect and preserve the
area's biodiversity.
The boundaries of the park should be amended with an ecosystem approach in mind, ensuring that semi-natural habitats are protected within
the park, rather than being dissected by arbitrary lines which are provided for the convenience of following boundary features such as roads,
rather than for the purpose of incorporating the extent of the habitats which the CNP is supposed to protect.
The Boundaries should be re-drawn to include all important habitat types which fall in, or partially within, the current boundary proposals.

This is a complex section and I find it difficult to comment as a lay person but as a Jersey resident in my later years I find it so depressing that
the Island's coastline and natural environment continues to be degraded, covered by hard surfaces and urbanised. Take for instance the serious
encroachment by parking along the edge of St Ouen's Bay. There is very little effort to seriously extend and expand a cheap, flexible bus service
to the Bay which could exacerbate the problem. Everything is demand-led and there is not enough joined up policy-making. The natural
environment of Jersey does not stand a chance against the demands of an ever increasing popoulation. Start there -start with a sensible
immigration policy that includes restrictions on the very wealthy and their ability to buy their way into building monstrosity-mansions and
privatise areas of the coastline.

[View full
response]

ANOZZ12KEK

Agree with these policies.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the support for the policies in this chapter.

ANOZZ12KJ5K

Tighter control is required for buildings (including replacements of existing buildings) within the Coastal National Park. There are too many
unsympathetic new buildings which are out of keeping with the natural environment, context and geography of Jersey.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comment in relation to the application of policy SP3.

ANOZZ12KJ9Q

There are several things about Jersey that are world class, where Jersey 'punches above its weight', one of these is in its natural environment
and biodiversity both on land and in the marine ecosystem. Another is in our archaeological sites and evidence. Every effort should be made to
safeguard these for future generations.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the positive comments made.

ANOZZ12KT4V

Protection of our environment and biodiversity is of upmost importance to the character and lives of those who choose to make Jersey their
home. Looking after all that surrounds us is of great benefit to the wilder environment.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the points raised.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments.

ANOZZ12KAE

The Minister notes the comments made.
SR01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

Comments made previously reflect this.

ANOZZ12KXQ

On a more general level, but in the same vein, I wholly object to any development on Green Zones, as has been proposed. Jersey's fields and
surrounding hedgerows house an abundance of wildlife, and contribute to its unique character. Historically, areas were protected by the States
for good reason and should continue to be protected at all costs. There is no point in having Green Zone protection if this is simply ignored
against the wishes of the majority of the population.

See relevant statement responses:
SR53 - Creation of a marine park

There are multiple alternatives to solving the housing issues faced by the island; prevent new developments being bought up by buy-to-let
investors, stop further applications for luxury homes on substantial plots, etc. However, the most important factor is, of course, population
control. Currently, there are vague forecasts and unstated policies for the future size of the island population which should be resolved before
irreplaceable green spaces (and the flora and fauna they contain) are irreversibly lost.
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments. Managing light pollution and direct impact
upon biodiversity arising from specific development proposals will be
considered under NE1. Whilst broader impact of light and sound pollution is
important, the Minister must also ensure that the development needs of the
community can be met, and therefore, there must be a balance.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments and highlights the support provided for
measures to improve access and awareness in the coast and countryside,
through the Policy CI9 – Countryside access and awareness

[View full
response]

The spatial strategy of the draft Island Plan is set out at Policy SP2, and the
Minster notes the error stating 7000 homes are proposed by the plan, where
this is approx. 4000 till the specified period of 2025.

I am fully supportive of the proposed extension of the Coastal National Park to approximately 30% of Jersey's landmass, but consider that Jersey
needs to go further in protecting its marine environment by creating a Marine Conservation Park, as recommended by the Marine Blue
Foundation and the Jersey National Trust.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K69-3

Sustainable Environment
In the strategic and options summary not enough is said regarding light pollution.
•

•
•

•

•
•

•
•

BHLZZ12KT1S

Light pollution is and inefficient or unnecessary use of artificial light - very little consideration has been given to this kind of pollution in the
draft plan. National Geographic say we are endangering our ecosystems and harming animals whose life cycles depend on the dark. They
say light is as toxic as a chemical spill and the most chronic ‘environmental perturbation.’
Given the evidence, there is very little discussion on the issue in the draft plan.
Currently, it seems there is little restriction in the planning law to help curb or manage the increasing amount of light pollution bought on
by developments, both in the rural parishes and in St Helier. In fact, most modern builds have large glass floor to ceiling windows to
maximise the view, very often a coastal view.
St Ouen’s bay has a glut of lights emanating from houses on the cotils – specific developments – the bungalow at the top of Mont Mathieu
has a long panel of floor to ceiling glass windows which is evident from the five mile road, another recently developed property on the
road towards Gronez has can be seen from a distance. These properties throw out significant light.
The fashion for sky lights is increasing the pollution and the draft plan does not sufficiently address the problem or solution.
As more people convert loft space, windows are being added in roof tops, these contribute to the light pollution and there is no indication
in the draft plan to consider this policy that causing stress on wildlife, especially on bats and on humans who are impacted by light
pollution in their homes.
Developments have a glut of outdoor lights these are intrusive into nearby properties, and they disturb wildlife. Lights around gates, flood
lights etc are on for too long.
Lights at crossings are invasive in the countryside.

Jersey’s beautiful natural environment and coastline is a focal point in Visit Jersey’s promotion of the island as a tourist destination. In order to
facilitate more enjoyment of Jersey’s natural environment, we would highlight the importance of having the ability for animation of the natural
environment. For example, development that can enable people to both experience and learn more about the natural environment. This could
be as small scale as signage or perhaps the development or evolution of existing product into an interpretation centre for the National Park or
other education/conservation facilities, or improvements to accessible facilities, in a way that would enhance the visitor experience. We
acknowledge that by enabling public enjoyment of the natural environment, there may be an impact on the environment itself, so we agree that
any such development must be undertaken in a way that improves the distinctive character of the area and that protects wildlife, cultural
heritage and the appearance of our landscapes and seascapes as much as possible. In terms of green infrastructure, Visit Jersey expresses its
continued support for further development of green lanes and integrated cycling routes. This enhances Jersey’s outdoor tourism product
offering and consumer research shows increased demand for outdoor leisure or sports activities amongst UK holiday makers since COVID.
Visit Jersey welcomes any opportunity to engage in more in-depth discussions on this topic at a later date.

ANOZZ12K26V

NE1 - Protection
and improve of
biodiversity and
geodiversity

The policies are overlooking the proposed substantial amount of development eg 7000 new homes, new urban areas at Les Quennevais and
others, Fort Regent regeneration and the new Hospital will put further considerable increased pressure on the natural environment goes without
saying, however much policy as here is put in place.

NE2 - Green
infrastructure and
networks
NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character
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The Island Policy should be making and including more tree / nature growth to combat climate change - for every development agreed to - the
same space should be allowed for trees to be planted.

[View full
response]

The island does not have sufficient land to accommodate such a policy, but
the Minister highlights that policies NE2 and ME5 will seek to support and
deliver more tree planting on the island.

NE1 - Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity

Extract from complete response (attached)

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the positive comments about the chapter and feels that
the plan does serve as a progressive recognition of the importance of our
natural environment.

NE2 - Green
infrastructure and
networks

We have been widely consulted on the detail around Policies NE1-NE3 through the course of the development of the draft and are broadly
satisfied with the intent of the Policies and the Proposals. We have also had an opportunity to comment on Policies in several other areas
influenced by the work of Natural Environment - IHE.

NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character

That said we would like to see an increasing recognition of the importance of the Natural Environment at a strategic level as highlighted in our
earlier comments and expect as those views become more widely debated that they continue to gain importance in future iterations of the
Island Plan.

Proposal Biodiversity net
gain

Throughout our engagement and response to this draft document our main concerns are:

Proposal - Green
infrastructure and
network strategy

ANON-ZZ1R2K9G-M

NE1 - Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity
NE2 - Green
infrastructure and
networks
NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character Proposal
Biodiversity net
gain
Proposal - Green
infrastructure and
network strategy
Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

ANON-ZZ1R2KMK-C

Proposal - Green
infrastructure and
network strategy

Specifically, in respect of the Chapter on the Natural Environment we feel that this draft is a positive evolution of previous plans and does in part
start to reflect the local, national and international debate and accepted positions in this subject area.

•
•
•

The footnote relating to the wildlife law will be updated to reflect the recent
change, as specified in the Minister’s proposed modification schedule.
The footnote relating to sustainable living wall or green walls are locally
specified.

the deliverability of the commitments made in the “bridging” Plan,
the understanding of and consistent application of the Policies by all stakeholders,
whether there are sufficiently targeted and robust monitoring and review processes in place to respond to any future failings or for that
matter successes.

Note: Specifically, in relation to the text we would make 2 comments.
Proposal - Change
permitted
development
rights in the

1.

p101 (plus others) & footnote 1 - referencing the Wildlife (Jersey) Law 202_. This Law should now be correctly referred to as the Wildlife
(Jersey) Law 2021.
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Coastal National
Park

2.

NE1 - Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity

I endorse the comments made the National Trust for Jersey on all the issues above

[View full
response]

The Minister notes this support.

The Draft Bridging Island Plan dialogue relating to diagrams NE1, NE2 and NE3 which compare ‘Marine Protected Areas’ and Ramsar designated
sites illustrations does not highlight significant shortcomings that the plan needs to address as a priority. Much of the area falling with in the
zones is actual above sea level. Huge tracts of high biodiversity sit outside what are referred to as MPA’s. The lines on the maps make Jersey’s
protected areas look impressive to the layperson but not to those with access to the data. If a comparison was made it would be noted that key
habitat areas, including our only remaining Maerl Beds, Seagrass Meadows, corals and dynamic reefs do not feature or receive protection. NE3
is an overall perspective based on predictive modelling. This needs to be ground proofed and where appropriate more accurately defined.
Areas that fall below the model resolution (that for economic reasons had to be used) do not feature. Examples are the Heron Wreck
and Sauvage Reefs, our only Pink Sea fan colonies. Pink Sea fans within the UK nationally are scarce and protected under the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981. With the publishing of our revised Wildlife Law planning that includes Pink Sea fans, we need to include planning
considerations that reduce impact on these areas which currently lie outside any designation.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the points raised and highlights that it is the intention to
develop a Marine spatial Plan for Jersey, as highlighted in Strategic Proposal 2
– creating a marine spatial plan for Jersey. SR 53 - Creation of a marine park

p110 footnote 15 – guidance notes will be issued and its not helpful at this stage to try and define the plant species and type without
consideration of the local situation.

NE2 - Green
infrastructure and
networks
NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character
Proposal 11 Biodiversity net
gain
Proposal 12 Green
infrastructure and
network strategy
Proposal 13 Change permitted
development
rights in the
Coastal National
Park

ANON-ZZ1R2KGS-E

NE1 – Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity
NE2 – Green
infrastructure and
networks
NE3 – Landscape
and seascape
character
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[View full
response]

The provisions in this policy provide a framework to enable a consistent and
transparent approach to decision-making to help reconcile the protection of
the historic environment with the island’s environmental, economic and social
needs where potential conflict arises between sustaining heritage values of a
place and other important public interests.

HE1 - Protecting listed buildings and places and their settings
ANON-ZZ1R2KJF-4

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places and
their settings

Support the protections. The exemption A) needs qualification as to "overriding public policy objective". This should be limited to critical
infrastructure requirements only.

The Minister may prepare and issue guidance about public policy objectives.
Jersey’s heritage is an irreplaceable resource and should be protected in a
manner appropriate to its significance. The sustainability of public benefit
relative to the loss or harm to heritage assets should be an integral part of
decision-making.
The policy provisions at (a)-(d) are clearly exceptions to the presumption
against the loss of heritage assets.
The penultimate paragraph makes explicit reference to ‘exceptional approval’
in the case of demolition or substantial alteration of a listed building or place.

ANON-ZZ1R2KSF-D

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places and
their settings

The approach to the protection of historic settings is wholly inconsistent. Either they should be protected or not. And if they are, what is the
protection area surrounding them? As this currently seems to be limited to the ownership boundary lines, leading to considerable variation and
the risk of the loss of historic settings. The historic window and door protection, I understand but again for how long will this be feasible whilst
we are devastating our natural resources? The long term island plan needs to address these I consistencies and take a brave stance. The earth
and our natural environment has existed much longer than our historic buildings, yet we are sacrificing one for the other without much thought.

[View full
response]

Where buildings and places have sufficient significance and are of specific
importance they are Listed. In considering development proposals that
impact them and their settings there needs to be a subjective assessment of
setting. There is a different extent for each place or building as a setting is
commonly defined as the place in which a building or place is experienced.
This changes with time and geography. Policy HE1 sets out the need to
recognise and protect settings.

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places and
their settings

JE believes that while a ‘fabric first’ approach should always be the first option to save energy and reduce carbon emissions, there are other
ways to reduce the carbon emissions from challenging buildings.

[View full
response]

One of the biggest drivers of change affecting the historic environment is
climate change as it is not only affected by the impacts of climate change but
also by our responses to it Taking a whole life approach to buildings means
prioritising our existing buildings by making refurbishment and reuse
worthwhile.

HE3 - Protection
or improvement of
conservation areas

•

HE2 - Protection of
historic windows
and doors

ANON-ZZ1R2K4H-G

JE recommends:

•
•
•

ANON-ZZ1R2KGJ-5

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places and
their settings

Establishment of a working group comprising technologists, planners and heritage groups to identify and recommend acceptable and
practical technical solutions that also preserve heritage characteristics of older buildings.
Use of all-electric heat pump and hybrid heating systems that offer high-temperature solutions for larger and more difficult-to-heat homes,
specifically when supplemented by low carbon electric flow boilers.
Recognising and enabling the need to upgrade or replace the infrastructure that feeds these buildings to ensure they are can support the
owner’s needs for heating and EV charging in a zero-carbon future.
Adoption of Citizen’s Assembly Recommendations for Heating, Cooling and Cooking – R1, R2, R3 and R7JE recommends: That special
consideration be given and permission granted for the installation of electrical infrastructure to increase the supply capacity that may be
necessary in some areas for Jersey to achieve its carbon neutrality ambitions. These could include for example new substations and section
pillars (street furniture) and public EV charging stations.

All listed buildings should be protected, including the ones at Overdale. Westmount and the Milita mustering fields and wildlife are under threat
by a new hospital road, and this area needs historic and environmental protection.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Many islanders live in listed buildings, where energy efficiency improvements,
supported by regular maintenance and repair, can make homes more
comfortable and compatible with modern lifestyles, as well as cheaper to run
and protect their significance into the future. Finding ways to deliver practical
solutions along with partners such as Jersey Electricity will be key to achieving
success.

[View full
response]

The impact of the proposed development of Our Hospital on the historic
environment will a material consideration in the consideration of any future
planning application. An assessment of impacts will include listed buildings
and their settings.
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Minister’s detailed response

Any building built before 1914, and many built interwar, should automatically be considered "preserved style". This means that any
redevelopment proposal MUST be built in the same style and to at least the same quality as the pre-existing building, with characteristic
features preserved and incorporated into the newbuild. This will prevent the island's future being disconnected from its past while still allowing
functional changes and built environment progress.

[View full
response]

The Minister publishes criteria to ensure that any Listed building or place
meets a quality and significance test. As such, whilst important, age is not the
only factor to consider. Any proposed changes will be measured in the
policies that promote good quality design that needs to have specific regard
to the contribution of new development to a sense of place and local
identity..

There is a fallacy if such policies as protecting the historical environment is given as policy then in the next instance a proposal to demolish a
building is endorsed eg Fort Regent dome roof. Policy has to be followed through to the last detail and without political interference

[View full
response]

As a listed structure, the impact of development proposals upon the special
interest of Fort Regent's roof will be a material consideration as part of any
planning application consideration. Furthermore the character and
significance of the Fort will need to a key factor in considering any changes to
use, design or form. Policy HE1 sets out how this will be judged.

It is pleasing that the significance of Jersey’s Palaeolithic and Neolithic sites be recognised in the Historic Environment section of the Island Plan
(p120). As mentioned in my comment relating to SP4, Le Mont de la Ville is documented as having been a substantial Neolithic site.

[View full
response]

Fort Regent is protected a Grade 1 Listed Building (HE1195). In bringing
forwards proposals for its re-use its key attribute as a heritage site will need
to inform any new proposals. As part of any future planning application a
clear understanding of heritage values and significance will need to lead any
proposed changes.

HE2 - Protection of
historic windows
and doors

ANON-ZZ1R2K7A-C

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places and
their settings

All buildings built after 1945 should be considered "abominations", though a better word might be found for use here. Where evidence of the
pre-1945 building exists, for example in photographs or paintings, any redevelopment should require the emulation of the previous style of the
building. For example: the former BHS building could be redeveloped into a building similar in style to the previously existing building. This will
help us to rid the island of the 'mass produced' architecture that replaced historic buildings since the war. All buildings should be sympathetic to
their neighbours and contribute to the historic environment, a valuable asset to St Helier and elsewhere in the island.

ANON-ZZ1R2K26-V

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places and
their settings
HE3 - Protection
or improvement of
conservation areas

ANON-ZZ1R2K2F-C

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places and
their settings
Proposal 14 Conservation area
designation

Like Jersey Heritage, I welcome the recognition of setting as a consideration in Policy HE1 Protected listed buildings and places, and their
settings.
I support the Proposal for Conservation Area designation and the requisite legal framework. While p132 makes broad suggestions of
Conservation Areas, I make specific reference to the site of the proposed redevelopment of Fort Regent, on Le Mont de la Ville and suggest its
prioritisation in the Island Plan. With the phased approach to the ‘decant and regeneration’ (p59) of the site about to commence, it would be
opportune to establish the elements of cultural significance here, with a view to creating a long-term commitment to restoring its historic
integrity and authenticity. This would involve a specific programme of actions which would go to inform decisions about the site’s future so as
to meet the Island’s obligations in relation to international conventions, and to support the island’s wider reputation and identity (p121).

At this time it is unlikely Fort Regent will be specifically designated as a
conservation area. It may in the future form part of a wider conservation area
for St Helier or Havre des Pas.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAT-9

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places and
their settings

The recognition of setting as a consideration is welcomed in Policy HE1 - Protecting listed buildings and places, and their settings. Although not
strictly speaking an IP issue, it is noted that in the November 2020 report by Historic England Towards a Heritage Strategy for Jersey the view is
expressed that inclusion of setting in Jersey Planning Law is also required to comply with Granada Convention.

[View full
response]

The Minister will publish guidance on the matter of setting to assist with the
interpretation and application of policy.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAT-9

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places and
their settings

P126 - it is welcomed that in cases where there is any approved alteration to or loss of historic built fabric from listed buildings or places, there
will be a requirement for an appropriate level of recording and analysis to be undertaken and subsequent publication to the island's Historic
Environment Record - also including requirements, especially in the case of works affecting places of archaeological interest, relating to the
treatment and care of archival material; and that any such requirements will be secured through planning condition or obligation.

[View full
response]

The specific operation of the planning process via IHE lies outside the remit of
the Bridging Island Plan. However, the securing of publication, finds and
archive are generally covered by planning conditions that require a
professional archaeological Brief to set out how such matters will be
addressed.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K5P-S

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

The pre-amble to the various policies is generally well considered and sets out well the wide range of the historic environments and why society
seeks its protection. The aims of the policies are welcome in terms of conserving the Island’s Built heritage.

[View full
response]

The Minister is minded to acknowledge, in the preamble, that good quality,
contextually appropriate, modern design is not precluded in conservation
areas.

HE3 – Protection
or improvement of
conservation areas

In particular, the proposal to bring forward Conservation Areas is welcome. It is hoped this tool for protecting the character of historic areas is
delivered and the author would welcome an opportunity to contribute to this.
The pre-amble for the Conservation Areas does need to include a commitment to support contemporary design that is demonstrated to protect
the character of the Area. This is required to
1.
2.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5P-S

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5P-S

recognise that high quality historic areas are often a mixture of architectural styles, innovation and ideas; contemporary over many
centuries, and
avoid the situation that has occurred in some UK Conservation Areas where design quality has been diluted to a ‘safe’ pastiche of historic
development.

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

Preserve

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

‘All proposals should seek to improve the significance of listed buildings and places’.

[View full
response]

Noted

[View full
response]

The primary purpose of the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law is to conserve,
protect and improve Jersey’s natural beauty, natural resources and general
amenities, its character, and its physical and natural environments which, it is
considered, provides the necessary legal basis to support the proposed
policies in the draft plan.

Comment: Improvement, or ‘betterment’, is not a concept support by the Planning Law. Although ‘should seek’ perhaps prevents direct conflict
with the Law, it is unreasonable to introduce it in the context of Listed buildings because:

2.
3.
4.
5.

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

This change is highlighted on the modification schedule

Comment: The change from ‘preserve’ in the 2011 IP to ‘protect’ is welcome as the phase ‘preserve’ had become largely meaningless as many
historical settings are far from preserved completely, and most approved Applications could not be said to preserve a historic setting.
‘All proposals should seek to improve the significance of listed buildings and places’.

1.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5P-S

Such that “Very careful consideration will need to be given to the design of
development proposals, their mass, scale, form, materials and detailing of
building alterations to protect the character and appearance of the
conservation area and its setting from harm, or to improve it through
beneficial change. This does not preclude high quality modern design of
buildings or spaces within the area, rather it seeks a contextual response to fit
the place.

‘should seek’ will likely become an unwritten requirement through the Planning Application consultation process and which is not
supported by the Planning Law,
the significance of a Listed Building is sometimes ill or incorrectly defined by the Minister’s Listing Schedule leading to potentially baseless
rationales for improvements, and which could harm the significance of a building,
there are instances where architectural or other improvements cannot be made for a scheme that is otherwise acceptable to Policy HE1,
there are instances (particularly within St. Helier) where owners do not have the funds to enable enhancements for a scheme that is
otherwise acceptable to Policy HE1, but financial considerations will no form part of the HET’s assessment, and
the principal of betterment via policy does not align with the Government of Jersey ending its funding to support owners to enhance their
properties,

‘Proposals that could affect a listed building or place, or its setting, but which do not protect or improve its special interest or protect its setting,
will not be supported unless, and with regard to the comparative significance of the listed building or place, or its setting, and the impact of
proposed development on that significance:
a.
b.
c.
d.

The principal requirement of Policy HE1 and HE2 relates to protection of the
special interest of listed buildings and places.

[View full
response]

The Minister is not minded to change but invites inspectors to consider the
clarity of the policy.

the changes are demonstrably necessary either to meet an overriding public policy objective or need; and
there is no reasonably practicable alternative means of delivering those proposals without harm to the heritage values of the listed
building or place, or their settings; and
that harm has been avoided, mitigated and reduced as far as reasonably practicable; or
it has been demonstrated that the predicted public benefit outweighs the harm to the special interest of the building or place in its
setting’.

Comment: This part of the Policy is unwieldy, difficult to understand, and suggests betterment as a (see item ‘i’ above) requirement of consent.
It could be simplified to state: Proposals that do not protect a listed building or place’s special interest or setting will not be supported unless,
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[View full
response]

Noted

[View full
response]

This is not an Island Plan issue but one associated with the interpretation and
application of legislation and the regulation of change.

and with regard to the comparative significance of the listed building or place, or its setting, and the impact of proposed development on that
significance . . .’

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5P-S

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

‘Where exceptionally, approval is given to demolish or substantially alter a listed building or place, a programme of recording and analysis, and
archaeological excavation where relevant, will be required as part of the implementation of the scheme, together with publication of that record
to an appropriate standard in the Historic Environment Record’.
Comment: A welcome change to aid the preservation in record of Listed buildings where the substantial loss of fabric is approved.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5P-S

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

Other observations
(p.63) ‘Planning policies of the Island Plan provide proactive support for the re-use of historic buildings; for appropriate flexibility in response to
climate change; and strengthen and clarify the management of development that affects the setting of listed buildings’.
Comment: The most common day-to-day ‘management’ question for owners of Grade 4 Listed Buildings, which make up 33% of all Listed
buildings (source: gov.je), is whether works to the interior require Planning consent and whether the Decision makers (using Policy HE1) will
object to the removal of internal historic fabric.
The BIP, in clarifying the ‘management of development’ should confirm in the pre-amble to Policy HE1 whether planning permission is required
for the removal of historic internal fabric within Grade 4 buildings.

The Minister made a policy decision on this issue in 2013: MD–PE–2013-0058:
Listing schedule: Grade 4 Listed buildings.
It is relevant to note that the findings of the HE Review recommend that the
legal framework is amended to provide an exemption to the requirement for
permission for works to the interior of a Listed Building Grade 4 which would
not affect the special interest of the building – thereby removing the
requirement for permission for internal works to Grade 4 listed buildings, as
these have no interior features of special interest.

The interest of a Grade 4 building is generally understood to be defined by its external interest.
This issue will be progressed throughout the IPR process.
Grade 4 is defined by the Government as ‘Buildings and places of special public and heritage interest to Jersey, being good example of a
particular historical period, architectural style or building type; but defined particularly for the exterior characteristics and contribution to
townscape, landscape or group value’.
This ‘indication of the significance of the asset’ (source: gov.je) in using the phase ‘defined particularly’ which does not rule out interior fabric
being of significance or the need for consent. This creates a potential area of confusion or conflict.
The Department has, in correspondence with the author, written that works inside of a Grade 4 building ‘will not require specific consent’.
However, this clear approach is not always applied through the pre-application or Application processes where HET consultation responses seek
the retention of interior fabric where the Schedule states the interior of the building is ‘not of interest’. Applicants are understandable confused
and as a result regrettably often criticise the Department and which undermines the important work HET carryout to help protect the built
heritage of the Island.
The confusion is further underlined by the Planning and Building (General Development) (Jersey) Order, 2011.
Part 3 Repairs, Maintenance and Minor Works to Land and Buildings, Class AA, Permitted Development AA.1 states ‘Internal alterations or
building operations that do not amount to an external change or create new floor space’ (are permitted development) for which the ‘Work not
permitted’ clause AA.2 states ‘Work is not permitted by Class AA if the building is or forms part of a LBP’.
This work not permitted clause AA.2 is self-evidently contrary to the purpose of defining, by implication of Grade 4 or by the certainty of a
Schedule’s Description of a Grade 4 buildings (or on occasion specific parts of a Grade 3 building), ‘the interior is not of interest’.
Put plainly, an enquiry to the Planning Department as to whether works to the interior of a Grade 4 building, or works to the interior of a Grade
3 building that has specifically been assessed and described as being ‘not of interest’, can (and does) yield different responses. Sometimes
permission is sought, sometimes it is not.
Whilst it is not the role of the BIP to review the Planning Law and associated Orders, the pre-amble or Policy HE1 can clarify whether ‘not of
interest’ stated on a Schedule or implied by Grade 4 means Policy HE1 (that requires the protection of ‘special interest’) will not be applied.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

Managing development – Historic environment

[View full
response]

This is already covered by policy provision in HE1(b).

HE1 – Protecting listed buildings and places, and their settings
The Trust considers that the pre-policy text at the bottom of page 125 is strengthened by adding: “To ensure the protection of the island’s
historic environment the wholesale loss of any listed buildings would require exceptional justification where it can be demonstrated that public
benefit outweighs harm and there are no feasible alternatives for delivering such public benefit.”

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

In relation to the concept of mitigation for the loss of historic fabric, consideration should also be given to whether provision should be made
for mitigation also to include putting other buildings into a better state of repair, rather than simply seeking appropriate recording, as long as
this does not then become a mechanism for removing “awkward” historic buildings.

[View full
response]

Provision is already made for this under Policy HE1(c), and the matter can be
dealt with, on a case-by-case basis, and managed through the use of
planning obligation agreements.

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

Policy HE1 should be amended to read:

[View full
response]

No supporting justification is offered for the proposed changes, but the
following comment is offered.

“Proposals that could affect a listed building or place, or its setting, but which do not protect or improve its special interest or protect its setting,
will not be supported unless, and with regarding to the comparative significance of the listed building or place, or its setting, and the impact of
proposed development on that significance:
1.
2.
3.
4.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

It is considered that at:
a.
b.

public/community benefit is already covered by public policy objectives
issues of impact upon landscape and seascape character are covered
elsewhere (Policy NE3)
c. it is not considered that the alternative wording about managing harm
presents any material difference to that already provided in the policy
d. The Minister will invite planning inspectors to explore whether the
qualification of benefit, such that it must substantially and significantly
outweigh harm, is appropriate.
The matter of mitigation is already addressed by the provision at (c). Any
associated proposals would need to be considered under the auspices of
enabling development (see Policy GD4).

The changes are demonstrably necessary either to meet an overriding public policy objective, public/community benefit or need; and
there is no reasonably practicable alternative means of delivering those proposals without harm to landscape and seascape character; and
that harm has been avoided and reduced to the minimum through appropriate mitigation and/or compensation measures; and
the predicted public benefit substantially and significantly outweighs the harm to the special interest of the building or place in its setting.
Where exceptionally, approval is given to demolish or substantially alter a listed building or place, appropriate mitigation measures and
proposals will be required as well as a programme of recording…”

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

18.0 HISTORIC BUILDINGS

[View full
response]

There is a clear distinction to be made between external security shutters and
historic shutters. Improving the significance of listed buildings and places can
be achieved by a conservation-led approach to development. The active
management of change, in ways that recognises and reinforces the historic
significance of places while accommodating the changes necessary to ensure
their continued use and enjoyment, can deliver this.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJ5-K

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

These seem sensible proposals. Hopefully demolition of a Colomberie House (for example) would never be permitted again.

[View full
response]

Noted.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

Historic Environment: Generally – Historic Buildings Grant Programme: The WMUD “St Helier Urban Character Appraisal Review” May 2021
recommends in section 6.5 (page 60) an important action is Jersey Government reinstates its historic buildings grant programme. This would
incentivise preservation of historic buildings, encourage higher maintenance standards and use of appropriate materials / techniques. This is
strongly supported by the AJA as it would contribute towards enhancing the wider townscape character.

[View full
response]

The reinstatement of grant programmes lies outside the remit of the Bridging
Island Plan.

8.1 The need to protect historic buildings is fully acknowledged. However, there are a number of new clauses in the DBIP which are questionable
as follows.18.1.1 On p125, the following is stated – “In all cases the use of external security shutters will not be supported.” This seems overly
proscriptive. There are some very attractive historic external shutters on a listed building (a jewellers) in St Helier.18.1.12 Policy HE1 states that “All
proposals should seek to improve the significance of listed buildings and places.” One would question how, exactly, this is to be achieved.

HE3 - Protection
or improvement of
conservation areas
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

HE1 – Protecting listed buildings and places, and their settings.

[View full
response]

The Minister is grateful for the general support.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

Page 120, para 4: it would be helpful to add 20th century architecture to the list of sites of interest, as Jersey has many fine examples of
residential and commercial buildings from this period;

[View full
response]

The text simply serves to give an overview of Jersey’s heritage, rather than to
provide a comprehensive description.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

Page 121, head of page: some recognition here would be appropriate of increasing development pressures, particularly in St Helier, and the
resulting erosion of the historic environment;

[View full
response]

The issues associated with the development pressure faced in St Helier are
addressed in the evidence base supporting the plan.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

Page 122, para 2 after table: rather than wait for the formulation of Jersey- based Supplementary Planning Guidance on setting, the programme
for which is undefined, we suggest that in the interests of clarity the published and proven Historic England Guidance, “The Setting of Heritage
Assets”, should be utilised on an interim basis;

[View full
response]

For guidance to have effect in the Jersey context it is required to be published
by the Minister for the Environment (under Article 6). In seeking to publish
such, the Minister will have regard to established guidance, principles and
best practice from elsewhere. Work on bringing forwards this guidance is well
advanced.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

Page 126, para 3: the requirement to undertake an appropriate level of recording in cases where historic fabric will be lost is laudable – in
practice, however, this requirement is not always fulfilled.

[View full
response]

This is not an issue of policy but of implementation.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

HE1 - Protecting listed buildings

[View full
response]

Improving the significance of listed buildings and places can be achieved by a
conservation-led approach to development. The active management of
change, in ways that recognises and reinforces the historic significance of
places while accommodating the changes necessary to ensure their continued
use and enjoyment, can deliver this.

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

HE1 - Protecting listed buildings

[View full
response]

Planning law already enables decision-makers to depart from Island Plan
policy where there is sufficient justification for doing so.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

The AJA generally supports these Policies.

Para 2: the meaning of this phrase is unclear – how can significance, which relates to the intrinsic value of the building or structure, be
improved? Some guidance in the explanatory text to the policy would be helpful.

Para 4, point a): in the absence of detailed guidance within the policy preamble or in supplementary guidance that explains the basis for the
interpretation of this clause, the policy appears to be an invitation to overrule the presumption to protect listed buildings where, for example,
affordable housing is to be provided. Whilst the policy preamble is expressed in terms of ‘exceptional circumstances’ and ‘exceptional
justification’ (page 125, para 6), these words are not included in the actual Policy text.

The provisions in this policy provide a framework to enable a consistent and
transparent approach to decision-making to help reconcile the protection of
the historic environment with the island’s environmental, economic and social
needs where potential conflict arises between sustaining heritage values of a
place and other important public interests.
The Minister may prepare and issue guidance about public policy objectives.
Jersey’s heritage is an irreplaceable resource and should be protected in a
manner appropriate to its significance. The sustainability of public benefit
relative to the loss or harm to heritage assets should be an integral part of
decision-making.
The policy provisions at (a)-(d) are clearly exceptions to the presumption
against the loss of heritage assets.
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Minister’s detailed response
The penultimate paragraph makes explicit reference to ‘exceptional approval’
in the case of demolition or substantial alteration of a listed building or place.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

HE1 - Protecting listed buildings

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

HE1 - Protecting listed buildings

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

HE1 - Protecting listed buildings

BHLF-ZZ1R2KUA-A

HE1 – Protecting
Listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAT-9

HE1 – Protection of
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

[View full
response]

The points raised differ: the provision at (a) is about public benefit; the
provisions at (d) is about the relative merit of the development proposal
when considered in light of its impact upon heritage value.

[View full
response]

This is not an issue of policy but of implementation

[View full
response]

The policy explicitly states that applications that are not supported by
sufficient information will not be supported.

On p167 (PDF p174), in the 5th line of the second paragraph under the heading "Conversion or re-use of traditional farm buildings" reference is
made to "ash houses" and I wonder if this should be "wash houses" which were a feature of old farms and indeed other houses. Both sets of my
grandparents had wash houses as annexes or outhouses of their homes, but I've never heard of an ash house.

[View full
response]

The reference to ash houses is correct. This is a particular vernacular form of
farm group development. In England, ash houses are concentrated in Devon
and Cornwall. Ash from domestic fires was used as a fertiliser. Some ash
houses (cendriers) are built in stone rubble with corbelled roofs. There is
some doubt whether some buildings stated as being pigsties in Jersey are not
in fact ash houses. Further information can be found at Historic farmsteads
and landscapes in Jersey (gov.je)

P167-JH welcomes reference to the Lake report Historic Farmsteads and Landscapes in Jersey: their character and Jacal distinctiveness, JH
Historic Building Study no.2. This is a valuable piece of work that could be more fully utilised.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the positive comment.

[View full
response]

This is not an Island Plan issue but one associated with the interpretation and
application of legislation and the regulation of change.

Para 4, point d): this point raises similar issues to those identified in point a) and it is suggested that these two clauses are grouped together;

Para 5: as mentioned earlier, while the requirement to take and publish a record of buildings in certain circumstances is laudable, it needs to be
rigidly enforced if the public record is to benefit;

Para 6: The requirement that applicants should provide sufficient information to enable an application to be evaluated and determined is
supported. Where this information is not provided then not only are planning officers and decision makers disadvantaged, but also the wider
community who are interested in the care of heritage assets. In such circumstances, we believe that applications should automatically be
refused.

HE2 - Protection of historic windows and doors
BHLF-ZZ1R2K5P-S

HE2 - Protection of
historic windows
and doors

The paragraph ‘The replacement of more modern windows and doors in more recent extensions to listed buildings or buildings in a
conservation area should have regard to the special interest or historic character of the property. Any replacement windows and doors should
protect and, where possible, improve the special interest or character of the building’ appears to place the GDO Class F1 requirement into
Policy. The difficulty with this approach is it is effectively requiring owners of entirely modern extensions which perhaps are erroneously included
within Listing Schedules or are deliberately of contemporary design or, more commonly, simple modern extensions that are not included in the
Listing but are attached to a Listed building to a) make a Planning Application and b) ‘where possible’ install fenestration that matches
(primarily) 19th Century windows with little or no rationale for doing so. Class F1 is already questionably in terms of the purposes of the Law, and
already causes confusion as to what constitutes ‘part of’ a Listed building and inconsistent decisions in that respect. To implant it into policy will
effective ‘List’ modern extensions in respect of fenestration requirements contrary to the certainty the Listing regime is supposed to provide. The
term ‘more recent extensions’ is problematic and ill-defined. ‘More recent’ to what date? Perhaps after 1945 (generally considered to be the cutoff date for historic buildings), or would ‘more recent’ be in recent decades?
The more rigorous requirements of Policy HE2 (as set out in the GDO) for replacement fenestration can be justified for Listed buildings and
unListed buildings in Conservation Areas (but arguably only where visible to the public and affecting the character of the Area) but otherwise
are a blurring of the lines between Listed and unListed buildings, and one that the Minister will surely find hard to justify on unListed buildings?

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

The term ‘more recent extensions’ refers to any extension to a listed building
that is self-evidently younger than the host building. Where the extension is
of historic significance in its own right, for example a dower wing, it will be
included within the extent of listing. Using heritage impact assessments to
assess applications for change significance can be defined and the proposals
measured against impacts on significance which can be either positive or
negative, the latter will then have defined mitigation.
The terms of the policy are clearly applicable to historic windows and doors in
listed buildings or buildings in a conservation area.
It is relevant to note that the findings of the HE Review recommend that the
GDO be amended to consistently refer to ‘the bldg. or its curtilage is or forms
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part of a listed bldg. or place or a potential listed bldg. or place or is in a
conservation area’.
This issue will be progressed throughout the IPR process.
GDO Class F1 referred to is:
PLANNING AND BUILDING (GENERAL DEVELOPMENT) (JERSEY) ORDER 2011
SCHEDULE 1
PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT
PART 1
WORK CARRIED OUT TO, AND WITHIN THE CURTILAGE OF, A
DWELLING-HOUSECLASS F
Permitted development
F.1
The placing of vents, flues, chimneys and similar items, and minor alterations
to any dwelling.
Work not permitted
F.2
Work is not permitted by Class F if the building is or forms part of a LBP or
pLBP, or is in a CA.
See SR 48 - Management of change to windows and doors in conservation
areas

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDQ-9

HE2 - Protection of
historic windows
and doors

Carbon Neutral Strategy 2019 and Policy HE2 – Protection of historic windows and doors

[View full
response]

See SR 47 - Double-glazing in heritage buildings

This submission is in relation to Policy HE2 – Protection of historic windows and doors
1.
2.

how it is contrary to the Government of Jersey's Carbon Neutral Strategy 2019
and how it needs to be redrafted and reinterpreted in accordance with both Public attitudes and the States of Jersey's environmental
commitments.

Jersey Carbon Neutral Strategy 2019
The Minister's foreword in the Carbon Neutral Strategy 2019 details:
"...I realised that the environment would only receive political attention when it became a priority of the public. The last decade has brought
home the environmental realities – storm events, extreme weather, changes in polar ice flows, species extinction and pollution being just a few.
Public attitudes have suddenly changed, particularly in response to the leadership shown by young people, a movement which I personally find
inspiring. Our planet is their future – our children, grandchildren and future generations.
In response to community concerns voiced by a backbench States Member, the States Assembly voted in May 2019 to declare a climate
emergency (emphasis added), and asked for a plan to aim to achieve carbon neutrality by 2030..." 3
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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[View full
response]

See SR 47 - Double-glazing in heritage buildings

Jersey Policy HE2 – Protection of historic windows and doors
However, the current drafting of Policy HE2 – Protection of historic windows and doors is to require that any replacement windows and doors
"... replicate the historic forms in all respects..."4
Unfortunately, this interpretation has meant that alternative wooden windows and doors with better U-values have not been permitted on the
basis that their design does not replicate the historic forms in all respects.
In this regard, whilst it is acknowledged that a conservation expert may be able to identify that a wooden window with a 14mm pane of glass
and a non structural glazing bar does not replicate the historic forms in all respects; I suspect that the majority of the Public (whose regard
should be given more weight as the user of these homes and buildings) would not be able to identify this aspect and instead, their preference is
to have the most energy efficient windows and doors available (which can still be in wooden form), a point acknowledged in Policy HE2 –
Protection of historic windows as follows:
"...As improved thermal performance is likely to be the major driver for change in most of these cases, there will be a desire for doubleglazing..."5
UK Government's Future Buildings Standard
Following on from the above, the amount of energy buildings use as a percentage of total energy usage is significant and the need for energy
efficiency standards is detailed in the UK Government's recently published The Future Buildings Standard as follows:
"...Heating and powering buildings currently accounts for 40% of the UK’s total energy usage. The minimum energy efficiency standards that we
set for buildings must put us on the right path to achieve our net zero target. The Government believes that by improving energy efficiency and
moving to cleaner sources of heat, we can reduce carbon emissions and keep energy costs down now and in the future..."6
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation, page 131. Available online: C Draft Bridging Island Plan Digital.pdf (gov.je)
Carbon Neutral Strategy 2019. Available online: CNS amended version FINAL.pdf (gov.je)
Carbon Neutral Strategy 2019, page 5, paragraphs 3, to 5. Available online: CNS amended version FINAL.pdf (gov.je)
Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation, page 131, paragraphs 2 and 3. Available online: C Draft Bridging Island Plan Digital.pdf (gov.je)
Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation, page 130, paragraph 8, l.5. Available online: C Draft Bridging Island Plan Digital.pdf (gov.je)
The Future Buildings Standard, page 7, paragraph 2. Available online: Title (publishing.service.gov.uk)

Number of Jersey Listed Buildings: Historic Environment Review – Progress and Outcomes
Due to the number of listed buildings in Jersey as provided in the 2017 report, a Historic Environment Review – Progress and Outcomes7, the
impact that energy inefficient listed buildings could have on Jersey's environmental targets could be significant unless a practical approach is
taken to redrafting and reinterpreting Policy HE2 – Protection of historic windows and doors:
"...At the end of December 2017, the heritage status of nearly 4,500 building and places has been determined...Of all of those cases reviewed,
over 4,000 have been listed so far..."8
Conclusion In summary, when considering the number of listed buildings in Jersey, the significant energy consumption of buildings and the
acknowledgement by the Government of Jersey of a climate emergency, it is only reasonable that Policy HE2 – Protection of historic windows
and doors be redrafted and reinterpretated in light of the climate emergency in which we find ourselves. In this connection, I support the
principle behind the 14th Amendment to the Bridging Island Plan proposed by Deputy Rowland Huelin of St. Peter.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYP-W

HE2 - Protection of
historic windows
and doors

3.10 Historic buildings – wooden windows
The Plan includes a policy on the retention of wooden windows. Unfortunately the use of modern maintenance methods often means these can
be unrepairable while appearing sound. (I have personally wasted money on two different suppliers finding this out).
Suggestion: the policy should allow the use of replacement Double Glazing where not detrimental. Should be wary of what is repairable as
many have suffered due to use of modern chemicals/paints.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Note: although not part of the Plan, it would help if the department offers guidance on effective maintenance to help prevent the need for
replacements.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE2 - Protection of
historic windows
and doors

Page 131 - Policy text Para 1: point 1: This seems to conflate two distinct issues which we consider leaves it open to challenge. In the case of
listed buildings the appropriate test when considering a proposed change is the resulting effect on the special interest of the building. In
relation to unlisted buildings in conservation areas the appropriate test is the effect of the proposed change on the character or appearance of
the conservation area. Can windows and doors in an unlisted building within a conservation area that are hidden from view make a contribution
to character and appearance? This is a complex area where supplementary planning guidance is essential.

[View full
response]

See SR 48 - Management of change to windows and doors in conservation
areas

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE2 - Protection of
historic windows
and doors

Para 1; Point 2: The phrase “should be repaired using materials and detailing to match the existing” is unclear, as many historic buildings contain
a range of windows and doors of various types and from different periods.

[View full
response]

The phrase used allows flexibility to take account the range of historic
windows and doors in Jersey’s protected buildings. Each case needs to be
treated on its own merits and it is envisaged that the repair techniques used
are different for different ages or types of window, especially where one
building has windows of different ages and styles.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE2 - Protection of
historic windows
and doors

Para 2: There is an implied test here of the feasibility of a repair. Without further guidance, it is unclear to an applicant on what basis this test will
be determined and what information needs to be provided.

[View full
response]

Supplementary planning guidance: protection of windows and doors (2018)
sets out principles for repair and alteration; and sets out the information
requirements for applicants (see: Protection of historic windows and doors
(planning advice note) (gov.je))

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE2 - Protection of
historic windows
and doors

Para 4: The wording of this limb of the policy seems to us unclear. As in Para 1, the implied tests for listed building and unlisted buildings in
conservation areas seem to be conflated.

[View full
response]

See SR 48 - Management of change to windows and doors in conservation
areas

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE2 - Protection of
historic windows
and doors

Para 6: As mentioned in relation to Policy HE1, planning applications that do not contain sufficient information for a considered judgment to be
reached should automatically be refused.

[View full
response]

The policy explicitly states that applications that are not supported by
sufficient information will not be supported.

ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

HE2 – Protection
of historic windows
and doors

The use of the decision tree on page 129 of the BIP is a good example of clear, robust application of Planning Policy that will enable a developer
or property owner to understand their obligations and options when applying Planning Policy. The JeCC would promote this example and seek
further use of similar approaches to provide clarity on the approach and application of Planning Policy.

[View full
response]

The Minister is grateful for the positive comment and seeks to develop ways
to improve clarity in decision making throughout the plan and will do so in
particular, through the development of supplementary planning guidance.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6Q-U

HE3 - Protection
or improvement of
conservation areas

Policy HE3 Conservation Areas. Whilst I wholeheartedly support the principle of
Conservation Areas, the inclusion, in paragraph (a) of the phrase architectural style
rings alarm bells. The design of a new building in a conservation area, whilst modest and deferential to good historic neighbours, should
nonetheless be “of its time”. It should not be pseudo-historical and this policy should not be interpreted to exclude good quality modern
design. This should be made clear for the benefit of all those who have to interpret the policy’s intention.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and accepts the points made and that the emphasis
should be on good quality design.
Such that “Very careful consideration will need to be given to the design of
development proposals, their mass, scale, form, materials and detailing of
building alterations to protect the character and appearance of the
conservation area and its setting from harm, or to improve it through
beneficial change. This does not preclude high quality modern design of
buildings or spaces within the area, rather it seeks a contextual response to fit
the place.
This change is highlighted on the modification schedule

Conservation areas

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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ANON-ZZ1R2KX5-1

HE3 - Protection
or improvement of
conservation areas

General comments about Historic environment

[View full
response]

See SR 49 - Conservation Area Priority

HE4 - Demolition
in conservation
areas

HE3 In addition, I think it is important to designate conservation areas in St Helier. Starting with St Aubin is a weak beginning: it is already a well
protected area. At far more risk are many of the remaining traditional neighbourhoods in St Helier, and these urgently need the kind of
protection and curation that a Conservation Area would provide

[View full
response]

See SR 49 - Conservation Area Priority

[View full
response]

HE3 should allow changes to accommodate infrastructure to support
capacity. With care in design such proposals can have a neutral or positive
impact on the character or appearance of conservation areas.

I endorse the comments from the National Trust for Jersey regarding the above sections.

Proposal 14 Conservation area
designation

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

HE3 - Protection
or improvement of
conservation areas
Proposal Review permitted
development
rights for
conservation areas

ANON-ZZ1R2K4H-G

HE3 - Protection
or improvement of
conservation areas

Policy HE3 – Protection or improvement of conservation areas:
While the AJA generally supports instruction of Conservation Areas (CA’s) these must be selectively applied to only the most intact sensitive
historic areas. The AJA calls for the DBIP to provide more explanation on what these will actually mean. For example, in certain London
Boroughs the CA policies require streetscape viewed elements to be very carefully controlled from a heritage perspective but are much more
relaxed at the rear of buildings.

Permitted developments in conversation areas JE recommends: That special consideration is given and permission granted for the installation of
electrical infrastructure to increase the supply capacity that may be necessary in some areas for Jersey to achieve its carbon neutrality ambitions.
These could include for example new substations and section pillars (street furniture) and public EV charging stations.

Proposal Review permitted
development
rights for
conservation areas

ANON-ZZ1R2KC3-A

HE3 - Protection
or improvement of
conservation areas
Proposal 15 Review permitted
development
rights for
conservation areas

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAT-9

HE3 - Protection
or improvement of
conservation areas

To manage future expectations of how change can be managed Proposal 15:
allows for a review of permitted development rights in CAs which will the
subject of consultation.

The word 'enhance' must be used when considering development or redevelopment of sites in conservation areas.

[View full
response]

The word enhance does not feature in Jersey's planning law where the
primary purpose of the law is to conserve, protect and improve Jersey’s natural
beauty, natural resources and general amenities, its character, and its physical
and natural environments. Proposal 15: The regulatory impact of any change
to permitted development rights will be an integral part of this consideration.
Any change will be subject to consultation. HE3: The listing regime, involving
an assessment of value, is operated and determined out with the Island Plan.
Jersey's system of identification, assessment and designation differs from that
operated in the UK. Its standards are not lower, but different: there are, for
example, no local listings in Jersey. The status of grade 4 listed buildings will
be reviewed when conservation areas are designated, and the relative
regimes can be assessed and compared.

[View full
response]

See SR 49 - Conservation Area Priority

Removal of PDR in conservation areas will lead to a potential masive increase in DC workload. As Grade 4 listing was introduced in Jersey in the
absence of conservation areas, all Grade 4 Listings should be removed in such areas to avoid duplication.
I note comparators were used to assess the Jersey listing regime. This was defective as many buildings listed in Jersey would not be listed in the
UK - our standards are far lower.

JH supports the Proposal for Conservation Area designation and the requisite legal framework. P13 2 sets out a fairly broad approach to where
CAs would be appropriate including Town, environs of small harbours, parish churches and agricultural hamlets. JH would argue that
prioritisation of the designation of Conservation Areas should focus on areas of greatest need and potential threat to the heritage, such as the
Town, rather than St Aubin.

Proposal 14 Conservation area
designation
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

HE3 - Protection
or improvement of
conservation areas

General comments about Historic environment

[View full
response]

Noted.

[View full
response]

There is not considered to be conflict with the purposes of the Planning and
Building (Jersey) Law, which does not specify the protection of areas of special
importance or value to Jersey and neither does it, currently, provide an
explicit legal provision to designate such.

[View full
response]

See SR 49 - Conservation Area Priority

Proposal 14 Conservation area
designation

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE3 - Protection
or improvement of
conservation areas
HE4 - Demolition
in conservation
areas

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE3 - Protection
or improvement of
conservation areas
HE4 - Demolition
in conservation
areas

Jersey's history and heritage is a fundamental component of the island's identity. The protection from harm and improvement of character and
appearance of areas of historical significance is key to capturing and enhancing a uniquely Jersey 'sense of place'. To really focus on this sense
of placemaking, the suggested approach which looks to enhance the character of whole areas (including road layouts, street furniture etc),
rather than just the protection of individual buildings, is supported by Visit Jersey. We are also supportive of the fact that a designation as a
conservation area is not intended to prevent development or improvement, but rather that the focus would be on assessing the impact of new
development proposals on the distinctive qualities, local identity, sense of place and settings of conservation areas, so we can develop and
enhance areas that look and feel ‘distinctly Jersey’. Several of the areas proposed to be designated as conservation areas are also identified as
Tourism Development Areas (St. Aubin and Gorey). We agree that more can be done to enhance the overall character of these areas to better
contribute to the placemaking objective and ultimately improve visitors’ enjoyment of these areas and therefore their overall experience of
Jersey.

HE3 – Protection or improvement of conservation areas
Introduction: Policy HE3 of the 2021 Bridging Island Plan and its supporting proposals cannot be considered in isolation of the historical context.
Successive planning committees have failed over a 35 year period to introduce Conservation Areas into Jersey - a situation that appears to be in
conflict with one of the purposes of the Planning and Building Law which is “to protect sites, buildings, structures, trees and places that have a
special importance or value to Jersey”. Over the same period, considerable public resources have been expended on the preparation of
development briefs with the aim of encouraging and facilitating comprehensive, high-density development, many of which have resulted in
damage to historic areas. This background is explained more fully at the end of this submission.

The introduction to Policy HE3 is prefaced by the following proposal “Proposal 14 – Conservation area designation
The Minister for the Environment will seek to ensure that the requisite legal framework, and supporting supplementary planning guidance, is in
place to enable the identification and designation of conservation areas during the plan period”.
This position is exactly the same as that expressed 35 years earlier in the 1987 Island Plan. There is little reason to believe that the outcome will
be any different than before – i.e. inaction. If anything, the wording of this commitment is weaker than in previous Plans.
The second part of the proposal is as follows:
“It is proposed that the first conservation area is designated in St Aubin during the plan period following engagement and consultation with the
parish authorities, local residents, businesses and other key stakeholders, including heritage organisations”.
The rationale for the decision to give priority to St Aubin is unclear, given that
1.

the greatest threat to the Island’s built heritage lies undoubtedly in St Helier, which has the greatest concentration of high-quality historic
areas and listed buildings, and

2.

St Helier is the location where strategic policy and Bridging Island Plan policies are directing the bulk of new development. If the aim of the
conservation area policy is to protect historic areas from harm, then it is self-evident that the priority for action must be St Helier, and
especially those areas of the town which are already targeted for large-scale development.

Policy HE3 – policy text
The provisions of Policy HE3 are comprehensive and are supported. However, the wording of the introductory paragraph of the policy is
different from the familiar phraseology that has been used for decades in the designation of conservation areas elsewhere in the British Isles.
Whereas the phrase “preserve or enhance” has been universally adopted and the meaning of these words established as a result of day-to-day
practice and challenges at appeal and at law, the proposed wording within Policy HE3 is “protect and improve”. We understand the reason for
this departure from the familiar phrasing is that this better reflects the wording set out in the purposes of Jersey Planning Law. However, as the
meaning of these alternative phrases is essentially the same, we believe that an explicit statement should be included in Policy HE3 or its
supporting text so as to clarify that the wording used in Policy HE3 is in all practical respects seen to be in harmony with long established UK

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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[View full
response]

See SR 49 - Conservation Area Priority

[View full
response]

The proposed phraseology is consistent with the island’s legal framework
where the primary purpose of the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law is to
conserve, protect and improve Jersey’s natural beauty, natural resources and
general amenities, its character, and its physical and natural environments’.

terminology. This will avoid uncertainty as well as unproductive time-consuming debates and challenges on the interpretation of the phrase
“protect or improve”.
Furthermore, the first part of Proposal 1 states:
“The Minister for the environment will seek to ensure that the requisite legal framework, and supporting supplementary planning guidance, is in
place to enable the identification and designation of conservation areas during the plan period”.
We believe that the sense of urgency that arises directly from the quantum of development envisaged and encouraged in the Bridging Island
Plan, particularly for St Helier, should be reflected in this Proposal.
We believe that a target should be set to bring forward at least 4 conservation areas for designation in each year of the Bridging Island Plan.
Supplementary Guidance on Conservation Areas, including appraisal processes and management techniques, have been evolved in the UK by
Historic England and tested over many years, and are relied upon in the Planning jurisdictions referred to earlier. We see no reason why this
guidance should not be used immediately in Jersey on an interim basis to guide local working practices, enabling rapid progress to be made.
Frustrated by the lack of action in this area, and the continuing heritage losses and damage, local heritage bodies (Société Jersiaise, National
Trust) have begun their own assessment work with a view to developing local expertise and building capacity. Such direct involvement of
stakeholders is advocated in Historic England guidance. Several potential Conservation Areas have already been subject to first stage
assessment, and preliminary boundaries drafted, using proven Historic England guidance that has been employed in other planning
jurisdictions. A selection of these assessments is attached as supplementary information in the Appendix.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

HE3 – Protection
or improvement of
conservation
areas
Proposal 14 –
Conservation area
designation

Conservation areas
The Trust fully supports the designation of conservation areas. However, this has been a policy or proposal of successive Island Plans since 1987,
yet no conservation area has so far been designated. The consequences of the absence of an integrated planning strategy for built heritage
over several decades have been very significant damage to the character and appearance of historic areas, especially St Helier, as the focus of
planning decisions has been on individual listed buildings rather than the character of the wider area. As a result, many fine streets and groups
of buildings have been irrevocably damaged, and many individual buildings that contributed to character have been lost or remain under
threat.
Jersey deserves a more ambitious Proposal than that set out in the Bridging Plan and the identification of just one new conservation area is
considered vastly inadequate. The rationale for the decision to give priority to St Aubin is unclear, given that the greatest threat to the Island’s
built heritage lies in St Helier, which has the greatest concentration high-quality historic areas and listed buildings, and is the area where
strategic policy and Bridging Plan policies are directing the bulk of new development. If the aim of the conservation area policy is to protect
historic areas from harm, then it is self-evident that the priority for action must be St Helier, and especially those areas of the town that are
already targeted for large-scale development.
Accordingly, the Trust requests that the Proposal be amended to substitute “St Helier” for “St Aubin”, and that immediately after this paragraph
should be inserted the words “and it shall be the intention to designate no less than four conservation areas during each year of the plan
period.”

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

HE3 – Protection
or improvement of
conservation
areas
HE4 - Demolition
in conservation
areas

Comments made above in this representation, pertaining to the use of the word “enhance” rather than “improve”, are particularly relevant to
conservation areas. The Trust would prefer to see the word “enhance” replacing “improve” throughout the sections of the plan relating to
conservation areas. Otherwise, it is suggested that on page 132 at the end of paragraph 7 shall be added the words “In order to take advantage
of accumulated published advice on the assessment and management of Conservation Areas in other planning jurisdictions within the UK there
is a presumption that the phrase ‘protect or improve’ within Policy HE3 has in all practical terms the same meaning as the equivalent phrase
‘preserve or enhance’ in UK planning law and policy”.
The Trust regrets that the Bridging Plan does not contain proposed boundaries for conservation areas, even though the actual designation
would need to take place through a separate process once the requisite legal framework is in place. This would have taken advantage of the
public engagement process for the Bridging Plan and would have demonstrated real commitment for – and speed in – the designation of some
initial conservation areas.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Further proposed amendment to primary legislation will seek to introduce a
provision for the designation of conservation areas where it is desirable to
protect or improve the character or appearance of areas of special
architectural or historic interest.
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The Minister will issue supplementary planning guidance about the
interpretation and application of policy in a Jersey context having regard to
established principles and best practice elsewhere.
See SR 49 - Conservation Area Priority

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

HE3 – Protection
or improvement of
conservation
areas

HE3 – Protection or improvement of conservation areas

HE3 – Protection
or improvement of
conservation
areas

It is suggested that points a, b, c and d are amended as follows:

[View full
response]

See SR 49 - Conservation Area Priority

[View full
response]

No supporting justification is offered for the proposed changes, but the
following comment is offered.

The Trust would prefer to see this policy strengthened by substituting “Development within a conservation area will not be supported unless it
protects or improves the character or appearance…”, as there should be a general presumption against potentially harmful development.

1.
2.
3.

The changes are demonstrably necessary either to meet an overriding public policy objective, public/community benefit or need; and
there is no reasonably practicable alternative means of delivering those proposals without harm to landscape and seascape character; and
that harm has been avoided and reduced to the minimum through appropriate mitigation and/or compensation measures; and

It is considered that at:
a.
b.

the predicted public benefit substantially and significantly outweighs the harm to the character or appearance of the conservation area or its
setting, having regard to the benefits of the conservation areas itself and/or the island community.”
Where exceptionally, approval is given to harm the character or appearance or setting of a conservation area, appropriate mitigation measures
will be required

c.
d.

public/community benefit is already covered by public policy objectives
issues of impact upon landscape and seascape character are covered
elsewhere (Policy NE3)
it is not considered that the alternative wording about managing harm
presents any material difference to that already provided in the policy
The Minister will invite planning inspectors to explore whether the
qualification of benefit, such that it must substantially and significantly
outweigh harm, is appropriate.

The matter of mitigation is already addressed by the provision at (c).

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE3 – Protection
or improvement of
conservation areas

HE3 - Protection or improvement of conservation areas:

[View full
response]

The provisions of Policy HE3 are comprehensive and are supported. However, the wording of the introductory paragraph of the policy is
different from the familiar phraseology that has been used for decades in the designation of conservation areas elsewhere in the British Isles.
Whereas the phrase “preserve or enhance” has been universally adopted and the meaning of these words established as a result of day-to-day
practice and challenges at appeal and at law, the proposed wording within Policy HE3 is “protect and improve”. We understand the reason for
this departure from the familiar phrasing is that this better reflects the wording set out in the purposes of Jersey Planning Law. However, as the
meaning of these alternative phrases is essentially the same, we believe that an explicit statement should be included in Policy HE3 or its
supporting text so as to clarify that the wording used in Policy HE3 is in all practical respects seen to be in harmony with long established UK
terminology. This will avoid uncertainty as well as unproductive time-consuming debates and challenges on the interpretation of the phrase
“protect or improve”.

HE4 – Demolition
in conservation
areas

HE4 – Demolition in conservation areas

HE4 – Demolition
in conservation
areas

Policy HE4, final paragraph: Proposals to demolish buildings or structures in conservation areas that do not contain sufficient information for a
considered judgment to be reached should automatically be refused.

Further proposed amendment to primary legislation will seek to introduce a
provision for the designation of conservation areas where it is desirable to
protect or improve the character or appearance of areas of special
architectural or historic interest.
The Minister will issue supplementary planning guidance about the
interpretation and application of policy in a Jersey context having regard to
established principles and best practice elsewhere.

[View full
response]

The policy presumption is conditional such that proposals will only be
supported where the provisions of met, the corollary of which is that that
which does not will not be supported.

[View full
response]

The policy explicitly states that applications that are not supported by
sufficient information will not be supported.

As with Policy HE3, the Trust would prefer to see the tone of Policy 4 strengthened to state “The demolition of a building or structure in a
conservation area will not be supported unless it can be demonstrated that…”

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

The proposed phraseology is consistent with the island’s legal framework
where the primary purpose of the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law is to
conserve, protect and improve Jersey’s natural beauty, natural resources and
general amenities, its character, and its physical and natural environments’.
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ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

HE4 – Demolition
in conservation
areas

Whilst the JeCC support the aims and intent of this Strategic Policy, we would request further engagement, at the appropriate time, on the
detailed application. For instance, ‘practically feasible to repair’ may be somewhat subjective as an assessment. We do note – and support – the
attempt to clarify when demolition may be permissible in conservation areas, in particular the option for removal for restoration and
redevelopment of a larger site.

[View full
response]

Each Conservation area will have a specific appraisal setting out its special
character which will be protected or enhanced. This will assist in
understanding the issues around repair and reuse, tied to other planning
guidance on whole life approaches to using buildings in response to Climate
Change.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

HE3 – Protection
or improvement of
conservation areas

See SR 49 - Conservation area priority

•Agreed there should be conservation areas. Why haven’t they been introduced already?
•Certainly there should be archaeological conservation. With Jersey’s archaeological world importance, all developments should be
archeologically assessed. Again, why hasn’t this happened already?

[View full
response]

Policy HE5 sets out the framework to deal with archaeology and
development.

HE5 - Conservation of archaeologic heritage
BHLF-ZZ1R2KD2-A

HE5 Conservation of
archaeologic
heritage

HER - The Historic Environment Report is extremely useful but does contain errors. It is not detailed enough and although some references are
given it has no links to external sources to ease its use.

[View full
response]

The content and use of the Historic Environment Record is not an Island Plan
issue.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAT-9

HE5 Conservation of
archaeological
heritage

This same requirement should be recognised on p138 re archaeological reports. JH are keen that the responsibility for developers to submit the
report to the HER is reinforced
(submission of reports to the HER has been sporadic to date) and suggest a system is put in place to ensure this happens e.g. the HER is
notified of cases where these conditions/obligations have been applied to enable the HER to keep track of the reports and pursue if necessary.

[View full
response]

The specific operation of the planning process via IHE lies outside the remit of
the Bridging Island Plan. However, the securing of publication, finds and
archive are generally covered by planning conditions that require a
professional archaeological Brief to set out how such matters will be
addressed.
The value and use of the HERS is noted in the Chapter preamble.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAT-9

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE5 Conservation of
archaeological
heritage

HE5 - Conservation of archaeological heritage.

[View full
response]

In addition to site-specific information on Listed Places and AAPs the HER, as recognised on p137, includes non-designated archaeology (and
non-designated historic buildings). Importantly the HER is also the repository for wider archaeological knowledge - including the 2020 LiDAR
survey and developing plans for an archaeological sea-bed survey and deposit-modelling. JH therefore proposes that the HER should be used
to help identify this wider archaeological context so that planners can ensure that development proposals take archaeology fully into account.
JH welcomes recognition of the HER as a key source on p123, but would argue that it is imperative that planners be required to take the HER
into account as a material consideration when deciding a planning application.

HE5 –
Conservation of
archaeological
heritage

HE5 – Conservation of archaeological heritage

HE5 –
Conservation of
Archaeological
Heritage

Page 137, paras 1 and 2 following the table: While reference is made in the explanatory text to non-statutory Areas of Archaeological Potential,
detailed information on these sites is not readily accessible on the Planning and Building website or in the Jersey Historic Environment record. In
the interests of transparency, it is suggested access to this date is improved for the benefit of interested parties so that they are able to engage
more fully in the safeguarding of archaeological heritage.

The value and use of the HERS is noted in the Chapter preamble.

[View full
response]

d.

[View full
response]

AAP descriptions and schedules are available on the gov.je.

The Trust reiterates its concern about the phrase “public benefit” outlined above.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

The specific operation of the planning process via IHE lies outside the remit of
the Bridging Island Plan. However, the securing of publication, finds and
archive are generally covered by planning conditions that require a
professional archaeological Brief to set out how such matters will be
addressed.

The Minister will invite planning inspectors to explore whether the
qualification of benefit, such that it must substantially and significantly
outweigh harm, is appropriate.

The draft plan makes explicit acknowledgement that, in light of recent
information, the area of designation for the island’s archaeological resources
requires review, with the potential for more sites to be formally designated.
This is not an Island Plan policy but one which will be progressed outwith the
IPR process.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE5 –
Conservation of
Archaeological
Heritage

HE5 - Conservation of Archaeological Heritage:

[View full
response]

This is addressed in the preamble. It is also acknowledged that it will also
embrace any other archaeological heritage that comes to light.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE5 –
Conservation of
Archaeological
Heritage

The comments made earlier in relation to clauses a) to d) of Policy HE1 also apply to the almost identical clauses in this policy in the third
paragraph.

[View full
response]

The policy provisions at (a)-(d) are clearly exceptions to the presumption
against the loss of heritage assets.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE5 –
Conservation of
Archaeological
Heritage

It would be helpful if it were set out in the explanatory text what process is followed in deciding how the requirements of clauses a), b) and c) of
paragraph 5 are determined.

[View full
response]

This is not a development plan policy issue but an operational one. Advice is
already offered online (Archaeology (gov.je) and will be updated as necessary.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

HE5 –
Conservation of
Archaeological
Heritage

Final paragraph – as in the case of other policies referred to above we feel that where insufficient information is provided with the planning
application it should be automatically refused.

[View full
response]

The policy explicitly states that applications that are not supported by
sufficient information will not be supported.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5P-S

Historic
Environment
General
Comments

Relationship to the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law, 2002

[View full
response]

The primary purpose of the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law is to conserve,
protect and improve Jersey’s natural beauty, natural resources and general
amenities, its character, and its physical and natural environments which, it is
considered, provides the necessary legal basis to support the proposed
policies in the draft plan.

We suggest that paragraph 1 should make it clear that designated assets and non-designated Areas of Archaeological Potential are included in
this requirement.

Article 2 (2) (b) of the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law, 2002 states one of the Law intention’s is ‘to protect sites, buildings, structures, trees
and places that have a special importance or value to Jersey’.
Article 19 (2) states ‘In general planning permission shall be granted if the development proposed in the application is in accordance with the
Island Plan’.

The principal requirement of Policy HE1 and HE2 relates to protection of the
special interest of listed buildings and places.

It is necessary for the proposed policies of the IP to accord with the Law’s requirement to ‘protect’.
Proposed amendment to primary legislation will seek to introduce a provision
for the designation of conservation areas where it is desirable to protect or
improve the character or appearance of areas of special architectural or
historic interest.

However, the ‘Historic Environment’ policies HE1, HE2 and HE2 (and related Policy SP4) include references to improving the significance or
character of or around Listed buildings and Places, and Conservation Areas. Whilst laudable, the idea of ‘betterment’ has no basis in the Law
and therefore must be removed from the requirements of the Historic Environment policies.
Improvement or enhancement may be an outcome of development, and which is a material consideration in the determination of a Planning
Application, however, there is no grounds within the Law on which the Minister for the Environment can refuse a Planning Application if an
improvement to the fabric or setting of a Listed Building or Place, or a Conservation Area, does not occur because of development. The legal
requirement is to ‘protect’.
If the Minister for the Environment wants to require all development, including those by the States of Jersey or its development companies, to
improve the historic environment, he must ask for the States of Jersey to pass legislation enabling this.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJS-H

Proposal 14 Conservation area
designation

Proposal 14 - Conservation area designation
Possibility to include s.211 - 214 from the TCPA 1990 with respect to trees in conservation areas if no new tree law is forthcoming? The
notification mechanism with respect to trees in these areas could be used in a local tree protection law, with the exemptions to works taken
from the Forestry Act 1967.

[View full
response]

The preamble and Policy HE3(f) make explicit reference to the role and
importance of trees in contributing to the character and appearance of
conservation areas. The regulatory regime conferred upon conservation areas
will be determined by planning legislation, not the Island Plan.

General comments: Historic environment
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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(p123) ‘If conflict cannot be avoided, the weight given to heritage values in decision-making should be proportionate to the significance of the
building or place and the impact of the proposed change on that significance’.

[View full
response]

The issue of urban character is addressed in the St Helier Urban Character
Appraisal, which the Minister intends to adopt and issue as guidance.

Comment: Conflict between the impact of new development and the setting of Listed buildings has been demonstrated by numerous Planning
Applications, within the Town in particular, submitted during the 2011 IP period. Conflict will likely increase because of the BIP’s requirement for
greater density, scale and height of development to meet (primarily) the Island housing needs and predominately within the Town of St. Helier.

The Minister will also publish guidance on the matter of setting to assist with
the interpretation and application of policy.

The ‘should be proportionate to the significance’ guidance potentially lays a further layer of conflict.
This is because ‘proportionate’ is generally understood by the public to mean Grade 1 Listed buildings would be afforded the greatest
protection and that protection would reduce down the Grades to Grade 4; which would be afforded the least protection. Or put another way,
greater change would be allowed within the setting of Grade 4 Listed Buildings.
In practice this is not the case because i) legally all the designated buildings have the same status as Listed Buildings and Places and the nonstatutory Grading is immaterial to this, and ii) the Planning Department’s Historic Environment Team understandably appear to make little
distinction between the protection of the setting of Grade 4 Buildings and Places and Buildings and Places further ‘up’ the Grades.
As a conservation practitioner there is no reason to question HET’s attempts to protect the setting of all Listed buildings with equal vigour.
However, for the Decision maker, it would be useful if the Heritage Section of the BIP openly acknowledged the inherent tension between
protecting setting of Listed buildings and the requirement to build to greater densities because those other policies will lead to changes in the
appearance and scale and height of buildings within existing streetscapes, in particular, and which form the setting of most Listed buildings
within St. Helier.
Such an acknowledgment is made (p124) in respect of the ‘fabric . . . due to the need to adapt them in response to social, economic and
technological change’. The same reference is made to ‘their setting’ however this reference is too obscure to be meaningful in respect of
setting, especially when discussing streetscapes.
The pre-amble to Policy HE1 needs to openly address the pressing issue of the scale of development within historic streets, perhaps referencing
the St. Helier Design Guide, if its ‘setting’ statements are to have any value. An honest acknowledgment could allow the pre-able to advise that
where conflict arises between the height and scale of proposed development and the setting of Listed buildings, that the proposed architecture
should be of a high architectural quality to justify this change within the setting (often streetscapes). This would be a tool to raise design quality
as mitigation for where the, inevitable, conflicts arise.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD2-A

Planning - Listed Places website - Again, this is not detailed enough, and does not include enough links to resources and/or background
information.

[View full
response]

The content and use of the Historic Environment Record is not an Island Plan
issue.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD2-A

AAP - The Areas of Archaeological Potential again do not have enough detail. Most of the sites have no specific boundaries and hence
adjoining and nearby areas can be ignored by Planning with the inevitable potential losses to the Archaeology of Jersey.

[View full
response]

The definition of AAPs is not an Island Plan issue.
The areas are identified with site boundaries. The draft plan acknowledges
(p.137 penultimate para) that there is considerable potential for further
archaeological designation in Jersey. This will be progressed out with the
Island Plan Review process.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD2-A

Historic Environment dept - There are not enough staff nor support for the officer. The officer is excellent but severely restricted as she works on
her own. This is a ridiculous situation for a Dept said to be of such local and indeed international importance.

[View full
response]

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD2-A

“evaluated in a hurry” (p138) - The Bridging Island Plan refers to archaeological excavation / discoveries which ‘may have to be evaluated in a
hurry against an inadequate research framework’. This cannot be acceptable, it is for Planning to ensure that this is not the case - refer to Art 5
of the Valetta Convention of which the Island is a signatory.

[View full
response]

This statement needs to be considered in context, where it is seeking to set
out reasons why preservation of important archaeological remains in situ is
nearly always the preferred option.
Planned desk based assessments leading to ground truthing trial evaluations
and excavations can minimise the occasions when unexpected finds on a

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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development site cause development to stop and allow a proper assessment
of the value of the finds.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD2-A

Policy HE5 - Conservation of archaeological heritage –

[View full
response]

(Repeat for HE1 and HE3)

changes may be necessary to meet ‘overriding public policy objective or need’. Policies inevitably change with successive governments, is this
an acceptable reason for the loss of archaeological heritage?

Planning law already enables decision-makers to depart from Island Plan
policy where there is sufficient justification for doing so.

a.
b.

The provisions in this policy provide a framework to enable a consistent and
transparent approach to decision-making to help reconcile the protection of
the historic environment with the island’s environmental, economic and social
needs where potential conflict arises between sustaining heritage values of a
place and other important public interests.

c.

demonstrated that the ‘predicted public benefit’ outweighs the harm.
A predicted benefit may not prove to be as constructive or long lived as perhaps envisaged. Is this an acceptable reason for the loss of
archaeological heritage?
These last two points also apply to the Policies HE1 & HE3.

The Minister may prepare and issue guidance about public policy objectives.
Jersey’s heritage is an irreplaceable resource and should be protected in a
manner appropriate to its significance. The sustainability of public benefit
relative to the loss or harm to heritage assets should be an integral part of
decision-making.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD2-A

General Introduction - no mention of windmills or medieval buildings

[View full
response]

Mills are referenced on p.137

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD2-A

Conservation Areas - a cursory look at the changes around Mont Orgueil and its setting surely show the need for Conservation Areas!

[View full
response]

See SR 49 - Conservation Area Priority

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD2-A

The States’ Obligations:-

[View full
response]

It is not quite clear which obligations are not being met.

The Island is a signatory to the Council of Europe Valetta (or Malta) Convention 1992. Referring to the Jersey Law Review, vol 5, the purpose of
“The Malta Convention” Protection of the Archaeological Heritage (Revised) is:

The Instrument of Ratification extending the Convention to Jersey was deposited on September 19th, 2000.

It is considered that, where relevant, all of those provisions of relevance to the
planning system are addressed by the planning policy regime relating to the
protection of archaeological heritage. Resources are required to be provided
by the developer to fund appropriate and competent archaeological
evaluation relating to the impact of development schemes on archaeological
heritage; and where any findings are appropriately reported and published;
and any finds appropriately managed.

In addition to identification, listing and preservation of Archaeological sites (a Planning matter) the signatories to the Convention undertake for
archaeologists to work with developers concerning development plans (a Planning matter) for excavation and in situ preservation and for the
collection and dissemination of scientific knowledge. The signatories to the Convention also give undertakings relating to the finance of
archaeology (Article 6).

The provision to allow preservation in situ of unexpected finds is an
operational issue for IHE (Regulation) by way of correctly applied planning
conditions. The framework to allow such control is within the policy and
preamble.

“to protect the archaeological heritage as a source of the “European collective memory”, and as an instrument for historical and scientific
study”.

1.
2.

to arrange for public financial support for archaeological research from national, regional and local authorities in accordance with their
respective competence;
to increase the material resources for rescue archaeology:
a. by taking suitable measures to ensure that provision is made in major public or private development schemes for covering, from
public sector or private sector resources, as appropriate, the total costs of any necessary related archaeological operations;
b. by making provision in the budget relating to these schemes in the same way as for the impact studies necessitated by
environmental and regional planning precautions, for preliminary archaeological study and prospection, for a scientific summary
record as well as for full publication and recording of the findings.

The signatories to the Convention also undertake (Article 5 inter alia):

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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[View full
response]

Policy HE1 provides greater weight and emphasis on the need to consider the
impact of development upon the setting of listed buildings and places, such
as Mont Orgueil

[View full
response]

Listed buildings and places are protected because of the public heritage
values. Only if this special interest or significance is lost will they be removed
from the list. Some roadside features such as road signs and fountains are
protected as of heritage significance.

[View full
response]

The policy explicitly states that applications that are not supported by
sufficient information will not be supported.

to ensure that archaeologists, town and regional planners systematically consult with one another in order to permit:
b the allocation of sufficient time and resources for an appropriate scientific study to be made of the site and for its findings to be
published;
to ensure that environmental impact assessments and the resulting decisions involve full consideration of archaeological sites and their
settings;
to make provision, when elements of the archaeological heritage have been found during development work, for their conservation in situ
when feasible;

There remain other important aspects of the Convention upon which no specific action has been taken locally towards implementation of the
Island’s undertakings. It is not quite clear which obligations are not being met.
It is considered that, where relevant, all of those provisions of relevance to the planning system are addressed by the planning policy regime
relating to the protection of archaeological heritage. Resources are required to be provided by the developer to fund appropriate and
competent archaeological evaluation relating to the impact of development schemes on archaeological heritage; and where any findings are
appropriately reported and published; and any finds appropriately managed.

ANON-ZZ1R2KEZ-K

General comments about Historic environment
So important but I am unsure whether this is actually followed. A number of modern high net worth homes have recently been developed or
developed opposite Gorey Castle. They don't fit the character of the area, the perception is that wealthy homeowners seem to have carte
blanche on planning matters and design.

ANON-ZZ1R2KT4-V

Our heritage is Jersey and what makes our island what it is. No listed property should ever be taken off the registered, it was put on that list for
the special building that it is and all care should be taken to maintain keeping it for current and future generations. Wildlife should be more
protected and breaches to any areas where a protected species is, or researched being carried out should be dealt with severely.
We have an amazing world history on our small island, from rock formations, dolmens, unique species to beautiful buildings whether for living
or part of the work history.
Even our road signs should be protected they also are a unique part of Jersey.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

Page 136, para 2, and clause a) of the policy: Paragraph 2 requires the submission of objective evidence to support a claim that it is not practical
or viable to repair or renovate a building or structure, and clause a) of the policy only gives support to demolition if the claim is demonstrably
true. There has been mixed success in the imposition of this requirement in Jersey in recent years for a number of reasons:
•
•

The nature and form of that information is not a matter of development plan
policy or supplementary planning guidance that might be issued by the
Minister under the auspices of Article 6 of the Planning and Building Law. It is,
however, a matter of operational practice for IHE (Regulation) to determine
the nature and form of information required to support an application. It is
considered, as referenced elsewhere in the draft plan, that the RICS Financial
viability in planning: conduct and reporting provides a framework which
might be adopted and applied to this aspect of assessing planning
applications.

no guidance is offered to applicants as to the form in which such evidence should be submitted;
it is questionable whether the planning officers and decision makers have the necessary expertise to reach sound judgments on matters of
development economics and viability;

property values and repair costs are routinely redacted from technical reports of this kind, preventing interested parties from engaging
meaningfully on these issues.
Without Supplementary Planning Guidance of the sort provided in Historic England’s publication ‘Enabling Development’ and appropriate
training for planning officers and Planning Committee members, it seems unlikely that this unsatisfactory situation will improve.

The matter of upskilling planners and decision-makers is noted and is an
operational issue for IHE (Regulation) which will need to be addressed to
enable successful implementation of this, and other policies in the draft plan.

ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

General comments
on HE1 – HE5

A review of the approach to the management and control of development of list buildings, places and their settings under Planning Policy is
welcomed. However, the proposed Strategic Policies do not provide enough detail on the manner within which the Strategic Policies will be
applied in the future, and how the Planning application process will be improved to enable a more robust, objective application of Planning
Policy related to listed buildings and places will be managed.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

There is current Supplementary Planning guidance that offers further
guidance on how change will be managed for Listed buildings. This will be
updated in the future to take account of emerging themes including climate
change and sustainability.
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[View full
response]

The challenge of designating conservation areas is understood and noted.
There needs to be changes made to the Planning and Building Law which is in
hand with Amendment Number 8. The Plan sets out the policy framework to
allow future planning decisions to be made in designated areas. The
designation of such will require further guidance, which again is indicated in
the Plan – but the details of which lie outside the remit of the Plan.

We would also welcome a more innovative approach to managing those applications relating to listed buildings and places were the process
enabled a more risk-based approach to the proposed intervention. The Planning Policy of listed buildings and places is clear (within the context
of the existing ‘Grading’ structure). What is not clear is the degree to which subjective assessment of architectural merits will impact on the
application of Planning Policy to a proposed Planning application.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

General
Comments on
Historic
Environment

BACKGROUND TO THE ABOVE SUBMISSION
The concept of Conservation Areas came into being in 1967, with the passing of the Civic Amenities Act in the UK. About 10,000 conservation
areas have been designated in England since that time, 600 in Scotland, 500 in Wales, 20 in the Isle of Man, and 27 in Guernsey. All these
designations use the same basic legal and policy framework, and development control procedures within these areas benefit from a substantial
body of experience, advice, appeal decisions and legal judgments that have accumulated over 50 years. Given how far Jersey has fallen behind
best practice it must surely be advantageous to draw on this wealth of information and guidance rather than inventing its own procedures from
scratch.
Area conservation was one of the main themes of the Granada Convention (Council of Europe) which came into effect in 1987. Jersey was a
signatory to the Convention from the outset in 1987 (under the UK umbrella) but has failed to act on many of the undertakings it made. One
such failing is in relation to the Statutory Protection Procedures, which states:
“Article 3
Each Party undertakes:
1.
2.

to take statutory measures to protect the architectural heritage;
within the framework of such measures and by means specific to each State or region, to make provision for the protection of monuments,
groups of buildings and sites”.

While the undertaking to protect individual buildings (described here as monuments) has been satisfied, the significant failing relates to the
reference in item 2 to groups of buildings, which can be translated as conservation areas.
Jersey’s inaction over 35 years
The 1987 Island Plan included the following commitment in Policy BE2 alongside a plan identifying 14 suggested conservation areas, including
the historic core of St Helier –
“The Island Development Committee will propose an amendment to the Planning Law to enable Conservation areas to be formally designated
in order to protect and enhance the fabric, appearance and character of areas of particular townscape interest”.
No progress was made, however. A similar commitment was made 15 years later in Policy BE9 of the 2002 Island Plan, although the need for an
amendment to the planning law had by this time been overlooked –
“Conservation Areas will be designated within the Plan period subject to a detailed appraisal of their conservation merits. Once designated as a
Conservation Area, the Planning and Environment Committee will initiate the preparation of Conservation Management Plans for each area to
inform their long term conservation and enhancement”.
Once again, no progress on any of these pledges was made. Further promises were made in the 2014 Island Plan (revised from 2011). Proposal
10 states “The Minister will complete the identification and designation of a minimum of three Conservation Areas throughout the Island during the Plan
period, relative to their assessment against published criteria, and will adopt these through the publication of supplementary planning guidance,
following consultation with stakeholders”.
Policy HE3 of the 2014 Plan, which introduces a comprehensive range of controls, includes the following introduction –
“Preservation or enhancement of Conservation Areas
Development within or affecting the setting of a Conservation Area should seek to preserve or enhance all features which contribute positively
to the area's character or appearance. Special regard will be paid to the impact of proposed development on the character or appearance of
Conservation Areas, and development proposals that will have an adverse impact on that character or appearance will not be permitted”.
No action was taken in respect of these commitments.
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[View full
response]

The Bridging Island Plan provides a policy framework to help deliver certainty.
There are always occasions where an exception or other justification can be
made which may override a specific policy on the Plan. The Policy caveats
seek to set out how such justifications will be tested.

A consequence of the failure to introduce conservation areas has been very significant damage to the character and appearance of historic
areas, especially St Helier, as the focus of planning application decisions has been on individual listed buildings rather than the character of the
wider area. As a result, many fine streets and groups of buildings have been irrevocably damaged, and many individual buildings that
contributed to the character of their surroundings have been lost.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6Q-U

General
Comments on
Historic
Environment

In my opinion the repeated use in the Policies of a caveat such as unless the overall benefit to the community of the proposal demonstrably
outweighs the harm undermines the authority of the Plan and should be avoided, particularly in the cases of the potential demolition of historic
buildings (where the States of Jersey does not have a perfect record) or the loss of archaeology.
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Retail and town centre uses, large-scale retail, local retail
BHLF-ZZ1R2KFH-2

ER1 - Retail and
town centre uses

The Jersey Markets are our iconic home for fresh food and localism.

[View full
response]

Why are they an asset to our community, environment and economy? What does the Jersey public value and want?
ER2 – Local retail
Community and the Retail Experience

St Helier town centre serves as the island’s principal year-round shopping
attraction and primary retail hub. Maintaining and enhancing the vitality of St
Helier town centre will protection and provision of both retail and non-retail
uses, which attract islanders and visitors. To achieve this, the Island Plan
identifies the core retail area in which the Central Market and Fish Market are
located.

The Jersey Markets have been a social hub and meeting place for islanders for centuries.
Both are Listed buildings. The character is further protected under Policy HE1.
Individual shoppers may have favourite stalls and suppliers. Many friendships have formed from this personal service and importantly, this can
be a regular friendly human contact for small households with limited other contacts with the outside world.
The specialist market traders have an expertise and knowledge from which the fresh food shopper can, in a one-to-one conversation, learn
about where their food has originated and how it can be prepared.
There is concern that we eat too much highly processed food in the modern diet. We tend to take our food for granted, when a balanced
healthy diet is a fundamental human need. We consume too much sugar, too much salt, too much fat; we use too much plastic, we use much
energy producing and sourcing in the food supply chain. We need to eat more intelligently for our health and environment, as well as exercise
more frequently.
Market trader’s knowledge has been passed on from generation to generation through experience, and it is not something that can be easily
studied academically. Customer demand is gleaned by the trader and reflected in their buying strategies or food production. The customer sets
trends in a very direct way. The skill of the successful trader is in finding the best supply sources and planning the produce’s logistics.
The Markets are animated by the theatre of food and other specialists on a daily basis (not just as an occasional fête).

BHLF-ZZ1R2KN7-S

ER1 - Retail and
town centre uses

•

•
•
•
•

BHLF-ZZ1R2KFH-2

ER1 – Retail and
town centre uses

With “Retail” changing, it is positive that Government has identified that St. Helier needs to evolve, and many buildings will need a change
of use. Therefore, redefining and reducing the size of the “retail core” is supported. However, concern is expressed over the future of the
markets, especially the fish market which now falls outside the “Retail Core”. Also, there may be other “unintended outcomes”, perhaps
from other Government departments, with a smaller / different “Retail Core”, for example traffic or parking.
Vibrant markets will add to the retail offering and vibrancy of St. Helier. Can anything be added to the BIP to support the markets?
Criteria and controls need to remain in place to limit and, if required, carefully evaluate any growth in “out of town” shopping.
There is a significant shortage of warehouse and light industrial units. Can the BIP accommodate this issue?
For the next Island Plan (2025 onwards), research and consultation will be needed in most aspects to support a new and evolving Retail
Strategy for Jersey.

Economic activity and training: Many hundreds of islanders have had their first work experience when a student in the Markets, working a few
hours on a Saturday or the busy holiday periods. They are expected to develop many life skills: facing and interacting with customers, money
handling, make their own earnings and learning to budget a wage, product knowledge and skills, and working collaboratively within an adult
team and disciplines.

[View full
response]

The bridging Island Plan supports retail uses in the two defined retail cores, in
local centres and it sets out to control large retail uses outside town and the
built up area. Proposals for farm shops will also be subject to strict controls
on size and range of products allowed to be sold.
A Plan for Town sets out how vibrancy will be protected and promoted. Policy
PL1 sets this out.

[View full
response]

The Bridging island Plan is a land use plan which draws on other Government
strategies to inform the policy provisions. Sustainable economic growth is
underpinned by good training and a suitably qualified work forces. However
the provision of this lies outside Island Plan remit. Reduction in food miles
and supporting local agricultural business again lies at the heart of a
sustainable rural economy. The Policy provisions within the plan support and
protect the use of land but do not specifically deal with the wider issues of
food security or provenance.

[View full
response]

Policy ER1 supports the provision of retail uses in the core retail areas of St.
Helier and Les Quennevais as well as supporting local centres under Policy
ERE3. This aims to support retail uses in a dynamic and changing market to
help retain the vitality of settlements and the town centre.

Our internationally renowned produce gives Jersey a rich food heritage to celebrate. Jersey has both a close geographical location and cultural
links to Continental Europe, strong hospitality heritage and excellence in food skills, and a diverse international ethnic mix. Our small Island can
proudly boast excellence in our food offer. The Markets are a shop window for Jersey’s food producers and the food trades.

ANONZZ1R2KT4-V

ER1 – Retail and
town centre uses

With the availability of so much online shopping, unfortunately our high street has shrunk in both choice and affordability for many. High rents
make it near on impossible to make a business sustainable and profitable. It is sad, however a small shopping area would be better than one
spread out with many empty shops/units.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

The Fish market is within the core retail area as shown on Figure E1 page 142.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KYP-W

ER1 – Retail and
town centre uses
ERE1 - Protection
of agricultural land
ERE3 - Conversion
or re-use of
traditional farm
buildings
ERE4 - Re-use of
modern farm
buildings
ERE6 – Derelict
and redundant
glasshouses

Comments

3.5 Sustainable development of agricultural land
It is not possible to sustainably develop agricultural land by building on it. This can be seen through much of the urban creep that has
happened since the mid 20th century. There is no long term plan for when this creep might stop.
The loss of agricultural land and of commercial sites has been ongoing for many years with no sight of it solving the underlying problem.
Creeping further and further into the countryside without any plan to stop is almost the definition of unsustainable.
Agriculture is at the heart of Jersey and agricultural land should be preserved and used wherever possible. Suggestion: No further use of
agricultural land should be allowed. Any existing non utilised agricultural land should be actively used or sold to someone who will use it. The
department enforcement should be given the power and resourcing to enforce this. This will help bring down the price of land some of which is
being held onto in the hope of development and allow new entrants to the industry. 3.7 Disused Greenhouses.
Whenever plans are proposed for somewhere, people may suggest building on greenhouses. The plan rightly identifies that owners hold on to
these in the hope of getting permission which prevents new entrants from starting in agriculture. I personally know of a case where an owner
want “millions” for two redundant units and one requiring repair. The plan states – “redundant and derelict glasshouses are considered to be
temporary structures associated with the agricultural use of the land and are not considered to be brownfield land”.
Suggestion: the department should be given the power enforce the removal of redundant glasshouses and the restoration of the land to
agriculture.

Published
response link
[View full
response]

Minister’s detailed response

Policy ERE1 would only support the loss of agricultural land in exceptional
circumstances and where the impact on landscape character and biodiversity
would not be unreasonable.
Glasshouses are considered to be temporary structures associated with the
agricultural use of the land. When glasshouses are redundant to the
horticultural industry or are derelict, they should be removed and the land
bought back into agricultural use. Proposals for further development would
not be likely meet the strategic spatial policies of the Plan, in particular SP2.
In only the most exceptional circumstances, the development of derelict
glasshouse sites may be
considered for other uses, provided that the amount of development is the
minimum required
to deliver an overall improvement to the landscape character of the
countryside through the removal of glasshouses and supporting
infrastructure; and the restoration of agricultural land, or an appropriate
environmentally-beneficial use.

The plan refers to the concept of the accessible “20 minute neighbourhood”
Policy PL2 – regeneration of the Les Quennevais area provided it does not lead to justification for further encroachement onto open land.3.11
Retail area
The core retail area seems to be reducing as the number of people increases with a presumed separation of commercial use from residential
use. Suggestion: we should not try to completely separate residential areas from commercial.
3.12 Tourism related use
We have seen an ongoing loss of tourist amenities.
Suggestion: The Plan should actively discourage any loss of tourist amenities particularly accommodation.
Suggestion: The use of beach kiosks should be for primarily beach related use and not as takeaways.
The figures quoted related to the number of visitors rather than the number of bed nights and say trippers. Suggestion: Statistics should focus
on bed nights and day trips and not the pure number of visitors as provide a better indication of requirement.3.13 ER1 – Protection of
Agricultural Land
This only looks to protect land described as High Quality and could lead to individuals justifying the removal of small fields or corners of fields
leading to ongoing creeping urbanisation and loss of land from agriculture. The definition is also used elsewhere. Lower grade agricultural land
is still agricultural would have less value and allow entrants to agriculture at lower costs.
Suggestion: Any policy protecting agricultural land should apply to all Agricultural land to provide opportunities in the economy and prevent an
incentive for land owners to try to downgrade their land (as happens with glasshouses).
3.14 ERE3 - Conversion or re-use of traditional farm buildings
The policy states proposals to convert or re-use traditional farm buildings for other employment uses will be supported where it is proven that
the building is no longer required for agriculture.
Note: The retention for commercial use is to be 3.15 Policy ERE4 - Re-use of modern farm buildings
Bullet 2 notes “the building is proven to be no longer required for agricultural use on the holding,”
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Minister’s detailed response

It is possible that owners will identify single buildings and seek to change these resulting in the long term loss of these buildings. Suggestion:
remove the words “on the holding”3.16 Policy ERE6 – Derelict and redundant glasshouses
Suggestion: As stated above this should be backed up by enforcement.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNX-T

ER1 – Retail and
town centre uses

Regarding retail in town and les Quennevais, should we consider some form of rent control to assist the retail industry. Rental prices are
crippling for the majority of businesses, and contribute to the amount of empty units. Land lords would prefer to see units empty rather than
drop rent to get a tenant, as they fear those already in rented units will seek a reduction in rent. The greater good should prevail here and a
review of rent for retail businesses undertaken.

[View full
response]

The rent charged for land and premises is a matter that lies outside the remit
of the Bridging Island Plan.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

ER1 – Retail and
town centre uses

ER1 - Retail and town centre uses:

[View full
response]

A vibrant town focuses on three strategic concepts to connect, enliven and
enhance Town:

A Plan ER4 Daytime and
evening economy
uses

Visit Jersey strongly agrees that going forward, a shift to more experiential shopping is expected and consumers will value stimulating and
immersive experiences. The Jersey Product Audit (Colliers, 2016) notes that the Central Market and Fish Market are attractive features of St.
Helier, although the Fish Market, especially, is tired. The report suggests that a substantial makeover of the markets as the centrepiece of
establishing a defined zone for independent businesses in that part of the town could be a good project. In 2019, the Central Market was the
2nd most popular attraction to be visited by tourists after the War Tunnels. It is important that the markets are able to undergo regeneration
and refreshment in a way that continues to positively contribute to the placemaking objective and experiential retail and dining experiences.

Connect Town: promote active travel journeys and enhanced public realm
Enliven Town: the town centre, professional services and digital
Enhance Town: the liveability of homes and neighbourhood

In 2019, visitors to Jersey ranked 'shops & retail' as 4.03/5 (this was 2nd lowest ranking attribute out of a list of 9 other attributes) so there is
scope to improve the retail offering. There are lots of restrictions relating to change of use in relation to retail set out in the plan. Our only
concern is that these are not so restrictive that they would result in empty letting space which would be detrimental to the appearance and
atmosphere of this area – we want to ensure the vitality of St. Helier as the island's cultural and leisure hub for both residents and tourists.

The enliven town concept statement is reflected in a range of detailed policies
and proposals, including the following:
•
•
•

The Product Audit also suggested that 'improving the townscape of St. Helier would be the single project that could most benefit both the
tourism industry and the quality of life of local people' and cites the town of Amersfoort in Holland as a best-case example.

•
•
•
•

In terms of enhancing the vitality of St. Helier, Visit Jersey feels that the town centre is lacking a distinctive main cultural, social and experiential
quarter in terms of a food district. Although there are some distinct areas such as Weighbridge Place, Kensington Place, Royal Square, Market
Street and the Central Market which are home to several eateries, these are all quite disparate and there isn't one overarching, go-to location
within the town centre that is regarded as the atmospheric hub for dining experiences. An al fresco dining quarter would create a vibrant hub
and contribute a unique component to Jersey's sense of place. Although Weighbridge Place now has some al fresco dining space, the area itself
is surrounded by a busy main road and heavy traffic flow. An al fresco space that prioritises cyclists and pedestrians with space for outdoor
events and entertainment such as busking, live theatre etc would be more effective in creating an area with a real buzz which is recognised as a
'must see' experience for tourists to visit.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

ER2 - Large scale
retail

ER2 - Large scale retail and ER3, - Local retail.

Policy ER1 – Retail and town centre uses
Policy ER4 – Daytime and evening economy uses
Policy ER5 – Meanwhile retail and town centre uses • Policy EO1 –
Existing and new office accommodation
Policy CI5 – Sports, leisure and cultural facilities
Policy TT2 – Active travel
Proposal – Active travel network
Proposal – Public realm works programme

The Plan provides the framework to allow the vitality of Town to be realised.

[View full
response]

The plan must be read as a whole as other policies often apply in the
administration of any particular policy.

We suggest that the additional phrases set out above in relation to Policy ER1 should also be incorporated into these two policies.
Policy HE1 requires that proposals that could affect a listed building, or place,
or its setting, must protect its special interest. HE1 also requires that proposals
should seek to improve the significance of listed buildings and places.

ER3 - Local retail.

ANONZZ1R2KXH-M

ER2 – Large-scale
retail
EI1 – Existing and
new industrial sites
and premises

At page 147 the document makes a useful distinction between 'retail warehouses' and 'warehouses which serve retail'. I believe this distinction
should be reinforced by reference to the Planning and Building (General Development) (Jersey) Order 2011 where 'retail' is defined and includes
"sale, display or service is to visiting members of the public". There is sometimes confusion between the planning term and planning meaning of
'retail' and the colloquial use of retail sales being, for example, cash rather than account transactions
This should be further enhanced by definitions in the section on Light Industrial development to further differentiate the 'retail warehouses'
defined above from 'warehouses to service retail' which are premises which are NOT visited by the public, i.e. entirely serviced by employees of
that business as in the case of wholesale distribution to retail premises or internet distribution. The definitions would follow the use classes in
the Planning and Building (General Development) (Jersey) Order 2011 which also defines the term 'industrial'.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

The preamble clearly defines the remit of large scale retail. In applying the
policy the definitions of use within the General Development Order will be
applied as part of the planning regulation process. Further reference within
the Island Plan is not required. Likewise for Light industrial, the definitions are
clear for the purposes of defining land use and the criteria to be applied to
change or develop new such land uses.
The definitions of a light industrial use are sufficiently clear not to warrant a
further caveat in the preamble.
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Minister’s detailed response

It would assist the clarity of Policy EI1 if a statement were included such as "For the avoidance of doubt, a retail warehouse is not considered a
suitable use at a protected industrial site."

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

ER2 – Large-scale
retail

The redevelopment of the old Les Quennevais Precinct and its replacement by a sympathetic, visually attractive and environmentally-friendly
modern retail environment would be an excellent step forward.

[View full
response]

Les Quennevais is well-placed and provisioned to support further
development. The Island Plan encourages the more efficient use of land and
the redevelopment of existing land and buildings here to deliver more homes.
The plan defines a Les Quennevais centre, that embraces the precinct and
Red Houses crossroads, where there exists a focus of employment land uses
in the area, mostly centred around food and other convenience retailing, but
with a range of other complementary ‘town centre’ services The plan seeks to
safeguard and support the retail vitality of this area, but also to introduce a
greater flexibility to allow other employment uses. This is covered by Policy
PL2 with further support from Strategic proposal 4 which sets out the
evolving spatial strategy to bring forwards the identified need for new
development.

Managing development – Economy

[View full
response]

A key purpose of the Island Plan is to facilitate the growth of Jersey’s
economy. This is achieved through a variety of mechanisms such as
supporting key economic sectors, ensuring suitable land is available for
different types of employment development and supporting skills and
training needs. The plan is also predicated on the need to deal with
development sustainably to deal with climate change and the spatial
challenges of finite land resources in competing uses.

[View full
response]

The policy thresholds are set at a level to encourage new larger retail to the
built up area, whilst allowing smaller scale retail within local centres, including
the parish centres in accordance with the spatial and place-making policies of
the plan.

[View full
response]

Tourist related retail is still regarded as retail and therefore, the tests of the
policy apply.

[View full
response]

The plan must be read as a whole as other policies often apply in the
administration of any particular policy.

PL2 - Les
Quennevais
Strategic proposal
4 – A west of
island planning
framework

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

ER3 - Local retail

The Bridging Plan is predicated on helping create conditions in which businesses can expand, and refers to “the need to support sustainable
economic growth”. The Trust questions whether “sustainable growth” and “sustainable development” are being confused, and to what extent
the promotion of continued economic growth can be considered to be truly sustainable as defined by the 1987 UN Brundtland Report i.e.
“development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their needs”.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

ER3 - Local retail

ER3 – Local retail:
This Policy restricts small-scale retail larger than 100m2 to only being provided within the BUA, which overlooks there are other local centres
(particularly the Parish Villages) which require their own retail facilities to encourage community vitality and avoid unnecessary travel.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

ER3 – Local retail

ER3 – Local retail
The proposed new policy has appropriate flexibility compared to the current policies and would allow appropriate conversion of an existing
building to retail use outside the built-up areas. The Trust suggests though that change of use away from retail should also be resisted in
relation to tourist-related retail uses, to prevent conversion to residential use which may be more lucrative but would result in the loss of
facilities serving tourists and recreational visitors. Policy ER3 should therefore be amended to read “Change of use away from retail which would
lead to the loss of essential local shops, such as general convenience stores, or those providing an important service to tourism and recreation
will only be supported where…”

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

ER1 – Retail and
town centre uses

ER1 - Retail and town centre uses.
Given that much of the development envisaged is likely to take place in the historic St Helier town centre, we suggest that the bullet-point list of
reservations should be expanded to include the following:

Policy HE1 requires that proposals that could affect a listed building, or place,
or its setting, must protect its special interest. HE1 also requires that proposals
should seek to improve the significance of listed buildings and places.

‘does not cause harm to the special interest of a listed building or to the setting of any neighbouring listed building’ and, ‘does not cause
unreasonable harm to the character or appearance of a conservation area’

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

ER5 – Meanwhile
retail and town
centre

ER5 – Meanwhile retail and town centre is supported.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Noted
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

ER4 - Daytime and
evening economy
uses

ER4 – Daytime and evening economy uses

ER4 - Daytime and
evening economy
uses

ER4 - Daytime and evening economy uses

EV1 - Visitor
accommodation

The SBBA is aware of the sensitivities regarding the former 'Protection of Prime Sites' policy and that Policy EV1 seeks to encourage the
development of visitor accommodation in the Bay.

ANONZZ1R2KSR-S

Comments

Published
response link
[View full
response]

The Trust suggests that proposals for beachside and other kiosks should demonstrate that there is a need for the facility, and that the location
and usage would not result in landscape harm. This should apply equally to mobile facilities.

Paragraph 5, with its refinement of the content of Policy E1 of the Island Plan also is welcome.

Minister’s detailed response

Beachside and other kiosks are more likely to be assessed under Policy PL5.
The provision of community facilities, such as those for sport and recreation,
which support the health and well-being of islanders will be supported where
they are well-located and accessible and can be justified relative to local
community need. Proposals which enhance access to the coast and the
countryside, and which are related to the use and enjoyment of its natural
assets, through low intensity active leisure pursuits, to the benefit of both
visitors and islander’s, will be supported, where its impact on the natural
environment is limited.

[View full
response]

See SR 66 - Developer viability and deliverability
See SR51 - St Brelade's Bay - Development

The SBBA also accepts the premise of paragraph 5a. of Policy ER4 that, should existing tourist economy properties prove unattractive for the
continuance of tourist economy business or for tourist economy development, residential development should be considered.
Nevertheless, the Bay is a magnet for the development of private residences in all of its areas, offering significant profits and shorter-term gains
to developers of such residences.
The Bay’s seafront (including and extending east of what has been identified as its shoreline zone) to which the SBBA refers in this section as the
'Shoreline Strip') is a significantly important area for future/potential tourist economy development. As the SBBA has already witnessed in the
case of the Wayside restaurant, if residential development is encouraged in this area, it will be encouraged.
Although certain developers were interested in developing the Wayside exclusively for tourism economy purposes, the asking price for the
Wayside site was only viable for residential/mainly residential development rather than for exclusive commercial tourist development.
Restrictions on development were also circumvented by the planning inspector, on appeal, accepting that housing was of community benefit
along with a new public walkway, notwithstanding evidence having been presented of the impact of the development on three tourist economy
operations and concerns regarding the functionality of the design of the restaurant.
The wording of sub-paragraph a. and d. of paragraph 5 needs to be refined to avoid potential abuse of the term 'market demand' and 'the
overall benefit to the community'.
Subparagraph 5a. of Policy ER4, this currently lacks the detail suggested on page 58 of the Arup Employment Study under the heading
'Protection of Visitor Accommodation', possibly because part of its objective can be served by standard provisions in leases.
The SBBA suggests, at the end of the clause a., additional wording along the lines of '(the site having previously been tendered on the open
market at a price no greater than the commercial value of the property for tourist economy use (discounting any potential change of use for
residential development) or such price as the seller can demonstrate was necessary to avoid a loss without profiteering from a potential change
of use).'
The intention of the proposed amendment is to:
a.
b.
c.

discourage landowners the Shoreline Strip from making profits at the expense of future tourist/public amenity development in the same
area.
ensure competition for land along the Bay's seafront is weighted in favour of future/potential tourist/public amenity development.
favour a process that prefers the acceptance of tourism business developers over purchasers seeking to change use of the site.

It is understandable why any property owner would wish to maximise the sale price of their land. The SBBA would point out that commercial
sites on the Shoreline Strip, if not inherited, typically have been acquired at a price that assumes the site will be used for commercial purposes.
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Minister’s detailed response

The Shoreline Strip would need to be identified as such, possibly in the Proposals Map.
The SBBA wish Policy ER4 to include a further paragraph to prevent another loophole that offers a way for developers to manipulate planning
process, which was pointed out to it by Island restauranteurs at the time the controversial Wayside planning application but discounted by the
independent planning inspectors appeal, in the absence of an objective and formal assessment.
Developments can take several years, meaning an interested lessee of a proposed replacement commercial premise may not be found
immediately by a developer. If a design for a replacement commercial premise is not functional, it is unlikely to elicit commercial interest. If this
is the case, the Policy could give a developer a means of manipulating a process ultimately to produce residential unit rather than a commercial
one (or an opportunity to extend a proposed residential unit), giving the developer the ability to make more profit from the development.
The SBBA therefore proposes an amendment to Policy ER4 along the following lines:
'6. Any proposed design for a replacement premises shall be supported by an independent and objective assessment of the functionality of the
design for the commercial purpose stated (including without limitation storage, delivery areas, car parking facilities and potential impediments
to customer and kitchen service (where relevant)), highlighting any design features that are likely to discourage commercial interest in the
replacement premise).'
The SBBA also seeks, unlike in the case of the Wayside application, that evidence (or what ER4 current describes as 'demonstration') is made a
matter of public record for the sake of transparency and to avoid abuse or perceived abuse of the allowances provided by this Policy in future.
This should include the tender process for the relevant premise as well as the independent assessment of the functionality of design of any
proposed replacement commercial premise.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

ER4 - Daytime and
evening economy
uses

ER4 - Daytime and evening economy uses:

[View full
response]

In sensitive locations there is a balance to be applied to protect the intrinsic
quality which is part of the tourism offer and provision of suitable facilities.
The Plan polices seek to set out the application of that balance in tandem
with other strategic policies.

[View full
response]

See SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites
as protected industrial sites

[View full
response]

The policy allows for redevelopment, renewal, intensification or expansion of
existing office accommodation, including the more intensive use of upper
floors.

Visit Jersey reiterates comments relating to ER1 (Retail and town centre uses) in terms of the importance of facilitating development that
enhances the visitor experience, not only in the tourist development areas but also in the town centre.
The Plan states that ‘proposals for new beach and other kiosks will only be supported where they make use of existing buildings or structures’.
This could potentially be quite restrictive in areas where such development could really revive and improve the area, but where there is not an
existing building. For example, the area around the harbour could really benefit from regeneration in terms of cafes and possibly a bar, but we
agree that any such development must be sensitive to the surroundings.

Office accommodation and businesses run from home
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

EO1 – Existing and
new office sites
and premises

EO1 – Existing and new industrial sites and premises

EO1 – Existing and
new office sites
and premises

E01 – Existing and new office accommodation

A considerable number of industrial sites have been lost through conversion to retail units. If conversion to other uses is allowed it should be on
a temporary basis as industrial needs fluctuate over time.

suggests new office developments will only be supported around the Internal Finance Centre or defined Centre at Les Quennevais.

The case for exempting office use is that the Island Plan makes provision for
the supply of much new, high quality office space in the Southwest St Helier
Planning Framework1; in response to the need for modern premises that
enable consolidation of operations through the provision of large, open
footplates.
Policy EO1 has sufficient flexibility to support future office uses.

SPG - FINAL Southwest St Helier Planning Framework 20191218 CB.pdf (gov.je)
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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ANONZZ1R2KJF-4

EO1 - Existing and
new office
accommodation

Comments

EO1 - Existing and new office accommodation:

Published
response link
[View full
response]

This policy must have a market demand test for employment land use. There is no justification in the pre-amble as to why office space should
be exempt. This is pricing office space out of employment land use and counter to sustainable economy policies.

Minister’s detailed response

The policy allows for redevelopment, renewal, intensification or expansion of
existing office accommodation, including the more intensive use of upper
floors.
The case for exempting office use is that the Island Plan makes provision for
the supply of much new, high quality office space in the Southwest St Helier
Planning Framework2; in response to the need for modern premises that
enable consolidation of operations through the provision of large, open
footplates.
Policy EO1 has sufficient flexibility to support future office uses.

ANONZZ1R2KJT-J

EO1 - Existing and
new office
accommodation

EO1 – Existing and new office accommodation

[View full
response]

There should be a review and probably limit of offices concentrated in the IFC/Gaspe House/Castle Street/GoJ etc. Too dense of a number of
employees work in this small area. There is not enough parking or other transport options other than the bus to support the dense number of
office workers. Additional parking at IFC is needed before all of the buildings are built.
Can there be an incentive to develop office space in another part of the island? The west and Les Quennevais/St. Brelade has been identified as
a second urban area (after St. Helier) for development.

Policy SP2 aims to retain Town as the island’s primary centre for commerce,
shopping, housing and public services, benefiting from its location as the
focus of Jersey’s transport, social and economic infrastructure. This has led to
the focus of new and existing office accommodation to maximise sustainable
transport options.
The provision of new office accommodation and the redevelopment, renewal,
intensification or expansion of existing office accommodation to provide
lower grade or smaller office accommodation (below 200 sqm gross internal
floor area), which may be suitable for the burgeoning digital sector and/or
use by small and medium enterprises, will be supported in other areas of the
St Helier town centre; and in the defined centre at Les Quennevais in
recognition of its role as secondary centre on the island and capitalising on its
proximity to the airport.

Less transport into St. Helier would be required if businesses were given an incentive to work from another part of the island. This would benefit
that local area because shops etc. would open in an area with more daily foot traffic in parts of the island where that does currently not exist.

Policy reflects that strategic intention.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

EO2 – Business run
from home

EO2 – Business run from home:

[View full
response]

Considering the GDO gives PD rights for converting gardens into parking (without any limitation) it is surprising and contradictory the preamble
to this Policy suggests exactly the same conversion to provide parking for home businesses would provide a reason to refuse an application for
home working. Post-Covid this is particularly surprising.

The Bridging Island Plan will contain a new policy that seeks the retention of
roadside walls and boundaries to prevent the uncontrolled provision of
parking to houses.
The General Development Order does not allow such provision as permitted
development by way of Part 1 Class C C.2 (c).

EV1 – Visitor accommodation
ANONZZ1R2KJF-4

EV1 - Visitor
accommodation
Proposal 16 Shopfront
supplementary
planning guidance

EV1 - Visitor accommodation:
This policy must have a market demand test. In response to my ask to the Island Plan team on this, they said: "The industry did not want a test"
and "the industry feels it is best to manage the stock". This is not acceptable. This makes it impossible for new entrants to purchase visitor
accommodation sites to redevelop as new hotels/self catering. The industry also cannot regulate itself and we have lost many hotels. A market
demand test does not prevent a change of use, however would safeguard misuse of core visitor sites.

SPG - FINAL Southwest St Helier Planning Framework 20191218 CB.pdf (gov.je)
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

The Minister for the Environment is minded to amend the draft plan, to seek
to ensure that proposals for a change of
use away from visitor accommodation in the island’s tourist destination areas
are well evidenced and considered as part of the decision-making process
during the bridging plan period, as set in Part 6: Modification schedule
See SR 59 - Visitor accommodation
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

EV1 - Visitor
accommodation

Comments

EV1 – Visitor accommodation

Published
response link
[View full
response]

The Trust questions whether proposals for extended or altered existing visitor accommodation should be allowed “throughout the Island” and
suggests that this should be qualified, for example in order to avoid conflict with policies relating to areas of high landscape, biodiversity or
historic interest and, in particular, the Coastal National Park. It is inadequate to rely on the criteria set out in the policy, and needs to be more
specific in terms of where there would be a presumption against new development. Where new development is allowed, planning obligations
should be required to control usage, rather than relying on planning conditions which are difficult to enforce.

Minister’s detailed response

The Minister for the Environment is minded to amend the draft plan, to seek
to ensure that proposals for a change of
use away from visitor accommodation in the island’s tourist destination areas
are well evidenced and considered as part of the decision-making process
during the bridging plan period, as set in Part 6: Modification schedule.
See SR 59 - Visitor accommodation
If new or expanded visitor economy uses are assimilated into the landscape
and the criteria in NE3 are met, there is flexibility and control over changes to
land uses.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KN9-U

EV1 - Visitor
accommodation

3.

For example, Policy EV1 says that ‘Proposals for extended or altered existing visitor accommodation throughout the island, and particularly
in the identified tourist destination areas, will be supported.’ This seems to be a general endorsement of any proposed development
relating to visitor accommodation, and I think it should be made clear that this is subject to a range of other factors (including but not
limited to those additional factors set out later in EV1, as well as other Policies).

[View full
response]

The plan needs to be read as a whole. As such this is not a blanket support
for any development within the visitor economy, other spatial, land use
protection and natural/ historic environment protection polices will be
applied when considering planning applications for change.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KN9-U

EV1 - Visitor
accommodation

4.

Policy EV1 notes that the development of camp sites will only be supported where it does not harm the landscape or seascape character, or
the surrounding area, by virtue of ‘visual impact, noise, disturbance and traffic generation’. I would suggest that there are a number of
other factors that it should not harm: wildlife, the local eco-system, or the character of the locality (including, for example, any historical
buildings) and that it should be made clear that the list of factors to be considered is not just confined to the listed items of ‘visual impact,
noise, disturbance and traffic generation’.

[View full
response]

The plan needs to be read as a whole. As such this is not a blanket support
for any development within the visitor economy, other spatial, land use
protection and natural/ historic environment protection polices will be
applied when considering planning applications for change.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

EV1 - Visitor
accommodation

EV1 – Visitor accommodation:

[View full
response]

This plan will support the continued investment and enhancement of the
quality and range of visitor accommodation and the delivery of new visitor
accommodation, to support the recovery and diversification of the sector; and
to meet the changing demands of visitors to the island. Proposals for the
development of new and extended visitor accommodation in the built-up
areas, and particularly in the tourist destination areas, will be encouraged.
Where proposals lie outside of the built-up area and relate to the
redevelopment of a building(s), involving demolition and replacement they
must deliver an environmental improvement to the site and the surrounding
area, in terms of a reduction in visual scale, mass volume, design and
materials and finishes. The Policy allows for exceptional cases to be made
under these terms.

[View full
response]

The Bridging Island Plan acknowledges that tourism and business travel
represents one of Jersey’s key economic sectors. It is a significant provider of
employment and support for related local businesses, including shops,
restaurants and bars; along with some of the island’s heritage and cultural
facilities. Jersey’s tourism industry caters for both leisure and business travel.

The AJA suggests a strong case can be made for allowing appropriate new visitor accommodation within the GZ particularly around edges of
the tourist destination areas, to compensate for the ongoing significant loss of existing visitor accommodation within BUA.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

EV1 - Visitor
accommodation

EV1 - Visitor accommodation:
Visit Jersey is strongly supportive of the recognition within the Island Plan that it is critical that Jersey is able to continue to adapt to the
changing tourism market by investing in an improved tourism offer and in the provision of high-quality bed stock.
However, we have concerns in terms of the approach to enhancement of existing visitor accommodation outside of the built-up area, and in
particular, within the Coastal National Park. Whilst we agree that Jersey’s coastline should be protected from ‘Benidorm style development’, it is
very important that there is the flexibility for improvement and enhancement of existing visitor accommodation, regardless of the location. An
overly restrictive approach to this could result in unsightly, outdated and unsuitable tourism product that doesn’t meet consumer demands and
therefore detracts from the island’s overall tourism proposition. The policy must facilitate investment in the tourism industry to enable sensitive
and sympathetic enhancement of existing visitor accommodation and applications should be assessed on a case-by-case basis, rather than
being subject to any blanket restrictions. The Island Plan states that: “For Jersey to be able to compete successfully in the global tourism market,
the industry will need to continue to respond to changing consumer expectations with regard to visitor accommodation, and the needs of its
target markets.” It is important that this also applies to existing and future visitor accommodation which is situated within the Coastal National
Park or outside the built up areas, to enable investment in improving the island’s tourism product. The current wording within the Island Plan

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Many older established hotels are in prominent and sensitive locations.
Redevelopment will need to deliver tangible environmental and design
improvements. Within Tourism destination areas there is a proposal to
introduce a market test to prevent the loss of hotel accommodation to other
uses.
The Plan allows for the continued investment and enhancement of the
tourism offer including visitor accommodation to help support the recovery
and diversification of the sector and meet the changing needs of the sector.
However, in sensitive locations there is a balance to be applied to protect the
intrinsic quality which is part of the tourism offer and provision of suitable
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Minister’s detailed response

doesn’t provide sufficient clarity or certainty as to what level of enhancement or development will be supported for visitor accommodation that
is located in these areas.

accommodation. The polices seek to set out the application of that balance in
tandem with other strategic policies.

Jersey is currently lacking in the provision of self-catering visitor accommodation (the Product Audit identified this as a key area for
improvement). In 2019, only 4% of visitors stayed in self-catering accommodation, which is partly due to the lack of available supply as there is
good demand for this accommodation. Consumer research undertaken by Visit Jersey this year revealed that 31% of respondents (UK, French
and German) said that they would choose traditional self-catering properties as their accommodation if they came to Jersey, with 23% choosing
unique/quirky self-catering/AirBnB. It is important that Jersey has relevant product available to meet self-catering demand at an individual
property level and at a larger scale, as trade partners are also keen to work with self-catering providers but can often only do so with larger
operations. Data shows that Airbnb is becoming an increasingly important part of the visitor accommodation market in Jersey and this is a
welcome diversification in the tourism product offering for visitors. Visit Jersey is therefore supportive of AirBnb, although it is acknowledged
that some form of light-touch regulation could bring some welcome certainty to the market for both providers and consumers.

The policy specifically sets out the tests to be applied for new camping
provision.
The likely change to the Jersey Destination Plan but suggest this was the
position at the time the JDP was written, and in common with the BIP, needs
to take account of post pandemic trends.
The shortfalls in provision are noted, the BIP sets a policy framework to
support visitor accommodation, but measured against the wider strategic
policies to deliver a balanced approach.

In addition, there are only a handful of family rooms available in Jersey’s hotels, which combined with the lacking supply of self-catering
accommodation, means there is a general shortage of family holiday accommodation. This impacts Visit Jersey’s marketing strategy, as we
could promote more of a family offering if there was more family friendly accommodation available to service this market. By family friendly, we
mean hotels with adjoining rooms or larger rooms with multiple beds or self-contained accommodation units, with self-catering options proving
popular among the family market.
There is also a lack of camping/glamping options in Jersey. Ongoing VisitBritain consumer sentiment research reflects the popularity of this type
of accommodation amongst UK domestic holidaymakers. In relation to campsites/land for touring units, the plan states "The requirement for
any ancillary buildings associated with these uses outside of the built-up area, will only be supported where it involves the re-use of existing
buildings". If there are no existing buildings would this therefore mean that it wouldn’t be possible to have toilet and shower facilities on a
campsite? If so, we would express strong concern over this, not only in terms of basic expected facilities, but also in terms of encouraging active
travel (TT2).
There are a number of visitor accommodation buildings in Jersey which are dated and tired. If there is low quality and outdated visitor
accommodation which no longer meets visitor's expectations, we need to ensure that the policy enables these to be developed as it would be
detrimental to have these buildings dilapidated and out of use.
VisitBritain Accessibility Research (2018) found 19% of the British population has an impairment, with the most common type of impairment
being a long-term illness and 6% of the population having mobility impairments. Visit Jersey would therefore also welcome more accessible
visitor accommodation in Jersey as this is also lacking.
Post COVID-19, with the staycation trend set to continue at least in the short-term, there is an opportunity for Jersey to become relevant to a
new audience. Jersey could benefit from a greater range of boutique style hotels with a small number of unique rooms combined with a good
eatery. Jersey is lacking in destination hotels (such as The Pig, Hotel du Vin, Idle Rocks, Watergate Bay Hotel, Hotel Tresanton, Artist Residence,
Soho Farmhouse and Burgh Island). A destination hotel is one where the experience of staying at the hotel itself is the draw for consumers, over
and above the location. This means that these types of hotels are likely to attract visitors throughout the year rather than just during the peak
season. The year-round appeal of these hotels reduces seasonality, provides a greater economic benefit to the local economy and increases the
productivity of the sector. Destination/boutique hotels are iconic in terms of their architecture, design and authenticity. They often tend to be
more in keeping with the local character of a place, compared to large corporate hotel chains, and therefore generally tend to be less
controversial.
We note that page 156 refers to the Jersey Destination Plan (“JDP”) and the ambition to ‘increase visitors to Jersey to one million visitors by
2030’. We note that the JDP was produced pre-COVID and visitor volume targets will be reviewed in due course.
In terms of the tourism information included in this section of the Island Plan, we note that the visiting friends & relatives (“VFR”) market is a
bigger market than business visits (15% VFR compared to 9% business in 2019) with the VFR market contributing a larger spend than the
business market. In addition, total visits to Jersey in 2019 were 771k rather than 777k.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

EV1 - Visitor
accommodation

EV1 - Visitor accommodation

[View full
response]

Policy HE1 specifically deals with the protection or improvement of
significance and character and would inform any assessment of proposals.

is supported.
Proposal 18 – Traditional farm buildings will provide additional guidance.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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ANONZZ1R2KXX-4

Selected
policies

Comments

Proposal 18 –
Traditional farm
buildings

However, we suggest that in paragraph 4 it is made clear that where the conversion of traditional farm buildings or listed buildings is
concerned, the character and/or special interest of such buildings is maintained.

EV1 - Visitor
accommodation

Please, find attached our response to the 'Employment land :assessment of sites' April 2021, which considered the sites submitted under the
'Call for Sites' scheme.

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response
See SR 59 - Visitor accommodation

[View full
response]

The site proposed did not progress past Stage 2 of the Call for Sites as it is
not in the Built up area which would be contrary to Policy SP2 and because of
the landscape impacts linked to the outcomes of the ILSCA.

Attachment:: The Atlantic Hotel_Call for Sites - Response (IP-178721234)_Redacted.pdf
The Plan allows for the continued investment and enhancement of the
tourism offer including visitor accommodation to help support the recovery
and diversification of the tourism sector and meet the changing needs of the
sector. However, in sensitive locations there is a balance to be applied to
protect the intrinsic quality which is part of the tourism offer and provision of
suitable accommodation. The polices seek to set out the application of that
balance in tandem with other strategic policies.
The policy specifically sets out the tests to be applied for new camping
provision.

ANON-ZZ1R2KXX-4

EV1 – Visitor
accommodation

Field B412 (The Atlantic Hotel): see attachment

[View full
response]

The draft plan provides support for proposals which contribute to the quality
and range of Jersey’s visitor accommodation, particularly in tourist destination
areas, which are within the built-up area.
Outside the built-up area, it is legitimate for the matter of landscape impact
to be taken into account as a material consideration. The Atlantic Hotel
occupies a prominent and highly sensitive location which is reflected in its
proposed inclusion in the expanded Coastal National Park. The review of the
CNP boundary was based on an objective assessment relative to clear criteria,
as set out in JCNP Boundary Review.
Any proposal for new visitor accommodation here is most appropriately
considered through the planning policy framework of the draft plan.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KTK-K

EI1 – Existing and
new industrial sites
and premises

1.1 Proposal

[View full
response]

SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites as
protected industrial sites

In addition to the protection of the identified protected industrial areas the Government of Jersey should cause dedicated commercial areas to
be established, mainly at the outskirts of St. Helier, and on primary roads.
The principle of re-zoning agricultural land near built-up areas for housing is proposed in the Draft Bridging Island Plan, and a number of sites
are identified.
This principle should therefore similarly be applied for the creation of commercial areas by re-zoning agricultural land for industry and
commerce.
There are numerous benefits of businesses sharing a site, as may be apparent from the success of those areas in other countries. Cross
fertilisation comes to mind.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

EI1 – Existing and
new industrial sites
and premises

EI1 – Existing and new industrial sites and premises

[View full
response]

SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites as
protected industrial sites

The following sites are defined as protected industrial sites:
•
•
•

Rue des Prés Trading Estate, St Saviour
Jersey Steel, Beaumont, St Lawrence
St Peter’s Technical Park, St Peter

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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[View full
response]

SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites as
protected industrial sites

[View full
response]

SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites as
protected industrial sites

Springside, Trinity
La Collette, St Helier
L.C. Pallot Properties, Trinity
Barrette Commercial Centre, Mont Mado, St John
Thistlegrove, St Lawrence

Proposals for the development of new; or the redevelopment, renewal, or intensification of existing light industrial sites and premises within
protected industrial sites and the built-up area will be supported.
Proposals for the development of new or the redevelopment, renewal, or intensification of existing light industrial uses and buildings outside
the built-up area will only be supported where they support rural diversification; or make use of existing buildings.
In all cases of light industrial development there will be a need to ensure that the proposed development does not harm the amenity of
neighbouring uses; or the local character of the area.
Proposals for a change of use away from light industrial uses within protected industrial sites; and at other existing light industrial sites will only
be supported where:
•
•
•
•

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

EI1 – Existing and
new industrial sites
and premises

the use is related to and ancillary to the main industrial use; or
the premises have been appropriately marketed for light industrial use and there is no longer a reasonable prospect of a site or premises
continued use for light industrial purposes; and
it does not have an unacceptable impact on the overall provision and mix of unit sizes
and specifications of light industrial accommodation across the island, including whether need can be met even with the loss of light
industrial floorspace; or the overall benefit to the community of the proposal outweighs any adverse effects.

13.0 COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT
13.1 On p160 of the DBIP the following is stated.
“Limited information is available on current and likely future demand for sectors requiring light industrial floorspace over the plan period.”
13.2 We find it very difficult to believe that “limited information” is available, as stated. Had anyone involved in the sector been consulted, both
within industry and in commercial agencies, it would have been discovered that commercial and light industrial floorspace is very much in short
supply.
13.3 Policy EI1 of the DBIP supports industrial development within the protected industrial sites and within the Built Up Area, but presumes
against new or enhanced light industrial development outside of the Built Up Area unless they support rural diversification or make use of
existing buildings.
13.4 The protected Industrial sites are more or less at full capacity, and the potential for industrial development in the BUA’s is extremely limited
given access requirements, amenity of neighbours and site values.
13.5 The development of new or enhanced light industrial units in the countryside will only be supported (to repeat) where they support rural
diversification or make use of existing buildings. It is difficult to imagine appreciable numbers of circumstances where these conditions will be
able to be met.
13.6 Accordingly it can only be concluded that the authors of the DBIP have effectively buried their heads in the sand with regard to this
extremely important issue, an issue which has important effects on the economy and sustainability (the word again being used in one of its
more relevant senses) of the Island’s economy.

ANON-ZZ1R2KPC-7

EI1 – Existing and
new industrial sites
and premises

Lack of policy support for businesses in the countryside and objection to CNP designation. Attachment – Blp sub written La Solitude v2 –
Extract: “However, it appears from the proposed policies in the BIP, 2021 that support for existing businesses that would be located in the new
extended Coastal National Park would be limited. There would be no support for new or replacement buildings or extensions. It is also a
proposal that Permitted Development rights are removed placing an increased administrative burden on business owners with sites in the
Coastal National Park. 13. The owners of land and buildings at La Solitude, feel very strongly that Policy ERE1 – Existing and new industrial sites

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Need for employment land. Allowing more flexible employment uses at Rondel Farm.

[View full
response]

SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites as
protected industrial sites

Comments
and premises should be amended to provide more support for existing established businesses and also that the site should not be located
within an extended Coastal National Park boundary.”

ANONZZ1R2KFT-E

EI1 – Existing and
new industrial sites
and premises
ERE4 - Re-use of
modern farm
buildings

ANONZZ1R2KR9-Y

EI1 – Existing and
new industrial sites
and premises

Need for more employment land - storage and warehousing.

[View full
response]

SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites as
protected industrial sites

ANONZZ1R2KXC-F

EI1 – Existing and
new industrial sites
and premises

Submission made on behalf of J&D Norman Ltd.

[View full
response]

SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites as
protected industrial sites

EI1 – Existing and
new industrial sites
and premises

1.2 Light industrial development

[View full
response]

See SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites
as protected industrial sites

EI1 – Existing and
new industrial sites
and premises

FIELDS B26 AND B27

[View full
response]

See SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites
as protected industrial sites

BHLF-ZZ1R2KTK-K

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYH-N

Insufficient supply of employment land.

In the view of this respondent the concept of permitting light industrial development anywhere in the Island is flawed. Not only does the
concept involve road traffic, but also a future expansion of the business may lead to conflicts in the locality.

Ports of Jersey request that the Bridging Island Plan designates this site for light industrial purposes to facilitate the delivery of a vehicle
inspection centre.
Light industrial land is in high demand, and work prepared for Property Holdings has identified this site as the most appropriate and sustainable
option for this strategic infrastructure.
Fields B26 and B27, as shown edged red (for indicative purposes) on the attached aerial photograph, are in the ownership of the Ports of Jersey
and they seek the designation of the site for light industrial purposes in the Bridging Island Plan (BIP), specifically to facilitate a vehicle
inspection centre.
The BIP makes no new employment land designations, but the Arup Employment Land Study (for the Government of Jersey and ‘Evidence Base”
for the BIP) identifies at Section 4.4 that::
….stakeholder engagement has indicated that there is scarcity of light industrial floorspace attributed to the limited number of locations in the
island which can meet the needs coupled with a pressure on the existing land for alternative uses such as residential development…
….engagement with stakeholders confirmed that it has always proven difficult to secure adequate light industrial accommodation, which will only
be furthered by the buoyant transport and construction sectors.
…. it would appear that there may be demand for light industrial floorspace, and therefore the protection of existing light industrial floorspace will
be necessary. Anecdotally, stakeholders have corroborated this conclusion with consultation highlighting evidence of demand. Jersey may have to
look to La Collette (notwithstanding constraints from the La Collette Safety Zones for Hazardous Installations, development restrictions from the
existing gas storage facilities and Fuel Terminal, and plans for additional petrol fuel farms), St Helier Harbour and around the Airport, as well as
actively identifying new provision elsewhere on the island in the longer term [my emphasis].
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The very-same situation has been researched by Property Holdings who have been searching for a site suitable for the development of a
Vehicle Inspection Centre. The conclusions are set out in a paper prepared for Property Holdings, which is available on request.
The feedback from this note is that the site at B26 and B27 represents the most appropriate and sustainable option for this important strategic
infrastructure.
The subject land is outside the Airport Operational Area and is not used for any active purpose other than, in part, ad hoc car parking. The
delivery of a light industrial building would align with the recent developments in the vicinity, including the Airport Cargo Centre and Roberts
Garage – and would not be out of keeping with the building forms found on the adjacent Airport.
The open character of the site is dominated by the adjacent operational infrastructure of the airport resulting in a relatively low-grade
environment. New development could incorporate high-quality frontage landscaping, which is a feature of the Airport perimeter, and also
reflects the planting at the new Les Quennevais School.
The conclusions of the BIP Evidence Base are quite clear that there is high demand for light industrial premises and that sites should be “actively
identified” including around the Airport. The work from Property Holdings supports this conclusion and establishes a pressing time-line.
On this basis, Ports of Jersey request a site-specific light industrial designation for Fields B26 and B27.

ANON-ZZ1R2KFT-E

EI1 – Existing and
new industrial sites
and premises

Rondel Farm – requesting land is rezoned for employment/ commercial use.

[View full
response]

See SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites
as protected industrial sites

ANON-ZZ1R2KXC-F

EI1 – Existing and
new industrial sites
and premises

J&D Norman Ltd – request more land, unspecified location, to be re-zoned for employment/ commercial use.

[View full
response]

See SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites
as protected industrial sites

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

EI1 – Existing and
new industrial sites
and premises

Light industrial accommodation: new development outside protected industrial sites

[View full
response]

See SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites
as protected industrial sites

Accommodating any future requirements for light industrial accommodation in the island presents a challenge. There are competing pressures
for land in the island from other uses that are more commercially attractive (particularly residential), especially in Town, which is the primary
location for new development to meet the island’s needs.
Should demand arise for the provision of new light industrial floorspace during the plan period, sites within the boundary of the built-up area
will be prioritised before consideration of alternative locations which may be suitable to support the proposed light industrial use. Development
proposals for light industrial development outside the built-up area, will need to be supported with evidence of the following:
•
•
•
•

that they have considered the suitability and availability of sites within the built-up area through a site selection exercise.
that the format and/or scale of the proposal has been considered in relation to suitable and available sites within the built-up area.
where there are no suitable and/or available sites within the built-up area, an assessment of sites outside of it has taken place with
preference given to those sites that are accessible and well connected to the built-up area; and
any other relevant information, which has informed the identification and selection of the proposed development site.

It is anticipated that the following potential sources of land may provide opportunity for the provision of new light industrial floorspace over the
plan period. In some cases, such as the use of land at the port and airport, any such potential would need to be explored and examined relative
to the operational requirements of the existing facilities.
•
•
•

La Collette and surrounding harbour areas.
non-operational land at the airport.
other States-owned land.
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[View full
response]

The comments regarding the pattern of agriculture in the potato sector are
noted.

existing light industrial sites; and

the use of existing agricultural premises.

ERE1 - Protection of agricultural land
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

ERE1 - Protection
of agricultural land

ERE1 - Protection of agricultural land
The Trust considers that this policy fails to recognise that the potato sector is not based around a particular farm holding or location and that it
would be preferable for the policy also to have regard to the impact upon the viability of an agricultural business. In addition any such
proposals which result in the loss of agricultural land must also adequately deliver protection and biodiversity net gain.

ANONZZ1R2K2N-M

ERE1 - Protection
of agricultural land
ERE2 –
Diversification of
the rural economy

ERE1 - Protection of agricultural land - (Crosses over with Affordable Housing / Land-use)
The new Island Plan presents a fantastic opportunity to build social and environmental resilience into our communities. Jersey’s land is one of
our most valuable assets and is vital to our Island’s prosperity and to our wellbeing as individuals and communities. We must consider not just
the next ten years but the lives of people in generations to come. (This has been acknowledged by Wales through their Future generations act).
One of the advantages we have currently is the amount of land under agriculture, courtesy of our strong agricultural tradition and operation
(Island Plan Review Stage 1, Page 42). The decision to pull land out of agriculture for development has an irreversible impact, and we argue
should invite nuanced and imaginative discussion. Foremost, in an inclusive and progressive Island, it is only right that everyone benefits from it.
We suggest a better way of approaching the intersection of sustainable agriculture and affordable housing, building upon a long-term vision of
systemic sustainability.
Within the topic of Land Use, our suggestions are integrated and twofold: 1) Value driven Community Land Trusts. 2) Local food systems. These
propositions are centred around the development of a community right-to-buy scheme for degraded and underused agricultural land and
dilapidated or empty buildings. In doing so, the government can think systemically about the long-term transformation of systems of
production based on circular and regenerative development linked to food security and livelihoods. Through this approach, it is possible to
achieve win-win-win impacts of resource efficiency, resilience of local food systems, economic opportunities, affordable housing and ecosystem
restoration.
Community Land Trusts (CLTs)
The government should reconsider its approach to community participation within the developments. We propose that community land trusts
(CLTs) are highly beneficial to the proposed developments. The model of CLTs ensures a bottom-up approach led by the community, tackling
the affordable housing crisis by linking house prices to local wages. Within this model it is crucial that 1) The community is integrally involved
throughout the process in key decisions such as what is provided, where, and for who. They don’t necessarily have to initiate the conversation,
or build homes themselves. 2) There is a presumption that the community group will take a long term formal role in the ownership, stewardship
or management of the homes. 3) The benefits of the scheme to the local area and/or specified community group are clearly defined and legally
protected in perpetuity. In doing so, it is possible to change the narrative surrounding housing development from investment units to the
building of homes. We have taken inspiration for the use of CLTs from the Granby 4 Streets and St. Clements regeneration projects in the UK,
the former being a project who’s key development members are Jersey residence (Wainright, 2017). Within this approach, housing development
can also be considered as mode of employment, as community groups are considered to be “developers”. Community-led development could
also bring down the costs of developments by avoiding the profit-driven motives of commercial developers, and instead prioritising the quality
of living for residents (Hamilton, X JEP 2019).

Policy ERE1 would only support the loss of agricultural land in exceptional
circumstances and where the impact on landscape character and biodiversity
would not be unreasonable.

[View full
response]

The Strategic policies of the Plan confirm that response to climate change has
to inform the short and long term planning for the Island (SP1). The
sustainable use of land requires a clear and continuing spatial strategy (SP2)
which was supported in early consultation on the range of options for future
development. Balancing the needs of all sectors is a challenge to which this
Island Plan has to meet, and to deliver both economic vitality, community
wellbeing and protection of the islands character. This is delivered by a longer
term vision articulated in the Strategic proposals.
The successor plan will build on the diverse policy framework of the Bridging
Island Plan. Innovative approaches allowing community based development
may be forthcoming. However the ability to deliver CLT’s may require
changes to primary legislation which is outside the scope of a land use plan.
Other strategic sustainable themes are being developed by Government to
ensure food security and resilience.

The Plan requires the improvement and protection of biodiversity, the
protection of agricultural land and protection of food production. As
agriculture and other sectors of the rural economy continue to restructure
and adapt to consumer demands, technological advances and a changing
climate, it is important that the Island Plan facilitates appropriate
diversification to ensure a sustainable rural economy. Within the three year
time frame, the promotion of the status quo in farming production is
provided for. Different models of land management could be explored in the
context of other Government strategies supporting further rural diversification
and food security.

To develop the process of beyond building shared values and targets within community development projects we also take inspiration from the
Scottish government’s approach to the community right-to-buy, where the community is offered the opportunity to buy the land if it can be
proven to be developed in a sustainable manner. Examples across Scotland over the last 6 years have led to community projects shifting
underused buildings and land to become leading examples of environmentally focused development. Through value driven community
ownership, it is also possible that there will be greater investment in the local area and care for the land due to the long-term vision of citizens
towards quality of life. The government must empower citizens by giving CLTs a legal definition in Jersey and enable community right-to-buy
schemes. The right-to-buy scheme will further sustainable development in Jersey by ensuring the development continues to be embedded in
the local community and ensure the long-term security of our local food system. By combining value driven CLTs, with small scale farming and
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food centres this makes a step towards building livelihoods along with housing. The next section explores the use of local food centres in the
development strategy.
Local food
All the documentation is sympathetic to the need for Jersey’s agricultural industry to address broader issues beyond productivity. When
considering environmental factors within agriculture, the SA promotes the “intensification of farming practices” (p. 93) as a means to ensure
sustainable agriculture whilst also protecting the environment and natural resources. SCOOP calls for the importance of supporting alternative
pathways for Jersey agriculture alongside the SA’s approach. SCOOP questions the reliance on expensive technological developments needed
in order to make room for a larger landmass to be transferred to conservation. Instead, SCOOP champions an agroecological system, where the
land is managed in a nature-inclusive manner and the market is adapted to suit local biodiversity (see section 3). Fundamental to this approach
is working with nature, rather than against it, by approaching agriculture as part of a wider ecosystem. The report states factors such as nitrogen
run-off, biodiversity and economic resilience as contributing to the need for intensification (p. 93). However, the intensification of farming
continues to result in nitrogen run-off and undermine biodiversity due to the continuing turnover of land preventing the permanent
establishment of wildlife populations. What’s more, the single crop market based on monocrops continues to be vulnerable to shocks in the
form of disease. We therefore ask that the Island Plan recognises the importance of agroecological farming and the role that organic farming
and permaculture play in sustainable food systems.
We believe that a more integrated and holistic approach should be supported and the market needs to work for the style of small scale farming.
We propose the development of local food centres where underused agricultural land is transitioned to agroecological farms, providing
produce for the communities in that area. These centres will provide the infrastructure for resilient local food systems, connecting small-scale
growers to the market and supporting local biodiverse farming practices. The implementation of this proposal would also address the
weaknesses in the island’s food resilience, as have been clearly pointed out in Dr. Steve Webster’s government-commissioned report ‘Jersey’s
Food Security’ (p.10). The feasibility of this proposition will also be aided by the proposal for government procurement, outlined in section 3 of
our response to the Island Plan. We also request a review of existing localised infrastructure in order to add depth and clarity to further leverage
points for local resilience.
The proposition to integrate local food systems into the development plans also has wider implications. In a recent study by the New Economics
Foundation (NEF), it is suggested that for every £1 spent on local food boxes, a further £3.70 is generated in social, economic and environmental
value. The provision of locally sourced and sustainably grown produce through local food systems also addresses the interwoven crises of
obesity, loneliness and environmental degradation by providing healthy food, grown in nature-inclusive conditions and distributed through
community-led centres. The development of local food centres would therefore also directly address questions of wellbeing highlighted on
page 128 of the SA, specifically the prevalence of social isolation and the subsequent impacts this has on loneliness and premature mortality.
What’s more, this also provides opportunities for education of the local workforce and the skills-sharing needed for a sustainable economy.
Integrating local food systems into the Island Plan therefore contributes not only to food, but also to security, business, health, employment,
sustainability, and innovation. A recommendation to support this process that is considered more holistic is the use of cash transfers to
consumers to buy local healthy food. The government can support a just transition to net zero, integrating both social and ecological wellbeing
in its Island Plan and creating a healthier, greener and more equal society.
Recommendations
Allocation of agricultural land for CLT projects that see housing development coincide with livelihood development within the development of
small scale farming.
To introduce a right - to - buy scheme for community projects that improve the social and environmental outcomes of underused agricultural
land
To set up food hubs to promote the parish based distribution of local food.
To create cash transfer to lower income householders to be spent on local organic food at the food hubs.
Section 3 explores how local government procurement strategies can build on the ideas outlined in this section.
Bibliography
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ANON-ZZ1R2KQW-V

ERE1 - Protection
of agricultural land
ERE6 – Derelict
and redundant
glasshouses

I do not think we should be re-zoning agricultural field for houses – First and foremost we should be looking at population control

[View full
response]

Rather than re-zoning fields why are we not looking at “Brown” sites such as old green houses. I believed that these were previously part of the
Island Plan and were to be used rather than re-zoning but do not seem to have been mentioned.
For houses that do need building we should be looking at suppling affordable housing for the older generation of the Island, this would free up
family homes and would assist first time buyers to move on. Part of the problem has arisen because first time buyers cannot afford to move on
and older people cannot afford to down-size as the cost to do this does not justify it

Glasshouses are considered to be temporary structures associated with the
agricultural use of the land. When glasshouses are redundant to the
horticultural industry or are derelict, they should be removed and the land
bought back into agricultural use. Proposals for further development would
not be likley meet the strategic spatial policies of the Plan, in particular SP2.
In only the most exceptional circumstances, the development of derelict
glasshouse sites may be
considered for other uses, provided that the amount of development is the
minimum required
to deliver an overall improvement to the landscape character of the
countryside through the removal of glasshouses and supporting
infrastructure; and the restoration of agricultural land, or an appropriate
environmentally-beneficial use.
See SR 24 - Right-sizing
See SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVMQ

ERE1 - Protection
of agricultural land

ERE1 - Protection of agricultural land

[View full
response]

Noted

[View full
response]

The Policy clearly requires the protection of agricultural land. Where
exceptional circumstances are proven, the policy sets out the tests that must
be met before support is offered for the proposal. The past and current use is
provided for in the policy. All tests have to be met. Paragraph 2 must also be
met alongside paragraph 1. The first deals with land loss the second the
reasons for the geographical location being sought.

[View full
response]

The Bridging Island Plan has been framed in the positive voice, moving away
from the terms used in the 2011 Island Plan. This reflects the proactive nature
of the plan, balanced by policy safeguards to meet the Strategic policies.

The JFU is in favour of this Policy.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KN9-U

ERE1 - Protection
of agricultural land

3. In relation to Policy ERE1:
a.

b.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KN9-U

ERE1 - Protection
of agricultural land

5.

I think it should be emphasised that the retention of useful agricultural land should be prioritised over other considerations. In relation to
the factors listed (a to d) under 1, as well as the historic use of the land, the potential for use as agricultural land should be a consideration –
even if the land has not been used historically, a willingness from a registered farmer to farm the land (on reasonable terms) should also
give rise to a presumption against development.
Paragraph 2 is drawn too broadly, and seems to exist separately from paragraph 1 (or should paragraph 1 end “; and” – ie both paragraphs
1 and 2 must be satisfied?). A test simply of ‘the nature of the proposed use genuinely necessitates’ the development is too broad – it might
be said that any development (whether it be a factory or amusement park) is intended for its express purpose, and thus development for
that purpose is a ‘genuine necessity’.

In relation to ERE1&2, to point 2) above, these are instances where the Policy could usefully state that such proposals ‘may only be
supported’ in the relevant circumstances or state ‘will only be supported where’ (as is the case in ERE4), rather than stating that they ‘will be
supported’.
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ERE2 –
Diversification of
the rural economy
See SR10 - 'Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure
ANONZZ1R2KR1-Q

ERE1 - Protection
of agricultural land

The proposed Overdale development will lead to the loss of vital agricultural land.

[View full
response]

ANON-ZZ1R2KT3-U

ERE1 - Protection
of agricultural land

In general terms the current Island Plan has been successful in protecting agricultural land and the proposals set out in the Draft Bridging Island
Plan are a continuation of current policies which are supported. In recent years where there has been loss of land to agriculture it has often
occurred through unofficial changes of use or de-facto extensions of domestic curtilage. It is questioned how much co-ordination there is in
reality between the planning law and agricultural land laws.

[View full
response]

Support for the Bridging Island Plan’s agricultural land protection policy is
noted. It is however is a land use plan, the operation of agricultural land
controls falls under separate primary legislation and the issues appertaining
to this system fall outside the remit of the plan.
Interpretation of the control of land development and the definition of
curtilage fall outside the remit of the Plan, being correctly assessed as part of
the Development Control process operated by Regulation in IHE.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

ERE1 – Protection
of agricultural land

14.0 AGRICULTURE

[View full
response]

14.1 On P164 of the DBIP, the following is stated.

The Bridging Island Plan is a land use plan, the operation of agricultural land
controls falls under separate primary legislation and the issues appertaining
to this system fall outside the remit of the plan.

“A key aspect of ensuring the maintenance of the island’s landscape character and supporting the continued viability of agricultural activity, is
the continued effort to protect the availability of agricultural land.”

Proposals for rural workers’ accommodation outside of the built-up area will
be assessed using the clear and reasoned criteria offered by policy H9.

14.2 Whilst the States are in the process of implementing their Rural Initiative Scheme to support the agricultural industry, the DBIP continues to
have an unrealistic and overly optimistic view of the farming industry, which has changed beyond all recognition within the last 50 years.

Interpretation of the control of land development and the definition of
curtilage fall outside the remit of the Plan, being correctly assessed as part of
the Development Control process operated by Regulation in IHE.

14.3 The DBIP supports and encourages the provision of rural workers accommodation (Policy H9) within the BUA, but makes it very difficult for
applicants to obtain permission for such accommodation outside of the BUA where, one would have thought, it is most likely to be required.
14.3 The current IP is hampered by the Land Controls outdated classification of land, the Planning Department’s unpredictable approach to the
designation of domestic curtilage, and the lack of liaison between the two in this respect. It would have been hoped that this matter could have
been addressed in the DBIP, but this does not appear to be the case.

ERE2 – Diversification of the rural economy
ANON-ZZ1R2KPN-J

ERE2 –
Diversification of
the rural economy
ERE6 – Derelict
and redundant
glasshouses

ANON-ZZ1R2KFG-1

ERE2 –
Diversification of
the rural economy

See Representations.

[View full
response]

See SR 54 - Rural economy – medicinal cannabis

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and welcomes the custodian role for the use of our
countryside. At present the major designations covering the countryside and
coast are asset out in Policy PL5. Further support for the rural economy is
provided by ERE2 – Diversification of the rural economy. The policy is
designed to support the economic activity that has to take place in the
countryside, managing impacts against the wider strategic policies of the plan
to protect the coast and countryside from inappropriate development.

Concerned about policy gap in relation to development for medicinal cannabis whereby the principle of such development may become
acceptable without the intrinsic resulting amenity impacts of noise, odour, light, and also water and energy consumption; concerned also that
best practicable means be ensured to apply to such development; concerned that sequential test be applied to all light industrial development
sites for medicinal cannabis to ensure Built-Up Area sites developed in advance of any in other areas or the countryside, including glasshouse
sites in the countryside.

The Board recognises that the land that we manage as dairy farmers is not there just to produce food, albeit those unique dairy products
ultimately derive from it. The quintessential view of ‘brown cows grazing green fields’ is formative to the Island’s landscape character and the
contribution that our field margins make to the biodiversity of our natural environment is being increasingly studied as part of our compliance
as a Co-operative to LEAF Marque, enabling Jersey Dairy to be the first dairy in the world to receive this accreditation. Given the significance of
promoting our environmental credentials, the Board has developed a Dairy Environmental Enhancement Plan, or ‘DEEP’, to co-ordinate its
initiatives in relation to reducing greenhouse gas emissions, improving soil health, and enhancing biodiversity on our dairy farms, with the prime
aim of measuring what already exists within the Island and seeking expert advice as to how it can be improved further.
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The Board is opposed to the division of our valuable countryside space into ever more different designations, with associated increased signage
along with the potential for increasing conflicting aspirations for the control and management of such spaces.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT2-T

ERE2 –
Diversification of
the rural economy

Les Ormes Golf and Leisure Village – seeking designation as a Tourism Destination Area.

[View full
response]

Tourism
Destination Areas

Designation of tourist destination areas is based on the characteristics and
facilities offered by a settlement, or area within the built-up area, rather than
those offered by a specific commercial concern.
Les Ormes is located outside of the built-up area, where it is legitimate to
consider any development proposals having regard to its landscape context
and setting.
Part of Les Ormes is now embraced by the proposed extension to the CNP.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVMQ

ERE2 –
Diversification of
the rural economy

ERE2 - Diversification of the rural economy

[View full
response]

Noted

BHLF-ZZ1R2KUA-A

ERE2 –
Diversification of
the rural economy

In the section on the rural economy, I think that not enough emphasis has been placed on the need for island food security in the future. The
last 18 months have shown the vulnerability of food supplies to events over which the island has little control and no doubt there will be others
in the future, possibly worse in their effects. Empty supermarket shelves are only a temporary inconvenience now, but for those of us who like to
buy local vegetables and other food products, it is frustrating to have to go to many retail outlets and farm shops to find only some of what we
want. The worry for the future is that the scale economies that have driven potato production will make market gardening principally for local
consumption unviable. It is hoped that the increasing interest in growing hemp will not be to the detriment of using glasshouses for food
production. As a vegan I would welcome the demise of dairy agribusiness in the island provided it did not result in the import of dairy produce.
I should very much like Jersey to be as self-sufficient as possible in food crops, preferable produced by stock-free organic cultivation. I feel that
the word "sustainable" is subject to gross overuse, both in the draft plan and in general in government documents and parlance.

[View full
response]

The Plan requires the improvement and protection of biodiversity, the
protection of agricultural land and protection of food production. As
agriculture and other sectors of the rural economy continue to restructure
and adapt to consumer demands, technological advances and a changing
climate, it is important that the Island Plan facilitates appropriate
diversification to ensure a sustainable rural economy. Within the three year
time frame, the promotion of the status quo in farming production is
provided for. Different models of land management could be explored in the
context of other Government strategies supporting further rural diversification
and food security.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KN9-U

ERE2 –
Diversification of
the rural economy

6.

[View full
response]

Glasshouses are considered to be temporary structures associated with the
agricultural use of the land. When glasshouses are redundant to the
horticultural industry or are derelict, they should be removed and the land
bought back into agricultural use. Proposals for further development would
not be likley meet the strategic spatial policies of the Plan, in particular SP2.

The JFU is in favour of this Policy

I note the comments in the Plan in relation to the diversification of the rural economy, and niche/self-catered tourism in the countryside. At
the same time, the Plan (ERE6) states that the redevelopment of redundant and derelict glasshouses for non-agricultural purpose will not
be supported. If agricultural land were to be permitted to be used for other/ancillary purposes, it would seem to make lots of sense, in
terms of diversification of the rural economy, for the use of former glasshouse sites to be strongly prioritised for those purposes over
‘green field’ sites. This could involve the remediation of what are currently unsightly and derelict sites, whilst preserving useful agricultural
land and natural open spaces. The Plan refers to the development of land in the ‘right place’ and I would suggest that a requirement to
prioritise the use of currently derelict glasshouse sites for ‘alternative rural economy’ purposes would be a ‘win-win’ and meet with a
number of the objectives in the Plan.

In only the most exceptional circumstances, the development of derelict
glasshouse sites may be
considered for other uses, provided that the amount of development is the
minimum required
to deliver an overall improvement to the landscape character of the
countryside through the removal of glasshouses and supporting
infrastructure; and the restoration of agricultural land, or an appropriate
environmentally-beneficial use.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KN9-U

ERE2 –
Diversification of
the rural economy

7.

In relation to Policy ERE2, as well as a business plan being submitted in respect of the development, appropriate reports should also be
required to be submitted (including in particular environmental impact reports, or such other reports as planners think appropriate given
the other factors to be taken into consideration in addition to economic viability).
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The plan needs to be read as a whole. The requirement to provide sufficient
information to allow a proper assessment of any future planning application is
embedded into other protection polices.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KTK-K

ERE2 –
Diversification of
the rural economy

Comments

1.

Conflict of Policies

The Common Strategic Policy reads:
"We will protect and value our environment: -integrating with and supporting the Carbon Neutral Strategy and Sustainable Transport Policy."
The 'Revised 2011 Island Plan' contained a section on the 'Rural Economy' as based on 'The Rural Economy Strategy Pl 12/2005'.
The Plan introduced the concept of the 'Rural Economy' and was in the main based on supporting agricultural and live stock interests. An
explicit example of that was the support for the concept of 'farm shops'.
The 'Draft Bridging Island Plan -Consultation' appears to widen the concept of the 'Rural Economy' so as to it to become the official policy for
economic activity anywhere in the Island.

Published
response link
[View full
response]

Minister’s detailed response

Strategic policy SP1 sets out how the Plan takes account of Climate Change.
To ensure sustainable patterns of development SP2 sets out the spatial
strategy. Policy SP 6 sets out the aspirations for the whole island economy.
Dealing with different places in different ways fits the strategic policies. Thus,
high levels of protection for the coast and countryside does not, necessarily,
remove the opportunity for existing businesses in the rural area to thrive and
grow. This the specific policy framework to support and set criteria for rural
diversification and economic growth.
This policy position is not in conflict, rather it reflects the specific longstanding
spatial approaches of sustainable patterns of development with different
polices for different places.

Examples of this widening are the concept of 'Light Industrial Development' outside protected industrial sites, and the concept of 'Diversification
of the Rural Economy', and, 'Make use of existing buildings'.
In the view of this respondent the earlier concept of the Rural Economy whilst based on local farm stalls selling own grown produce is an
appropriate countryside activity, which also can rely on the sympathy for farming as still held by the general population.
In the view of this respondent the widening of the Rural Economy concept is creating a direct conflict with the 'Common Strategic Policy', the
'Carbon Neutral Strategy' and the 'Sustainable Transport Policy' since establishing economic activity anywhere in the Island on agricultural sites
and agricultural land introduces, inter-alia, transport activity unrelated to the pure agricultural activities of the particular site. The transport
activity will typically include: delivering materials and supplies to the site, in the main by commercial vehicles, the distribution of the goods and
products from the site in commercial vehicles, urban-rural commuting by the workforce, car traffic to and from the site as part of the operation
of the business, and car traffic by customers.
The concept of the 'Rural Economy' is apparently based on the words 'employment land', a term originally created for agricultural land and
agricultural buildings.
This artificially created term is widening pure agricultural activity to encompass all economic activity, even totally unrelated to agriculture, as
long as it is commenced and based on farms.
In effect, the Draft Bridging Island Plan creates a two tier system for the economy, the 'rural economy' and the 'island economy'. Both definitions
exist in the Plan side by side.
There are already existing examples oflarge scale wholesaling businesses operating from farms, which involve deliveries from the port to the site
in large HGV type trucks, and the wholesaling business delivering goods from the site in fleets of vans. In the case of fruit and vegetable
wholesaling businesses the deliveries are mostly to St. Helier, as can be readily witnessed in town.
Not only does this activity conflict with the Common Strategic Policy, but the sanctioning of economic activity anywhere in the Island conflicts
with established principles such as the Green Lane network. The introduction oflarge scale car and commercial vehicle traffic on the Green Lanes
presents a direct conflict with the purpose for which the network of lanes was established.
As the Draft Bridging Island Plan identifies, walking and cycling are of paramount importance.
In the section 'Travel and Transport' (TT! through TT5) no mention is made of Green Lanes.
The widening of the 'Rural Economy' is also causing a major disparity between the planning regulations applied to other development in the
Green Zone on the one hand and the planning regulations applied to economic activity based on farms on the other hand.
The planning system places strict constraints on development in the Green Zone, and rightfully so. This strict approach is based on the support
for that, as resulting from successive consultation exercises of the views of the general public.
A further conflict arises where the operation of a 'rural' business set up under the aegis of the 'Rural Economy' affects residents of the locality
who have no connection with the particular business. There are already examples where a large transport business set up under the 'Rural
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Economy' wishes to extend stipulated operating hours in the planning permit, leading to objections from residents and even a recommendation
from the Environmental Health Department for the business to be moved from the site altogether.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJD-2

ERE2 –
Diversification of
the rural economy

We need to establish food security, growing a diversity of crops to sell locally not just Jersey Royals to export. Farmers have a duty to reduce
fertiliser and pesticide use in order to protect soils and biodiversity.

[View full
response]

Crop diversification and food security is not a direct matter for the Island Plan,
but is promoted by Government thought the Rural Economy Strategy. The
plan does provide support for the diversification of the rural economy, where
this has development implications.

ANON-ZZ1R2KT3-U

ERE2 –
Diversification of
the rural economy

This policy is considered with caution as whilst it should be recognised that agriculture is a dynamic industry, it is generally the industry that
drives change and diversification, rather than government encouraging specific ventures with preferential treatment. It is questioned to what
extent ‘land based tourism or leisure development’ can be described as part of the rural economy as opposed to the visitor economy and thus
requiring a differing suite of supporting policies.

[View full
response]

Noted

ANON-ZZ1R2KPN-J

ERE 2 –
Diversification of
the rural economy

See Representations. Concerned about policy gap in relation to development for medicinal cannabis whereby the principle of such development
may become acceptable without the intrinsic resulting amenity impacts of noise, odour, light, and also water and energy consumption;
concerned also that best practicable means be ensured to apply to such development; concerned that sequential test be applied to all light
industrial development sites for medicinal cannabis to ensure Built-Up Area sites developed in advance of any in other areas or the countryside,
including glasshouse sites in the countryside.

[View full
response]

See SR 54 - Rural economy – medicinal cannabis

[View full
response]

See SR 57 - Traditional farm buildings

ERE3 - Conversion or re-use of traditional farm buildings
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

ERE3 - Conversion
or re-use of
traditional farm
buildings

ERE3 - Conversion or re-use of traditional farm buildings
The Trust welcomes the proposal to review and provide updated supplementary planning guidance for the future use and conversion of
traditional farm buildings, and hopes that SPGs will be properly indexed to clarify which ones are still in force, with their planning status clearly
articulated. There should be supplementary planning guidance specifically relating to conversion to residential use and this should include strict
design guidance that also relates curtilage, landscaping, ancillary development etc as these elements can cause as much if not more harm to
landscape and setting than the conversion of the building itself.

The Bridging Island Plan proposes further guidance. The extant guidance is
available on the Government’s Website.
The new guidance will take account of natural environment and historic
environment polices to ensure conversions meet the Plan’s aspirations for
both themes.

It is crucial that the historic significance and wildlife value of a traditional farm building are duly protected as indicated in the background
information to the policy. The Trust considers that the policy wording should be amended in paragraph 4 as follows:
“In all cases conversion will only be supported where the building is of a sound and substantial construction and is capable of conversion
without extensive alteration, extension or re-building, and without adversely affecting the character, historic significance, wildlife value or
appearance of the building.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

ERE3 - Conversion
or re-use of
traditional farm
buildings
EL1 – Existing and
new industrial sites
and premises
EO2 – Business run
from home

Industrial
Does the definition of ‘traditional farm building’ under Policy ERE3 includes older farm buildings that are not granite - for example the singestorey low-eaves concrete sheds that usually have asbestos in? It seems there is support for conversion or re-use of traditional farm buildings to
residential use, subject to no alternative employment use is appropriate or viable.
The emerging plan is focused on homes and population, but Industry in the island is a major contributor to the economy of the island and is a
significant employment provider. Although the description “industry” is misleading, in the main the sector within the island is largely centred
around, import, break up/wholesaling, distribution servicing and fabrication.
Apart from Agriculture and Aquaculture actual production focuses on smaller enterprises finessing fabricated and value add products for local
markets with limited exports, but not everyone can or wants to work in the service economy or an office-based enterprise and the plan
recognizes and encourages the development of craft/home based enterprises
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The Policy confirms that In all cases conversion will only be supported where
the building is of a sound and substantial construction and is capable of
conversion without extensive alteration, extension or re-building, and without
adversely affecting the character or appearance of the building. These rural
buildings can contribute to the local rural economy, once in housing use this
contribution factor is lost.
The plan makes provision for smaller scale businesses working from home or
in other places. As above, retaining traditional buildings for economic use
helps provide appropriate premisses to support culturally and diverse
businesses.
See SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites
as protected industrial sites
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The plan further recognises the contribution from the islands creative industries, which is to be encouraged mirrored in a focus in encouraging
and developing
•
•
•
•

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVMQ

ERE3 - Conversion
or re-use of
traditional farm
buildings
ERE4 - Re-use of
modern farm
buildings

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

ERE3 - Conversion
or re-use of
traditional farm
buildings

the maintenance of a productive and diverse economy, encouraging the development of a local market for goods and services.
promoting and enabling small footprint/high value business and fostering innovation.
enabling the creation of attractive and rewarding sustainable employment opportunities.
The bridging Island Plan seeks to further these ambitions, support the island’s economic recovery, and boost economic productivity.

ERE3 - Conversion or re-use of traditional farm buildings; and ERE4 - Re-use of modern farm buildings

[View full
response]

The JFU supports these two Policies in principle. Both Policies state that if a building is no longer in use for agriculture then consideration can be
given for other employment-related uses. The JFU would like to see more work on both these Policies to provide a framework for criteria that
must be met in relation to advertising a redundant building to the agriculture industry. Clearer guidelines need to be established so that
buildings that are available for sale or lease are clearly identifiable so that agriculturalists can make an informed decision about whether that
building could be useful for their business.

In Proposal 17 – Traditional Farm Buildings the Minister has committed to
publish further guidance which will include the material considerations to be
considered. These are likely to include location, existing and planned rural
economic activities on site; the effect of the use of the building(s) on those
activities and its relationship to the farm holding; considerations of landscape
character and setting; and the age, quality and significance of the building(s).
See SR 57 - Traditional farm buildings

ERE3 - Conversion or re-use of traditional farm buildings:

[View full
response]

Visit Jersey is strongly in favour of enabling traditional farm buildings to be developed for visitor accommodation. The policy says “proposals to
convert or re-use traditional farm buildings for other employment uses will be supported where it is proven that the building is no longer
required for agriculture”. We hope that farmers/land owners will have sufficient control in these matters and if they want to diversify their land
there shouldn't be too many preventative restrictions in terms of the requirements. Having the option to keep some of the agricultural land as
operative farming land and use other buildings for diversified uses (e.g. visitor accommodation) will enable Jersey to provide immersive
agritourism experiences and tourism product, which would also support the island’s identity. Tapnell Farm on the Isle of Wight is a good
example of a holistic agritourism product. It’s a working farm but some buildings have been adapted for holidaymakers, such as cottage rentals,
with eco-friendly geodesic domes, luxury safari tents and log cabins as other accommodation options and a wide range of on-site activities for
all ages. This style of experience would be a great addition to the Jersey accommodation/attraction mix.

Policy ERE1 notes that as agriculture and other sectors of the rural economy
continue to restructure and adapt to consumer demands, technological
advances and a changing climate, it is important that the Island Plan facilitates
appropriate diversification to ensure a sustainable rural economy. Policy ERE3
sets out the parameters to be used to assess proposals to reuse traditional
farm buildings all of which is predicated on sustaining the farming economy
and protection of agricultural land under Policy ERE1.
See SR 57 - Traditional farm buildings

Agritourism is a good opportunity for the island with this market expected to grow over the coming years. Product development such as a
farm-based B&B would help Jersey welcome more family holidays. Some of the hotel product on-island is not currently geared up to this
market, and we see trends for multi-generational family holidays as we come out of the other side of COVID. Agritourism also provides
opportunities for product development such as collaborations with local chefs to provide cookery demonstrations showcasing local produce.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

ANON-ZZ1R2KT3-U

ERE3 - Conversion
or re-use of
traditional farm
buildings

Proposals to convert or re-use traditional farm buildings for other employment uses will be supported where it is proven that the building is no
longer required for agriculture

ERE3 - Conversion
or re-use of
traditional farm
buildings

This is supported as the traditional farm buildings covered by this policy tend to be of limited use to modern agriculture.

[View full
response]

The protection of biodiversity and wildlife is encompassed within Policy NE1.
Proposal 18 – Traditional farm buildings will offer guidance to ensure that
protected species are carefully considered as part of any conversion proposal.

[View full
response]

The support for this policy is noted.

[View full
response]

The support for this policy is noted.

And where opportunities for wildlife, especially the enhancement of populations of bats are included in the design of the development.

ERE4 – Re-use of modern farm buildings
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

ERE4 - Re-use of
modern farm
buildings

ERE4 – Re-use of modern farm buildings
The Trust welcomes this policy.
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ANON-ZZ1R2KF7-H

ERE4 - Re-use of
modern farm
buildings

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

ANON-ZZ1R2KT3-U

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

Clearer support for employment use of sheds in countryside.

[View full
response]

See SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites
as protected industrial sites

ERE4 - Re-use of
modern farm
buildings

Proposals to re-use modern farm buildings for other employment-related uses will only be supported where:

[View full
response]

The protection of biodiversity and wildlife is encompassed within Policy NE1.
Proposal 18 – Traditional farm buildings will offer guidance to ensure that
protected species are carefully considered as part of any conversion proposal.

ERE4 - Re-use of
modern farm
buildings

This is also supported as the infrastructure investments in agricultural facilities have importance on the future viability of the industry.

[View full
response]

Noted

[View full
response]

The opportunity to use Planning Obligation Agreements is cited in Policy
GD3. The implementation of such is not an Island Plan matter but rests with
the planning process.

Comments

•

The proposals include objectives and infrastructure which enhance biodiversity, including the provision of bird nesting and bat roosting
space

ERE5 – New or extended agricultural buildings
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

ERE5 - New or
extended
agricultural
buildings

ERE5 – New or extended agricultural buildings
Where new or extended agricultural buildings are allowed, their removal in the case of future redundancy should be required via planning
obligations. Business plans should be required and published as part of the initial planning submission so that the determination process is
transparent.

The requirements to meet the need to support and enhance biodiversity is
covered in Policy NE1.

Given the location of such buildings and the capacity for high levels of biodiversity, the Trust would request that Point 3 includes “wildlife
enhancement/mitigation”.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVMQ

ANON-ZZ1R2KPE-9

ERE5 - New or
extended
agricultural
buildings

ERE5 - New or extended agricultural buildings

ERE5 - New or
extended
agricultural
buildings

Clearer support for appropriate redevelopment of redundant and derelict glasshouses

[View full
response]

Noted

[View full
response]

Glasshouses are considered to be temporary structures associated with the
agricultural use of the land. When glasshouses are redundant to the
horticultural industry or are derelict, they should be removed and the land
bought back into agricultural use. Proposals for further development would
not be likely meet the strategic spatial policies of the Plan, in particular SP2.

The JFU supports this Policy.

In only the most exceptional circumstances, the development of derelict
glasshouse sites may be
considered for other uses, provided that the amount of development is the
minimum required
to deliver an overall improvement to the landscape character of the
countryside through the removal of glasshouses and supporting
infrastructure; and the restoration of agricultural land, or an appropriate
environmentally-beneficial use.
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ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

ERE5 - New or
extended
agricultural
buildings

Proposals for new agricultural buildings will only be supported where:

ERE5 - New or
extended
agricultural
buildings

This is supported and it is noted that there has been significant investment in the agricultural industry during the life of the previous island plan.

ANON-ZZ1R2KT3-U

Comments

•

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

The protection of biodiversity and wildlife is encompassed within Policy NE1.
This will be applied in considering any proposals for new agricultural
buildings during the assessment of a planning application.

[View full
response]

Noted

[View full
response]

Glasshouses are considered to be temporary structures associated with the
agricultural use of the land. When glasshouses are redundant to the
horticultural industry or are derelict, they should be removed and the land
bought back into agricultural use. Proposals for further development would
not be likely meet the strategic spatial policies of the Plan, in particular SP2.

where opportunities for wildlife, especially the enhancement of populations of bats are included in the design of the development

Derelict and redundant glasshouses
ANONZZ1R2KJF-4

ERE6 - Derelict and
redundant
glasshouses

ERE6 - Derelict and redundant glasshouses:
I support for this policy. These sites must re enter agriculture. I believe that we should encourage the redevelopment of these with high quality
farm buildings (of circa 5 - 7% of the glass footprint) as new smallholdings to meet sustainable objectives. We should not allow the
redevelopment of these sites as it will prevent the sale of these at genuine agricultural valuations. This is a struggle I am currently facing in
trying to enter the agricultural industry.

In only the most exceptional circumstances, the development of derelict
glasshouse sites may be
considered for other uses, provided that the amount of development is the
minimum required
to deliver an overall improvement to the landscape character of the
countryside through the removal of glasshouses and supporting
infrastructure; and the restoration of agricultural land, or an appropriate
environmentally-beneficial use.

ANON-ZZ1R2KSW-X

ERE6 - Derelict and
redundant
glasshouses

Those glasshouse sites that cannot be developed due to lack of services should be reverted back to agricultural land or wildlife habitats or mini
woodlands. Schemes should be created to assist the process.

[View full
response]

Glasshouses are considered to be temporary structures associated with the
agricultural use of the land. When glasshouses are redundant to the
horticultural industry or are derelict, they should be removed and the land
bought back into agricultural use. Proposals for further development would
not be likley meet the strategic spatial policies of the Plan, in particular SP2.
In only the most exceptional circumstances, the development of derelict
glasshouse sites may be
considered for other uses, provided that the amount of development is the
minimum required
to deliver an overall improvement to the landscape character of the
countryside through the removal of glasshouses and supporting
infrastructure; and the restoration of agricultural land, or an appropriate
environmentally-beneficial use.

ANONZZ1R2KEZ-K

ERE6 – Derelict
and redundant
glasshouses

We feel strongly that this policy is very limiting and not well thought out. It is unlikely to persuade owners of sites to engage in a balanced
process that will tidy up their sites, decrease the health and safety risk and make the environment better for the community. As a family we were
proud of contributing to the economy (employing 30 staff and promoting Jersey) by growing tomatoes for over 40 years, the last 30 years to
Tesco. For reasons beyond our control, and with very limited support or understanding from the government, we had to exit the industry with
substantial debts in 2008. Since 2008 we tried hard to rent the glass to Jersey Royal however because of the high maintenance of the old glass
this became a "negative profit" exercise. Health and Safety is a huge factor and despite trying to address this, it is only a matter of time before
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[View full
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Glasshouses are considered to be temporary structures associated with the
agricultural use of the land. When glasshouses are redundant to the
horticultural industry or are derelict, they should be removed and the land
bought back into agricultural use. Proposals for further development would
not be likely meet the strategic spatial policies of the Plan, in particular SP2.
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someone is hurt. A once proud farming family are ashamed of how the site now looks, we are not rich farmers who are waiting for a "pay day"
from development. We just want the planning department to finally listen, engage properly and help come up with a balanced view on how we
should proceed. Penalising us by this statement "the nature, scale and form of any such exceptional development will be limited to that with a
value commensurate with the costs of removing the glasshouses and restoring the land to agricultural use" is just wrong. No one would ask a
hotelier to do this, or even fact any other landowner. Please start to listen, this is not a case of cashing in, but of being able to do something
meaningful with the site which fits within the strategic framework. Be brave planners..

Minister’s detailed response
In only the most exceptional circumstances, the development of derelict
glasshouse sites may be
considered for other uses, provided that the amount of development is the
minimum required
to deliver an overall improvement to the landscape character of the
countryside through the removal of glasshouses and supporting
infrastructure; and the restoration of agricultural land, or an appropriate
environmentally-beneficial use.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVMQ

ERE6 – Derelict
and redundant
glasshouses

ERE6 -Derelict and redundant glasshouses

[View full
response]

The JFU believes that there are still glasshouse sites which are more suitable for development for housing sites at this time than many of the
greenfield sites that have been proposed in the draft Plan.

Glasshouses are considered to be temporary structures associated with the
agricultural use of the land. When glasshouses are redundant to the
horticultural industry or are derelict, they should be removed and the land
bought back into agricultural use. Proposals for further development would
not be likely meet the strategic spatial policies of the Plan, in particular SP2.

We think that all derelict glasshouse sites should be identified and the owners should be made offers as suggested in the Plan where some
limited development could take place with the remainder of the site being returned to agriculture -see Policy GD4 -Enabling or linked
development.

In only the most exceptional circumstances, the development of derelict
glasshouse sites may be

The JFU is pleased to see that consideration may be given to enable these sites to be used in "an appropriate environmentally-beneficial use".
There may be sites which are in areas not suitable for housing developments, but which could be used for the erection of solar panels.

considered for other uses, provided that the amount of development is the
minimum required
to deliver an overall improvement to the landscape character of the
countryside through the removal of glasshouses and supporting
infrastructure; and the restoration of agricultural land, or an appropriate
environmentally-beneficial use.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6Q-U

ERE6 – Derelict
and redundant
glasshouses

ERE6 - Derelict and redundant glasshouses.

[View full
response]

I applaud the inclusion of this policy. Please do not let this be forgotten or diluted.
In my opinion the repeated use in the Policies of a caveat such as unless the overall benefit to the community of the proposal demonstrably
outweighs the harm undermines the authority of the Plan and should be avoided, particularly in the cases of the potential demolition of historic
buildings (where the States of Jersey does not have a perfect record) or the loss of archaeology.

Glasshouses are considered to be temporary structures associated with the
agricultural use of the land. When glasshouses are redundant to the
horticultural industry or are derelict, they should be removed and the land
bought back into agricultural use. Proposals for further development would
not be likely meet the strategic spatial policies of the Plan, in particular SP2.
In only the most exceptional circumstances, the development of derelict
glasshouse sites may be
considered for other uses, provided that the amount of development is the
minimum required
to deliver an overall improvement to the landscape character of the
countryside through the removal of glasshouses and supporting
infrastructure; and the restoration of agricultural land, or an appropriate
environmentally-beneficial use.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

ERE6 – Derelict
and redundant
glasshouses

ERE6 - Derelict and redundant glasshouses:
The AJA recommends there is scope for imagination allowing appropriate re-development of redundant / derelict glasshouse sites, where there
is adequate services & transport provision. This Policy is misconceived, because prohibiting redevelopment will only result derelict glasshouses
remaining in place. The Policy should encourage appropriate re-use, to give an incentive for covering cost of removing derelict greenhouses.
Otherwise, we are doomed to seeing derelict glasshouse sites disfiguring our countryside forever.

[View full
response]

Glasshouses are considered to be temporary structures associated with the
agricultural use of the land. When glasshouses are redundant to the
horticultural industry or are derelict, they should be removed and the land
bought back into agricultural use. Proposals for further development would
not be likely meet the strategic spatial policies of the Plan, in particular SP2.
In only the most exceptional circumstances, the development of derelict
glasshouse sites may be
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Minister’s detailed response
considered for other uses, provided that the amount of development is the
minimum required
to deliver an overall improvement to the landscape character of the
countryside through the removal of glasshouses and supporting
infrastructure; and the restoration of agricultural land, or an appropriate
environmentally-beneficial use.

ANON-ZZ1R2KT3-U

ERE6 – Derelict
and redundant
glasshouses

This is supported and it is recognised that the creation of a single policy to
accommodate a range of differing circumstances is problematic.

[View full
response]

Noted

ANON-ZZ1R2KEZ-K

ERE6 - Derelict
and redundant
glasshouses

Please engage with redundant glasshouse owners. Please listen.

[View full
response]

Old glasshouses are appropriate for development where they are located in
sustainable and appropriate locations suitable for residential developments.
Many older glasshouse sites are often in poor locations that would not be
suitable for development. Glasshouses submitted through the consultation
and call for sites process have been considered.

ANONZZ1R2KT4-V

ERE6 – Redundant
glasshouses

Derelict greenhouse sites need to be allocated for housing as removal of broken glass over many years will be near on impossible to make it
workable for agricultural or farming. The block to stop this happening is appalling when you state the 'importance of agricultural fields' and
their need for the industry and then add several said 'important agricultural fields' to the island plan.

[View full
response]

Glasshouses are considered to be temporary structures associated with the
agricultural use of the land. When glasshouses are redundant to the
horticultural industry or are derelict, they should be removed and the land
bought back into agricultural use. Proposals for further development would
not be likely meet the strategic spatial policies of the Plan, in particular SP2.
In only the most exceptional circumstances, the development of derelict
glasshouse sites may be
considered for other uses, provided that the amount of development is the
minimum required
to deliver an overall improvement to the landscape character of the
countryside through the removal of glasshouses and supporting
infrastructure; and the restoration of agricultural land, or an appropriate
environmentally-beneficial use.

•Derelict / redundant glasshouses are not supported for housing, Good. They are in exactly the wrong location.
BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

ERE2 –
Diversification of
the rural economy

ANON-ZZ1R2KEZ-K

ERE6 – Derelict
and redundant
glasshouses

[View full
response]

Noted, the policy confirms that the redevelopment of redundant and derelict
glasshouses for non-agricultural uses will not be supported.

As a family we own a large redundant glasshouse site, for 20 years we have presented various schemes to the parish and planning department
which we feel protect and IMPROVE the natural . All of the schemes presented returned a large percentage of the site back into agriculture and
offered community gain. Apart from a Medicinal Cannabis project where the investors backed out, all of the other schemes have frustratingly
been dismissed or we have been asked to wait for the Island Plan, even though they protected the natural environment and gave a huge
amount of community gain.

[View full
response]

Old glasshouses are appropriate for development where they are located in
sustainable and appropriate locations suitable for residential developments.
Many older glasshouse sites are often in poor locations that would not be
suitable for development. Glasshouses submitted through the consultation
and call for sites process have been considered.

ERE7 – Equine development

[View full
response]

Changes to primary legislation cannot be actioned through the Bridging
Island Plan. The Policy sets the tests for new provision and the needs to
protect the landscape and local setting, as well as protect agricultural land.

Equine development
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

ERE7 - Equine
development
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This policy is flawed and not capable of proper implementation without changes being made to the 1974 law and permitted development rights
for livestock shelters.

ANON-ZZ1R2KT3-U

ERE7 - Equine
development

Minister’s detailed response
Equine development was not covered in the 2011 / 14 Island Plan and policy
ERE7 is intended to offer a policy direction not previously available.

The contribution of genuine equine businesses is recognised although it is unclear why there is so little information as to the contribution of the
sector. It should be noted that the agricultural industry increasingly has developed informal relationships that have been of benefit to both
communities.

[View full
response]

The development of more symbiotic relationships between sectors is noted.

ERE8 – Fishing and aquaculture

[View full
response]

Brexit has directly led to this Bridging Island Plan because of the significant
changes to the current systems, many of which are not yet fully understood
or agreed. It would not be reasonable to incorporate agreements and
challenges under fishing and aquaculture until these matters are more
formally resolved.

ERE8 – Fishing and aquaculture
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

ERE8 - Fishing and
aquaculture

The background information and supporting text should be updated following Brexit and the impact thereof. The Trust would like to see
increased emphasis on the need for fishing and aquaculture to be sustainable.

See SR 58 - Aquaculture

ANON-ZZ1R2KGS-E

ERE8 - Fishing and
aquaculture

ERE18 p. 165, does not contain any reference to the impact of Aquaculture on the East Coast Ramsar site and Oyster Beds that are altering the
surrounding Biodiversity with Pacific Oysters and invasive species impacting on local species. Nitrate incursion due to run off is also absent.
Chemicals from potato crops have been associated with Zostera diseases.

[View full
response]

The establishment of the Royal Bay of Grouville aquaculture box has planning
permission and was the subject of an environmental impact assessment that
included an assessment of potential impact(s) on biodiversity (including BAP
and protected species), non-native species and key habitats. The issue of
potential eutrophication or disease from land derived sources is unrelated to
the aquaculture planning process.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

ERE8 - Fishing and
aquaculture

ERE8 - Fishing and aquaculture:

[View full
response]

The preamble deals with the plan period, where no additional spatial
provision is required. If new proposals are brought forwards in the plan
period outside the Grouville aquaculture box in the intertidal zone the Policy
sets out the provisions to test this, but safeguards the aquaculture box. In this
specific location further provision will be supported. There is no contradiction.

The AJA notes there is an apparent contradiction between the explanatory preamble stating proposals to establish aquaculture operations
outside Royal Bay of Grouville may be permitted where they justify need and are supported by an EIA, but Policy ERE8 itself states development
of new, or the extension of existing, aquaculture infrastructure outside Royal Bay of Grouville will not be supported. We suggest there is no
justification for prohibiting development of new, or extension of existing, aquaculture infrastructure outside Royal Bay of Grouville and this may
well result in preventing appropriate proposals elsewhere.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

ERE8 - Fishing and
aquaculture

ERE8 - Fishing and aquaculture:

See SR 58 - Aquaculture

[View full
response]

Local produce, including local seafood, is an important part of Jersey’s tourism offer and has been the focus of previous Visit Jersey marketing
campaigns. In order to ensure that as much of the seafood offered in Jersey hospitality is Jersey seafood, with the additional benefit of having
minimal food miles, Visit Jersey welcomes policies that support the aquaculture industry.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

ERE8 - Fishing and
aquaculture

The aquaculture box in the Royal Bay of Grouville will be safeguarded from other forms of development which might harm the viability and
integrity of this area for the purposes of aquaculture. The development of new, or the extension of existing, aquaculture infrastructure in the
Royal Bay of Grouville aquaculture box will be supported where the proposals include adequate safeguards to reduce the impact of marine litter
and which address the problem of introduced, alien invasive species into the marine and terrestrial environment.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Support for the policy is noted.
See SR 58 - Aquaculture

[View full
response]

The protection of biodiversity and wildlife is encompassed within Policy NE1.
This will be applied in considering any proposals for new aquaculture
proposals. The prevention of pollution lies within other Government areas,
but the provision of any such development would need to have a waste
management strategy as well as note Policy NE1.
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ANON-ZZ1R2KJD-2

ERE8 – Fishing and
aquaculture

ANON-ZZ1R2KXN-T

GD 5 - Demolition
and replacement
of buildings
ERE3 – Conversion
of traditional farm
buildings

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

This responsibility to the environment includes aquaculture companies, some of whom currently claim to be 'sustainable' despite the fact that
they export live shellfish to China, pollute a protected shoreline with plastic and metal waste, introduce an invasive species and pay a minimal
license fee, none of which goes to protecting the environment they profit from.

[View full
response]

These matters lie outside of the scope or legal remit of the bridging Island
Plan.

Many of the smaller settlement sites consist of old farms which were designed around the agriculture operations. Space was not a key issue and
consideration was not necessarily given to where and how buildings were constructed. It can be seen from the Island Plan that housing is at a
premium, where as for example Farms have now largely been consolidated into fewer but larger agricultural enterprises. It would make sense to
allow these sites that were previously farm sites to be redeveloped, and to allow the old (old but non heritage) buildings, many of which were
built of poor quality, to be replaced by modern buildings that are fit for todays purposes and not trying to retrospectively fit new purposes into
old and often badly built farm buildings.

[View full
response]

The Bridging Island Plan is predicated on sustainable future development that
acknowledges and deals with the arising issues of Climate Change. For this
reason, most housing development is provided within the built-up areas of
the island. There are opportunities to allow reuse of buildings, such as
traditional farm buildings, for other uses. To support the rural economy the
first use sought would be economic. Tests can be applied to allow conversion
to homes if appropriate. Demolition of buildings is wasteful of sequestered
carbon, damaging to the landscape and countryside and would not follow the
sequential pattern of spatial development, allowing most new homes to be
well related to transport, facilities and schools for example.

[View full
response]

The plan recognises the role and importance of the visitor economy in a
number of different places as an integral and important part of our island
economy. It is not felt necessary to provide a dedicated section of the plan to
the visitor economy – aside from accommodation - as the local tourism offer
is not just for visitors but is a part of our island fabric, to the benefit of all
islanders and visitors alike. The land uses attached to the visitor economy are
therefore, not exclusive to the visitor economy. This includes matters such as
recognising and supporting island identity and placemaking, the provision of
leisure and cultural facilities, the support for daytime and evening economy
uses and also, providing an appropriate framework for the protection and
enhancement of our coast and countryside.

Comments

General comments about Economy
BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

General comments
– Strategic
proposals

General comments about Introduction and strategic proposals:
We note the absence of a specific section dedicated to tourism within this Bridging Island Plan. Although there are various relevant aspects for
the visitor economy contained within other sections of the Plan (such as visitor accommodation within the Economy section) there is not an
overarching section specifically focussing on the tourism industry as a whole. This is in contrast to other areas such as retail, sport, culture and
heritage which all have dedicated sections. Tourism is a key industry for the island and it is important that a tourism strategy is incorporated
within the overall island strategy.
In order to bolster the resilience of the island and minimise risk, it is imperative that Jersey has a mixed economy, with diversification across
different industries. Currently Jersey is heavily focussed on, and reliant upon, the financial services industry. Although the finance industry
accounts for the majority of employment and GVA contribution in Jersey, these are not the only factors to consider when evaluating the
contribution of different industries to the island. As well as the tourism industry’s significant contribution to employment, GVA and skills training,
tourism activity also greatly increases the quality of life for Jersey residents and supports a range of wider business activities as set out below:
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The Minster invites the inspectors to consider whether or not this is an
adequate framework to support the visitor economy.

Tourism supports a range of wider local businesses which provide services to residents as well as visitors.
Tourism Economics analysis suggests that tourism supports over 40% of all Jersey restaurants and this diversity of restaurants would not be
available without visitors.
Air connectivity is reliant on tourism demand, but local residents also benefit from Jersey’s connectivity which provides a greater range of
options for travel off the island. A loss of connectivity and airline choice could result in increased isolation as well as higher costs for
residents and businesses.
Increased air connectivity raises the attractiveness of Jersey as a business location choice, which provides a broader range of career
opportunities for Jersey residents and raises incomes.
As well as underpinning the travel industry, air travel supports exporters and other businesses. Air routes give businesses access to a wider
market.
Air connectivity supports financial services by allowing travel between Jersey company offices and headquarters and other business
locations in London and the rest of the UK.
Tourism supports the achievement of thresholds for local businesses, keeping not only a greater number of service businesses open than
would be the case without inbound arrivals, but also a greater diversity.
Visitors paid GST of some £14 million in 2019, about 14% of the GST tax take. They also paid duties on fuel and alcohol.
Visitors spend money on our taxis and buses, supporting the viability of services for residents.
Tourism provides financial support and a greater incentive to preserve the island’s historical and cultural heritage.
More than ever since the lockdown and Islanders enjoying their own staycation, tourism provides a sense of place, with citizens feeling
proud of their island.

The tourism industry is therefore a vital part of the island’s DNA and provides huge benefits for residents. It is important that this is recognised
and celebrated, and that the industry is adequately supported to enable these benefits to continue to be realised. Policies must facilitate
investment in, and diversification of, the tourism product offering to enable the continued enhancement of the visitor experience. Where
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references are made within the plan to initiatives being supported, it is important that this will translate into de facto support, as opposed to
slightly less restrictive barriers and requirements.
With the changes to travel habits and consumer preferences brought about by COVID-19, this period presents an exciting opportunity for Jersey
to reinvigorate our visitor economy and build an even stronger and more sustainable industry for our future.

ANONZZ1R2KFV-G

General comments
about Economy

General comments about Economy

[View full
response]

Please see previous comments regarding many of the above
It is imperative that local industry, especially those that are at the islands identity forefront, should be maintained. Building upon essential dairy
land should not be allowed until other avenues have been exhausted namely the re-purposing of old greenhouse sites. It is illogical to build on
worked agricultural and pastoral land in some vain effort to try and force farmers to bring derelict glasshouse sites and unused land back into
working condition.

The Bridging Island Plan is predicated on a spatial strategy that protects coast
and countryside, seeks sustainable patterns of development by concentrating
new development to existing built up areas and proposes policies that help
support and promote the Island’s identity.
Policy ERE1 protects agricultural land and Policy ERE2 allows for rural
diversification. These allow the flexibility to change how farming and rural
business can operate in the context of policies to protect the Coastal national
park and green zone within Policy NE3.

Furthermore dairy farms in particular should not be impacted due to the difficulty of re-locating a herd of cattle and the need for pastoral land
close to the milking parlour. Additional weight should given to those sites that champion unique and environmentally sympathetic farming
practices such as organic farming.
As per my previous comments St Helier has already taken a huge burden for the island by giving up green spaces to become the urban centre
of the island. With working from home becoming a reality for more and more islanders there is less reason to develop near one particular urban
centre. Careful and considerate development of other parishes would encourage the growth of communities around smaller groups of
commercial premises, reducing the need for travel to other locations for commerce. Should parish areas be better developed people would
walk to the local shops and get fresh produce more regularly as opposed to travelling to a large supermarket and doing a weekly shop. This
would improve both environmental and health of islanders as well as engendering parish and community spirit.

ANONZZ1R2KJF-4

General comments
about Economy

General comments about Economy

[View full
response]

Policy E1 in the 2011 Island Plan set a blanket presumption to protect
employment land. The bridging Island Plan contains the same presumption
but in thematic polices rather than one over-arching policy. This gives
certainty for each sector with a degree of flexibility within this short time
framed Plan.

[View full
response]

The Island Plan sets out policies that help create the conditions in which local
and international businesses can invest, expand and adapt. The need to
support sustainable economic growth and productivity, particularly following
Brexit and the Covid-19 pandemic, is acknowledged and forms a cornerstone
of the economic themed policies of the plan. Policies need to be flexible
enough to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan, allow for new and
flexible working practices, and to enable a rapid response to any future
changes in economic circumstances. As such the breadth and reach of the
polices reflects these aspirations.

[View full
response]

St Helier town centre serves as the island’s principal year-round shopping
attraction and primary retail hub. Maintaining and enhancing the vitality of St
Helier town centre will protection and provision of both retail and non-retail
uses, which attract islanders and visitors. To achieve this, the Island Plan
identifies the core retail area in which the Central Market and Fish Market are
located.

I am concerned about the loss of a blanket policy such as E1.

ANONZZ1R2K26-V

General comments
about Economy

General comments about Economy
It cannot be overlooked the importance of a diverse section of industries to support a healthy economy. Development has become an industry
heavily relied on for the public purse. And the enclosed policies endorse this. Other industries need promoting

BHLF-ZZ1R2KFH-2

General comments
on Economy

Economy: The Jersey Markets help boost footfall in St Helier.
Digital and other technologies are transforming the retail industry in many sectors. The ARUP Employment Study 2020 feeds into the BIP. It
highlights the growth of online grocery sales, but not many wider retail issues. It would be an error to assume at this stage that home deliveries
of fresh food are a proven successful business model which dominate the fresh food supply chain, because that is not the case. Our evolving
Retail Development Strategy should be adequately resourced and feed comprehensive objective data and advice into the BIP, alongside its
partners.
The future success and sustainability of our retail industry must be measured with social, environmental and economic values more enlightening
than an over-simplified Gross Value-Added financial measurement alone.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

A Plan for Town allows for support of vibrant and sustainable businesses to
support the special characteristics of Town as a place to live, work and enjoy a
full cultural experience.
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Minister’s detailed response

The Markets offer opportunity for ambitious start-up businesses and entrepreneurs who may not wish to follow a career in our finance industry
or other professions, but may aim for success by running their own business. Small local businesses are a vital part of Jersey’s economic past,
present and future.
Diversity in the food economy brings the consumer choice and competition.
Through the past 60 years, the modern supermarket model and industrial scale food processing have revolutionised food retail services by
providing increased choice and reduced prices through efficiencies. Jersey supermarkets are also great supporters of local food suppliers. The
small Market specialists augment the Jersey food retail offer and it would be erroneous to include them in the category “out competed”.
It could be argued that the Markets’ traders have a significant contribution to make to the Island’s food security through their capacity for
production, expertise in processing and through their alternative knowledge of the supply chain. This potentially increases the Island’s food
security. Jersey’s vulnerability to any break in the critical supply chain should not be sensationalised. However, neither should our food supplies
be taken for granted, especially given the current challenges the pandemic presents. We do not yet clearly understand the economic impact
and the practical, political and fiscal consequences of Brexit upon our food supply chain. A study of Jersey’s food security was carried out in
2011. It is time to urgently review this, reassess the period of vulnerability and change we are going through, and plan for the challenges ahead.
Jersey Markets are well placed to serve the public for many important reasons. Their purpose and potential for the future repeatedly appears to
be undervalued to the point of being ignored in the strategic process. This should be addressed.
The Jersey Markets are more than Victorian architecture. They are part of our community, its wellbeing and its character. They also have a role
to play in adapting to change and positively supporting our environment and our economy.

ANON-ZZ1R2KQW-V

NE3 – Landscape
and seascape
character

I also do not think that St Martin needs to be changed to National Park. The farmers and landowners manage their areas extremely well and I
know it is a worry to Farmers/landowners that people will misunderstand the status and feel they have the right to roam which will upset the
cattle and could damage crops and cause a loss of privacy to some. Things work well in the Parish as they are so please as is. As the cliché goes,
if its not broke don’t fix it

[View full
response]

The Coastal National Park designation supports the protection of the
landscape from inappropriate forms of development by setting a high bar for
any form of new development. This does not preclude the use for agriculture,
biodiversity or for public uses. The status of the land and its use does not
change, the protection does.
See SR43 - Coastal National Park

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

Policy ERE6 Derelict and
redundant
glasshouses.

Policy ERE6 - Derelict and redundant glasshouses.

[View full
response]

Glasshouses are considered to be temporary structures associated with the
agricultural use of the land. When glasshouses are redundant to the
horticultural industry or are derelict, they should be removed and the land
bought back into agricultural use. Proposals for further development would
not meet the strategic spatial policies of the Plan, in particular SP2.

[View full
response]

See SR 60 - St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan – timeframe

[View full
response]

The Minister notes support for the development of an improvement plan for
the bay.

We see a significant contradiction within the Plan in that the rezoning of open and productive farmland for affordable housing is being very
strongly advocated, despite the harm it may cause, but the redevelopment of derelict glasshouse sites is very strongly resisted, despite the
benefit that might accrue.
The proposal relating to The Conversion and reuse of Traditional Farm Buildings – page 168, is supported.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

Proposal 10 - St
Brelade’s Bay
Improvement Plan

St Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan - page 159
We suggest that as an integral part of the proposed Improvement Plan, the potential of the Bay, or parts of it, to be designated as a
Conservation Area should be examined.
Policies ERE1, ERE2, ERE3, ERE4 and ERE5 are supported.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KCJ-1

Proposal 17 - St
Brelade’s Bay
improvement plan

Strategic Proposal 17 - St Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan
I welcome the commitment to produce an improvement plan for St Brelade’s Bay.

See SR 60 - St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan – timeframe

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Proposal 17 - St
Brelade’s Bay
Improvement Plan

Proposal 17 - St Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan

Proposal 17 - St
Brelade’s Bay
Improvement Plan

St Brelade's Bay Improvement Plan

ANONZZ1R2KSR-S

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
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See SR 60 - St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan – timeframe

[View full
response]

See SR 60 - St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan – timeframe

[View full
response]

See SR 60 - St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan – timeframe

[View full
response]

The draft plan provides a revised planning policy regime for the bay which
will be supplemented by additional guidance to be developed through the
preparation of the improvement plan.

The Trust welcomes the commitment to produce an improvement plan for St Brelade’s Bay since, although the intertidal areas and additional
areas of headland would be protected by the expanded Coastal National Park boundary, the entire bay area is one of great landscape value and
sensitivity but is an important tourist and residential area which is under great pressure for further development. A plan for the area should
include consideration of the need to maintain appropriate tourist/beachfront facilities such as shops, cafés, refreshment kiosks etc to support
tourism and which are being threatened by more lucrative proposals to convert or redevelop to residential use. A plan should include specific
consideration of the importance of the landscape context of St Brelade, including the backdrop and escarpment as well as the Coastal National
Park and seascape. It should cover design-related issues such as scale, density, colour palette and materials and should include a green
infrastructure analysis and plan along with consideration of public access to the seafront.

This proposal is welcome. However, St Brelade's Improvement Plan cannot be regarded as a force for positive change and improvement of the
Bay until (and if) it is progressed.
The current Island Plan similarly contains a proposal for a 'detailed planning framework' for the Bay which itself was not progressed despite the
independent planning inspectors in the 2014 Island Plan review advising it be progressed 'with some urgency'.
Some of the policies in the current Island Plan that specifically apply to the Bay were presented as temporary. Their objective was to deter
unwelcome development in the Bay pending development of the proposed more detailed plan for the Bay. Unfortunately, their content did not
achieve its objective when it came to practical application.
Development of the Bay in the interim has led both to its scenic backdrop (a valued tourism asset) being compromised and prime tourist
economic land being lost on its seafront (the Wayside site) despite potential developers having expressed interest in developing the land for
tourist use alone. Part of the reason was they had to compete with its potential for residential development.
The public engagement conducted in connection with the St Brelade's Bay character appraisal identified 'an overwhelming feeling was that it
should be for the local community and visitors, not an elite or exclusive residential domain for the ultra-rich as it is increasingly becoming.'
Its survey found most of the Bay's tourism businesses opining that 'the tourism offer needs to be supported or tourism businesses will continue
to decline’.
The SBBA’s comments in the rest of this section are made with the objective of ensuring further prime tourist economic land is not lost on the
seafront through the exploitation of loopholes in current proposed wording. If new tourism and local community facilities are to be encouraged
and secured in this area, prior to the progress (if any) on the proposed Improvement Plan, Policy ER4 is one of the draft policies that will need
to be refined.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

ANON-ZZ1R2KC2-9

Proposal 17 - St
Brelade’s Bay
Improvement Plan

Proposal - St Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan:

Proposal 17 – St
Brelade’s Bay
Improvement Plan

Strategic Proposal 17 – St Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan

St. Brelade’s Bay was voted one of the top 3 best UK beaches in 2019 by TripAdvisor users in the TripAdvisor Travellers’ Choice awards and it is a
key asset for tourism. Visit Jersey welcomes the proposal for an improvement plan with a view to enhancing the character of the whole bay area
to continue to enhance Jersey's sense of place. Visit Jersey is happy to engage further in any future discussions relating to the development of a
St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan.

As a family living in the Bay we feel it’s vital for the Bays future viability and attractive nature in providing a wonderful environment to raise a
family as well as continuing to attract local visitors and tourism that a careful balance is struck between encouraging and applauding good
quality sensitive design rather than constraining and repressing architects flair and imagination.. Layouts and requirements from family’s home’s
now differ immensely to those of the past , the offerings from commercial premises for new businesses to thrive in the Bay and attract visitors
has changed too.. We therefore hope any proposed changes to planning policies will be sensitive to these changes in requirements from
buildings and available land.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

See SR 60 - St. Brelade’s Bay Improvement Plan – timeframe
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Minister’s detailed response

We share a growing concern amongst local residents that parts of the Bay are falling into disrepair and in need of investment. We do hope that
any proposals for changes to planning policy will encourage sensitive redevelopment schemes to come forward for consideration for future
generations to enjoy.

ANONZZ1R2KJF-4

Proposal 18 Traditional Farm
Building

ERE3 - Conversion or re-use of traditional farm building:
Traditional farm buildings are becoming more valuable to modern "niche" farming and should not be considered inferior. This policy needs to
be clearer that conversion to residential should not be on the cards at all.

ERE2 Diversification of
the rural economy
ERE3 - Conversion
or re-use of
traditional farm
building

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Many of the island’s historic farmsteads and their constituent buildings are
listed because of their special heritage interest, but even where they are not
these, and other traditional farm buildings, still make an important
contribution to the overall character of the countryside and should be
retained in a viable use.
Conversion to residential use may be appropriate, depending upon the
individual circumstances of the building and its wider context. This would be
assessed as part of the planning application process.
SR 57 - Traditional farm buildings
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Rezoning Request B942

Unallocated sites and designation requests
BHLF-ZZ1R2KDB-T

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Application to rezone field B942 Route de l’IsleSt BreladeJE3 8BFFor the last 50 years this has been a garden not a field and with an area of less
than one verge is too small to be a field.

This site was not originally submitted as part of the call for Sites submissions.
This site has subsequently been scored using the same high level suitability
analysis as follows;

Extensive local development has been undertaken in the last twenty years with planning consent granted for five extensions to La Haule
Residential Home, for twelve new Cottages at La Place Hotel, and there are the apartments at St Aubin’s Heights and residential housing the
length of the 200 metres of this lane. The successive consents for extensions and new developments have created a cluster along on the length
on the lane and the small patch of the garden B942 in the midst of this cluster does not link to any continuous green zone. Thus it should be rezoned for potential development as natural infilling within the density of the cluster.

Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7):6
Existing use Score (1-5): 1

See attached PDF.st ouen

The submission on a small site that will yield a second-generation open
market home and this type of housing is not being supported on rezoned
sites. The scoring was very poor when compared to other sites, cannot be
integrated into the built-up area as defined in the revised spatial strategy
(SP2) and is not suitable for rezoning.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNA-3

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Is write as Deputy of St Martin to raise the issue of affordable housing sites in the parish.
St Martin, as a parish, and as part of the consultation work undertaken for the Draft Bridging Island Plan, were asked to submit possible sites for
affordable housing. Consequently a number of “possibles” were put forward to the planners for consideration. Two of those proposals were
accepted, and put forward in the proposed DBIP. Those two sites were field Mn410, and field Mn389/Mn390.
I am aware that there is a question mark over both the proposed fields. Certainly I am aware that field Mn410 will not be brought forward for
affordable housing because the owner wishes to develop the site for retirement homes, and there will be an amendment brought to propose
that. It has also been brought to my attention that field Mn389/Mn390 may also not be brought forward as I am told, apparently, that the
owner may not wish to develop that field either.
I think it is very unlikely that The States Assembly would ever use compulsory purchase powers to bring sites of this type into States ownership.
With that in mind, and in the knowledge that it is possible that neither of the two proposed affordable housing sites may be brought forward
for affordable housing development, I would wish the Inspector to consider an additional site in St. Martin.
The site I would wish the Inspector to reconsider would be field Mn391, or certainly part of it.
Field Mn391 sits comfortably within the St Martin’s Village “envelope”. It has access to all mains services, good access to all the local amenities,
and is close to bus routes. It is also within easy asking distance of the school, shop, doctor, Public Hall, Church and Village Green. It will in future
years become an obvious housing “infill” site, one that can be developed without destroying any of the natural character of the area.
Having said that, field Mn391 is excellent agricultural land, and is of a size suitable for large machinery. It is “good” land, and is currently used
successfully for both arable crops and (predominantly) fodder crops for a local dairy herd.
Given the above, I would wish the Inspector to consider whether the western part of this field could be rezoned for the building of affordable
homes. I think it would be quite possible to accommodate 20-30 homes on the western end of the field, while retaining more than enough
agricultural land to keep the field viable for agriculture. It may also be that the whole field might be rezoned, and the development of the site
happen in stages over a large number of years.
As a parish, St Martin would wish to build more affordable homes into the future. It has taken nearly 10 years to get the last affordable home
scheme from rezoning to completion. The parish is aware that things do not happen quickly, but wish to have some indication as to where more

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request Field MN 391 St Martin
It is noted that fields MN389/90 have been withdrawn by the owners and that
field MN410 has been proposed for retirement/downsizing housing. The
Deputy of St. Martin identifies Field Mn391 as an alternative site for affordable
housing and an initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites
was undertaken and this site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored well when compared
to other sites, and was subject to further review by the BIP team. The site
relates well to the village centre and presents opportunities for some form of
development on at least part of the site. Many facilities are accessible by foot
and the site connects well with a series of green lanes to the south and east.
Substantial and appropriate boundary planting and sensitive highway
improvements would minimise the impact on landscape character. Any new
development would also need to be respectful of the amenities currently
enjoyed by the occupiers of the homes overlooking the site.
This site was not taken forwards as other more sites were considered more
suitable and selected under policy H5. Should either the demand or supply
assumptions change as a result of recommendations made by the planning
inspector following the Examination in public on the Bridging Island plan,
then other sites will be considered to meet these changes. This site scored
well in the suitability appraisals work undertaken by the BIP team and the
inspector’s views are sought on the potential suitability of this site to meet
Part 4: Housing | 1
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affordable homes might be built. The Parish is also aware that the next Island Plan is not due until 2026, and that it could well be another 10
years before another scheme might be completed if sites are not identified before then.

Minister’s detailed response
any potential shortfalls in housing supply over the Plan period, should other
sites fall away.

If neither of the fields (that are currently proposed in the DBIP) are developed for affordable housing, and no additional sites are rezoned, then
that would be very unfortunate. St Martin is keen to “do its bit” to help young families access affordable housing, and wish to explore options
that will mean that it can continue to provide for those in need of family housing at a price that can be afforded. In would add that the last
affordable housing scheme that was developed by the St Martin’s Housing Association was a “shared equity in perpetuity” scheme, and that St
Martin is very happy to have a forerunner in the development of this type of property.
I would urge the Inspector to advise the Minister on the suitability of Mn391 for affordable housing.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT7-Y

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Fields 1341 & 1341A, La Route de la Trinite, St Helier (IP-175791441)
The site scored 17 points (4,5,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is unclear why this site (which equals the top scoring sites), has not been recommended to be re-zoned for affordable housing.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6tti July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request Fields H1341 and H1341A
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 4
Suitability Score (1-5): 5
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored well and is in a
strategic sustainable location. However, this is a prominent steeply sloping
site on the town escarpment and being significantly higher than Trinity Hill,
would also involve significant engineering works to create a safe access. It is
considered that other more suitable sites have been identified that would be
able to meet the anticipated demand for affordable housing over the
Bridging Island Plan period.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021- 2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Rezoning request Les Jardins Lodge & L309 & L311

In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Fields 1341 & 1341 A, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in
unmet need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to
sustain its ageing population.

ANON-ZZ1R2KA4-9

Within the document ‘Housing land availability and assessment of sites’ is an assessment of ‘IP-165025966 - Les Jardins Lodge & L309 & L311’
using the scoring in table HSA2.I believe that the spatial scoring is inaccurate as the score of ‘1’ equates to ‘No Integration’, where as the land is
located between ‘La Petite Ruelle’ estate to the South, the property ‘Les Jardins’ to the west, Les Jardins Lodge’ to the east and ‘Revenue House’
and ‘Revenue Cottage’ to the north, therefore any development should be regarded as being ‘Within or edge of smaller settlement’ which
should equate to a score of ‘2’. I would be grateful if this could be revisited in order that the correct score is applied.

An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:

Additionally the land has a boundary to St Lawrence main road (La Grande Route de St Laurent – A10) to the east and La Route De l’Eglise to
the west therefore creating very easy access by car and bus on the main road to the east and cycling and walking by using the Green Lane to
the west, which takes you directly to St Lawrence Primary School, therefore creating safe accessibility.

Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
Based upon the intimal suitability analysis, the site scored poorly and was not
considered further. The site is remote from St Lawrence village, subsequently
scored poorly on the Spatial scoring and other more suitable sites were
identified that are able to meet the anticipated demand for affordable
housing over the Bridging Island Plan period.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2K57-Z

BUA amendment

Dandara Jersey Ltd made representations to the Bridging Island Plan (BIP) “Call for Sites” phase in spring 2020, seeking to have the Broadlands
site identified as within the Built-Up Area(which should be read in conjunction with this submission).In response to the representation,
the Government of Jersey issued a paper: “Housing Land Availability and Assessment of Sites” which, in relation to Broadlands, identifies the
following:
Spatial score: 1/ 4
Suitability score 3/ 5
Landscape score 6/ 7
Existing Use score 4 / 5
TOTAL 14/ 21
We note that the same Assessment of Site process has led to other housing designations being proposed in the BIP for sites which have an
equal overall ‘score’ to the Broadlands site.
These comparable sites include the J525 site where not-only is a positive housing designation proposed in the BIP, but planning permission has
actually been granted by the Minister in January 2021 for the redevelopment of a greenfield agricultural site for 16 new dwellings. Maintaining a

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Proposed change to BUA for open market housing - Broadlands
The submission is seeking to request a change in the BUA boundary to
develop a open market housing on green field land. An initial high level
suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been undertaken, relative to
established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing land availability
assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites were selected.
This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
The site had a very low Spatial score when compared to other more suitable
sites, as it is relatively remote from any of St Peter's village and cannot be
integrated to any existing built areas as identified in the draft proposals map.
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Green Zone designation for the Broadlands site does not reflect the ‘definition’ of such land as set out at page 73 of the Island Plan, which
references land that “provides an important and distinctive contribution to the character and appearance of the islands countryside and it is
important that its strongly rural character is protected”

Minister’s detailed response
There are no local facilities available to sustainably support any significant
new housing and moreover the proposal is for open market housing which is
not being considered on rezoned greenfield sites. It would therefore not be
suitable for rezoning as a separate built up area and subsequent open market
housing development.

A site visit will confirm that the Broadlands site does not have a strongly rural character, neither is it important to the appearance of the islands
countryside.

Further comments are set out in the statement response to Policy H8 Housing outside BUA.

According to the Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment, which is published as part of the evidence base for the BIP – but
has not been subject to public consultation, nor has it been adopted by the Minister – the Broadlands site is within the “E4 Area, for Southern
Plateau and Ridges Farmland” where there is no reference to sites of this nature, and the entire emphasis is on the need to manage rural
character, restore hedgerows, provide trees, deliver connected wildlife corridors and to support sensitive development which avoids a
perception of sprawl.
A Built-U p Area designation can be a positive opportunity to set a framework to provide these benefits on this site

BHLF-ZZ1R2KHA-W

BUA amendment

MS Planning Ltd made representations to the Bridging Island Plan (BIP) “Call for Sites” phase in spring 2020, seeking to have this site identified
as a residential development opportunity in the new BIP In response to the representation, the Government of Jersey issued a paper: “Housing
Land Availability and Assessment of Sites” which, in relation to Field 644A identifies the following:

[View full
response]

Proposed change to BUA for open market housing – Field 644A, Eden
House
This proposal is for a dwelling on a prominent green field site on the
escarpment over-looking Ouaisne bay is not considered suitable for a single
home under current policy in the draft BIP. This submission would be better
tested and assessed as a planning application submission should it be
considered that "an environmental exemplar project (including a new
dwelling) can include wider landscape enhancements and restoration of
natural character, to the point that it can deliver gains and broader benefits",
can be achieved, as suggested.

Spatial score: 2 / 4
Suitability score 3 / 5
Landscape score 3 / 7
Existing Use score 2 /5
TOTAL 10 / 21
This scoring should, in our submission, be revisited to take account of the wider context of development that has very recently been undertaken
in the immediate vicinity. In particular reference should be had to Eden House (previously known as Travers Farm) where there have been a
series of applications over the last decade which have cumulatively resulted in a dwelling of over 16,000 sq ft being developed.
This is right next-door to the subject site, sharing a mutual boundary. In this context it is difficult to understand how such a significant quantum
of new residential development has been permitted at Eden House, yet the 644A site receives a relatively low score in relation to ‘spatial
suitability’ for what would probably be a more-modest form of development.
The assessment process also seems to be structured in such a manner that the benefits of developing a degraded site have not been reviewed
in a rounded manner –we submit that an environmental exemplar project (including a new dwelling) can include wider landscape enhancements
and restoration of natural character, to the point that it can deliver gains and broader benefits. This should be acknowledged in the scoring.
The case made at the Call For Sites stage includes the need for BIP policies to have synergies with wider Government policies, including the
need to deliver appropriate housing stock for High Net Worth Individuals, where there is an acknowledged deficiency. This is often
compounded by the need to navigate the planning system –and positive designations such as is requested in this representation, can support
that process. The assessment process seems not to have the scope to layer-in such considerations which appears to be a shortcoming and,
again, should be revisited.

ANON-ZZ1R2KTY-1

H3 - Provision of
homes
H4 - Meeting
housing needs
H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

SP2 - Spatial Strategy
states that “ The appropriate development of previously developed land and of under-utilised land and buildings will be supported. In
particular, development which makes the most efficient use of land, and which optimises the density of development, will be encouraged.”
Derelict Greenhouse sites are previously developed land and are no longer utilised, therefore the development of these sites should be
supported.
However the policy goes to say that “ In this respect, redundant and derelict glasshouses are considered to be temporary structures associated
with the agricultural use of the land and are not considered to be brownfield land.”

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
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Rezoning Request - IP177753707, IP169989515, IP177759972 & 170008168
- Rainbow Nurseries
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
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Minister’s detailed response

This does not correspond to the Building Bye-laws (Jersey) 2007 which states:

Existing use Score (1-5): 2

“Class 4 - temporary buildings - A building that does not contain sleeping accommodation and is not intended to, and that does not remain on
the site where it is erected for more than 28 days following its erection.”

Based upon this initial analysis, the site scored unfavourably when compared
to other sites and was not considered further by the BIP team. In particular,
the site is remote from any of the village centres and on a very narrow rural
road network with poor access.

There are 2 site references in Grouville IP177753707 and IP169989515 both of which are for the same Derelict glasshouse site, listed as Rainbow
Nurseries.

Based upon this further analysis, the site did not score sufficiently well to be
taken forwards.

The traffic light scores allotted to this site must be brought into question (as detailed in the response by S J Garner (Architect)) .
The existing use score given to this site is Amber (agricultural field) which is inaccurate as it is a derelict glasshouse site and has been for a
considerable time. Therefore it should be viewed as ‘brownfield’ and given a light green score.
The red score for Spatial strategy is also questionable. The site in Grouville is quite centrally located within the Boulivot residential community,
which although not defined as such in this draft island plan, might also be considered to be a smaller settlement. There are in excess of 50
residential homes surrounding the Grouville site and a football pitch. There are further homes if you were to include those adjacent to the
football pitch on Le Grand Bourg and also on La Rue du Radier (which are only approx. 200-300 metres away from the site in question).
Therefore a Spatial score of amber might be more appropriate.
There are also 2 site references in St Saviour IP177759972 & 170008168 both of which are for the same Derelict glasshouse site previously known
as Rainbow Nurseries.
Again, the traffic light scores allotted to this site must be brought into question as although they are the same site they have been given
different scores for the Existing use. IP177759972 has been given a light green score (glasshouse) and IP170008168 has been given an amber
score (agricultural field). Although it could be argued that they are glasshouses they are derelict so should be awarded a green score
(brownfield).
The red score for Spatial strategy is also questionable. The site might be considered to be at the edge of Boulivot, which has a reasonably sized
residential community and potentially should be considered to be a smaller settlement .
We believe that the existing use score applied to these sites should be changed.
They are not green fields and cannot be defined as open or agricultural land.
If developed these sites would form a cohesive part of the existing communities and would not encroach unduly into the countryside.
Development of these sites would in fact improve the current landscape considerably. The sites should be deemed to be:
Low sensitivity: The site is able to accommodate residential development without significant landscape/ visual change, or in some cases,
development (with appropriate design and mitigation) would enhance the landscape. In either case residential development could potentially
relate well to the area.
We believe that the spatial score applied to both the site in Grouville and St Saviour is inaccurate and should be classified as within or at the
edge of a smaller settlement and can be integrated into a smaller settlement.
Therefore, we propose that the planning department reconsider the sites’ suitability with a view to amending the ‘Spacial score’ and ‘Existing
use score’.

ANON-ZZ1R2KKQ-G

H3 - Provision of
homes

Our call for sites reference IP-160611516
H3 - Provision of homes, H4 - Meeting housing needs & H5 - Provision of affordable homes

H4 - Meeting
housing needs

Policy H3 provides for up to 2650 open market homes before the end of 2025. However, in the detailed site assessment second stage, only calls
for sites for affordable housing were considered.

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request - IP160611516
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Proposal 20 Minimum density
standards

Furthermore we were told that sites with less than 5 units would be considered, however, this does not appear to be the case. Our call for sites
was for 4 units, however, given that the area is more than 0.15 hectares (size stated in Second Stage of the detailed site assessment), we would
consider increasing the units to 5 consisting of both affordable and open markets properties.

Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 4

H4 provides for the creation of sustainable balanced communities - once again our application meets this criteria in that it positively contributes
to meeting identified housing needs in St. John by providing housing for people who want to move up the property ladder in the price range
above affordable houses.

It is noted that further supply and a change in tenure to affordable housing is
being offered on this site, which is amended from the original CFS
submission. However, an element of open market housing is still being sought
and this will not be supported, as open market housing is to be supplied from
existing sources of supply in the BIP. In addition, the site scored poorly in the
Housing land availability and assessment of sites report
(https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Planning%20and%20building/R
%20Housing%20land%20and%20assessment%20of%20sites%20KP%20RB.pdf
) when compared to both other non-selected and proposed sites being put
forward in the Bridging Island Plan.

We would like to challenge the scoring given to our call for sites. The site only scored 1 for Spatial Strategy when the field J531 which shares a
boundary with our site scored 3. Also our score for Accessibility and Suitability was 3 which does not make sense given that both sites have
direct access to an existing private road already serving 13 units of housing and all the services are already in place.
In summary, our calls for sites meet all the criteria laid down in the Draft Bridging Island Plan, it is situated in an existing small settlement of 13
properties with all the services already in place, it is within easy walking distance of St. John's Village and associated shops and amenities and it
clearly would meet the needs of the residents of St John.

Minister’s detailed response

The spatial score is correct as it is not adjacent to the St John local centre
spatial boundary as defined by policy SP2 and the suitability is based upon an
overall score which is also consistent with the methodology applied.

ANON-ZZ1R2KUT-W

H3 - Provision of
homes
H4 - Meeting
housing needs

This response should be read together with our previous Response Reference ID ANON-ZZ1R-2KKQ-G
Following our attendance at our Parish Hall Island Plan Review roadshow, we would like to emphasise the following points which should be read
in conjunction with our previous response reference D ANON-ZZ1R-2KKQ-G.
1.

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

[View full
response]

2.
3.
4.

This site was not originally submitted as part of the call for Sites submissions.
This site has subsequently been scored using the same high level suitability
analysis as follows;

In accordance with the findings in the States of Jersey “An Objective Assessment of Housing Need 2018” Table 3.7, the majority of the
demand for houses in Jersey are for Owner Occupied 3 and 4+ bedroom houses. These are the type of houses we are seeking to provide.
The development of our proposed sites are infill in an existing cluster of houses already served by all main services and an easily accessible
private road. They are not agricultural and are adjacent to existing dwellings.
Although our Call for Sites Reference IP-160611516 only scored 1 for the Spatial Score and was therefore considered“remote”,both sites are
in fact less than 100 metres from the existing built up area of St John’s Village.
We would be providing for the construction of a pavement on the corner of Les Chenolles and La Rue de Mare Ballam at our own cost to
safely link the 13 plus houses in our cluster of houses to the proposed Parish Walkways to the school and village. Currently householders
are taking a short cut through a muddy field which is on private land to avoid a very dangerous blind bend in the public road. We are also
seeking to provide additional visitors parking spaces on the private road. At present the emergency services would be hampered by parked
cars.

Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
Based upon this initial analysis, the site did not score sufficiently well to be
taken forwards. The development of open market housing is not being
supported on rezoned sites, which are being supplied from other sources of
supply in the BIP. It is noted that a pavement will be provided to provide
better links to the parish centre, but the site scored poorly in the Housing
land availability and assessment of sites report
(https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Planning%20and%20building/R
%20Housing%20land%20and%20assessment%20of%20sites%20KP%20RB.pdf
) when compared to other non-selected and the proposed sites being put
forward in the Bridging Island Plan.

In summary:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Rezoning Request IP-160611516

We are seeking to provide four houses which are in the sector where there is highest demand
The proposed sites are within the existing boundaries of an existing cluster of houses
We will be providing a much needed pavement to make pedestrian access to the village and school safe
We will be providing much needed additional visitor parking spaces
All neighbours are supportive
All services are already present in the private road that serve our sites and access is excellent
In our opinion our development will have minimal if any impact on the surrounding area.

Finally, if successful and subject to what type of houses Planning approve, we may consider downsizing from our existing house to one of the
new houses which would then release our existing large family house for sale on the open market. Also one of our sons who is presently on the
St John’s first time buyer list may occupy one of the new houses thereby releasing his space on the list to another family in need.

ANON-ZZ1R2KKM-C

H4 - Meeting
housing needs

i believe we have a field that is a present unused agricultural land, that is adjacent to a field that was previously the same that could be
developed for affordable houses at present this is landlocked so it provides no us although developed a road could be created from the main
entrance off old beaumont hill

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Very little information has been provided in relation to the comment and
therefore, the Minister has not been able to make an assessment.
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Minister’s detailed response

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDF-X

H4 – Meeting
housing needs

Methodist Homes for the Aged, Jersey. Request for Part of Field L875 / L875A, Adjacent to Stuart Court Residential Home, St. Lawrence, be
considered to be re-zoned for Affordable Homes for the Aged. (Location plan attached).

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request L875 -IP-175559537

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Background

See SR02 - Demand for residential and nursing care homes (elderly persons).

H6 – Supported
housing

In the autumn of 2020, the Board of MHA Jersey decided to undertake a strategic review with the aim of determining their future role, if any, in
the provision of care to the elderly population in the island.
This was motivated by a growing awareness of the challenges presented by the ageing infrastructure of the 2 residential homes, the changing
expectations of Customers and their families, growing competitiveness within the market, the changing and increasingly demanding regulatory
framework and the clear expectation of government that more care for older people should be delivered closer to home and within people’s
own homes.
As a “not for profit” Charitable organisation, with a strong reputation for providing high quality care with good value for money and services
open to people of all faiths and none, the Board considers it is essential to ensure that the Care market in Jersey retains a mixture of providers
to offer real choice to islanders, particularly those with limited means.
Given the ageing nature of our buildings and the increasing requirements of regulators, the Board intends to redevelop the Stuart Court site in
St Lawrence. MHA Jersey owns the field adjacent to Stuart Court and is seeking, through the Bridging Island Plan process, to have this field
rezoned to facilitate these plans.
The Board envisages that the “new” Stuart Court will have 60 beds. The decision to provide 60 beds within the market is considered reasonable
given the predicted growing number of elderly and very frail elderly residents in the island.
However, being mindful of changing customer requirements, the stated government intention to encourage the provision of more care in and
close to home, and the increasing numbers of very frail elderly residents aged 85 plus, MHA Jersey intends to provide a mixture of residential
and nursing care beds and be dual registered with the Jersey Care Commission.
We will continue to offer respite beds and expect this area of demand to grow in future as more elderly residents chose to stay at home for
longer, often relying on the support of informal carers. Such informal carers, often family and friends, will require a range of support in their
caring roles and access to high quality respite care will be key to maintaining residents in the community for longer.
There will be a clear focus around care for elderly residents with high levels of frailty and increasing cognitive impairment. Only in very extreme
circumstances would residents be expected to seek alternative accommodation once they decided to receive our services. Thus, the “new”
Stuart Court will genuinely provide a “home for life” for its residents.
The new facility will make maximum use of technology both to enhance the care we are able to provide to our residents but also to ensure that
the management and administration of the Home is as streamlined as possible, thus maximising the time that our staff can spend with our
residents.
The use of technology and the design of the rooms will be such that it facilitates flexible use according to the changing mix of residents over
time.
In developing a focus on dementia care, the Board will also consider the development, in partnership with other relevant charitable
organisations, of specialised day services for people living with dementia in the community.
Island Plan Review
In order to achieve the above it is imperative that the site at Stuart Court has the flexibility to expand and develop.
As stated above, the MHA Jersey is a “not for profit” Charitable organisation and therefore is providing affordable accommodation and services
to the elderly population of Jersey.
Stuart Court is ideally suited to the MHA Jersey strategic plan to move into the provision of care for the very frail elderly and those with
cognitive impairment. However, there are limiting factors to the location. The first is that part of the building is Listed, LA0258 designated Grade

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Request for Fields P175 P190 to be rezoned for affordable housing

3 (Listing Schedule attached). The second, is that the site is currently located within the Built-Up Area although surrounded by the Green Zone
as designated by the current Island Plan.
Therefore, any proposed extension to the existing building must have regard to the Listing in terms of its existing buildings setting and the
limitations created by the Green Zone.
As such, the site needs to extend, in a limited form, into Field L875A to allow flexibility to refurbish, adapt and extend to the west also allowing
for the required parking and amenity. Due to the natural levels of the site, where the field is lower than the public road and the limited extent of
the listed portion of the existing building, it is felt that a design could be developed sensitively. As part of this design, consideration will be given
to the possible creation of a footpath and cycle track linking the A1 to Rue de Haut/La Mont Cambrai. This would be provided with very little, if
any loss of agricultural land.
Hence the part rezoning of the Field L875 and L875A immediately to the West of Stuart Court would give this flexibility and secure and
safeguard MHA Jersey’s strategic plan to maintain affordable ‘not for profit’ Charitable accommodation and services to the elderly within the
Jersey community.
Attachments: Location Plan, Site Photographs and Listing Schedule

ANON-ZZ1R2KM9-T

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Request for Fields P175 P190 to be rezoned for affordable housing

An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, this site scored relatively well when
compared to other sites, based upon the suitability methodology. However,
on further review, access was considered to be poor with the site located on a
narrow parish road, and it's development would extend the BUA into open
countryside which has been identified as having a high-medium sensitivity
JILSCA score. Other more suitable sites were identified under Policy H5, in
particular Field P622, that are able to meet the anticipated demand for
affordable housing over the Bridging Island Plan period.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT8-Z

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Land at Sion Village, La Grande Route de St Jean, St John (IP-174216276)
The site scored 15 points (3,4,7, 1) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021). It is noticeable that it only scored 1 point for
existing use as it is an area of protected open space. However, this was intended for communal use by the wider Sion Village Community, but
which cannot be delivered because the absence of rights of access. Consequently, there is an excess of open space for a housing estate and
which could be put to better use by two or three new 1 st time buyer units.
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned as Built-up Area for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
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Rezoning - Land at Sion Village
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 7
Existing use Score (1-5): 1
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A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.

Minister’s detailed response

Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored reasonably well,
however this small site is considered an important open space in Sion village,
as recognised by it's previous and proposed policy drafting in the BIP.
Developing this site for housing would be loss would be detrimental to this
area where there are no other open spaces. It is noted that the area has been
subject to access right issues, but the visual benefits of this green space
should be maintained within this existing built-up area.

However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable} cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including this land at Sion Village, is reinforced. Failure to do so will
result in unmet need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population
demographic to sustain its ageing population.

ANON-ZZ1R2KRV-V

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Request for Fields G508 G508A G526 G526A and G521A La Rue de Fauvic Grouville to be rezoned for affordable housing

[View full
response]

Rezoning request Fauvic nurseries G508 G508A G526 G526A and G521A
La Rue de Fauvic Grouville

Submission attached

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Minister’s detailed response
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 5
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored reasonably when
compared to other sites and the BIP team carried out further survey work to
check for it's suitability. It is a very large site that is somewhat remote from
local facilities, has been identified as having a medium flood risk under draft
policy Policy WER2 – Managing flood risk and with a medium -low sensity
score from the JILSA analysis, this site was not selected as being suitable for
rezoning under policy H5.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2K4T-V

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Field 246, La Route de Genets, St Brelade (IP-174218188)
The site scored 14 points (2,4,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021). It is however not understood why it scores
only 2 points for Spatial Score when it is on the edge of the Les Quennevais Secondary Urban Area, which the Draft Bridging Plan identifies as
an area to achieve higher density housing.
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request - Field 246 La Route de Genets St Brelade IP174218188
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored relatively well when
compared to other sites, however, on further review access the site gently
slopes northwards to Moint Nicolle school and is an important gap site that
sits very prominently along La Rue de Genets and so any development would
result in ribbon development and be harmful to the character and amenities
of the area. The site may also be able to support potential future school
expansions should additional school facilities be required. It is considered that
other more suitable sites have been identified that would be able to meet the
anticipated demand for affordable housing over the Bridging Island Plan
period.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Housing | 10

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request - Field 536 La Rue de Monnaie Trinity

This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Field 246, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet
need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K4N-P

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Field 536, La Rue de Monnaie, Trinity (IP-168846373)
The site scored 14 points (3,3,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(SIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.

An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, this site scored relatively well when
compared to other sites, based upon the suitability methodology. However,
on further review, access was considered to be poor with the site located on a
narrow parish road, and other more suitable sites were identified under Policy
H5 that are able to meet the anticipated demand for affordable housing over
the Bridging Island Plan period.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

It is therefore of concern that the SIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Rezoning Request - Field H1224 -IP-178505827

supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Field 536, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet
need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KTH-G

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Field 1224, Kings View, St Helier (IP-178505827)
The site scored 18 points (4,5,7,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17) it
is unclear why this site, which scores more than any of them, has not been recommended to be re-zoned.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7):5
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored well when compared
to other sites and the BIP team carried out further survey work to check for
it's suitability. The team identified concerns about the logistics of construction
for this site given the narrow access routes; sloping topography and given the
high level of development concentrated in this area. The site is designated as
protected open space – therefore there is the potential to use the space for
recreation or to provide environmental enhancement within a densely
populated area. The existing field is an important green lung within the
surrounding context of development and so this site was not selected as
being suitable for rezoning under policy H5.
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provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.

Minister’s detailed response
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021- 2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Field 1224, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet
need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K44-V

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Field 1109, La Grande Route de St Jean, St John (IP-173871572)
The site scored 15 points (3,4,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request - Fields J1109
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected for further detailed site review.
This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon this initial analysis, the site scored reasonably well and was
subject to a more detailed assessment by the BIP team. The site can be
integrated into Sion village and subsequently performed well against the
Spatial and suitability scoring, although the site is located away from a local
centre that would support village communities and a prominent extension to
the current BUA.
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dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.

Minister’s detailed response
It is considered that other more suitable sites have been identified that would
be able to support the anticipated demand for affordable housing over the
Bridging Island Plan period.

It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021- 2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Field 1109, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet
need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K4C-B

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Fields 423A, La Rue de la Genestiere, St Martin (IP-174047630)
The site scored 15 points (3,4,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request - Fields MN423A
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored relatively well when
compared to other sites, however, on further review the site is an important
gap site that sits very prominently along La Rue de la Genestiere and so any
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reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.

Minister’s detailed response
development would result in ribbon development and be harmful to the
character and amenities of the area. The site is more remote from the village
than other sites and access is also poor as La Rue de la Genestiere is a
narrow, near single lane parish road and would lead to traffic issues. It is
considered that other more suitable sites have been identified that would be
able to meet the anticipated demand for affordable housing over the
Bridging Island Plan period.

As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021- 2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Field 423A, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet
need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KTQ-S

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Midbay House, La Route de St Aubin, St Lawrence (IP-173931559)
The site scored 16 points (3,4,5,4) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned as Built-up Area for open market housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request - Midbay house IP174173092 Open market housing
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 5
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However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.

Minister’s detailed response
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
Based upon this initial analysis, the site scored less favourably when
compared to other sites and was not taken further the BIP team.
Although the site scored well on the high level suitability analysis, the site is
proposed as protected open space in the BIP and which acts as a natural
break in development along the primary route into St Helier. More
importantly, open market housing is not being proposed for rezoned sites
and the request was not considered appropriate. However, should this site be
put forward as either affordable housing under policy H5 or supported
housing under policy H6, then it could be considered for development.

As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021- 2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land for open market housing, including this site at Midbay House, is
reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to
provide a population demographic to sustain its ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT9-1

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Quarry to east of Field 8351 (IP-174173092)
The site scored 15 points (1,4,6,4) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned as Built-up Area for open market housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly, especially as it is

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request -B351 IP174173092 Open market housing
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
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brownfield land that forms part of an established enclave of development and the scope of its former commercial use has been severely
compromised by a recent refusal that effectively prevents it from being used as employment land.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
The submission on a small site that will yield a small number of open market
housing and this type of housing is not being supported on rezoned sites and
extensions to the BUA are also not be made for such submissions. The scoring
was marked as 13, not 15 and the site cannot be integrated into the built-up
area as defined in the revised spatial strategy.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land for open market housing, including this former quarry site, is reinforced.
Failure to do so will result in unmet need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a
population demographic to sustain its ageing population.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K45-W

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Cote D'Or, La Grande Route des Sablons, Grouville (IP-169319596)

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request cote D'or

The site scored 12 points (3,3,5, 1) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021 ). However we fail to understand why it only
scores 3 for suitability when it is on the best bus route on the island and for which Field 392A that is sited on the same bus route scores 5
points. We are also mystified why it only scores 1 for existing use when the land is a garden (ie brownfield land) and for which it should have
scored 4 points. We therefore consider the site should score 17 points (3,5,5,4).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned as Built-up Area for open market housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, is also submitted to re-zone this land and is
appended to this letter.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.

An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
The site therefore scored poorly in the Housing land availability and
assessment of sites report
(https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Planning%20and%20building/R
%20Housing%20land%20and%20assessment%20of%20sites%20KP%20RB.pdf
) when compared to both other non-selected and proposed sites being put
forward in the Bridging Island Plan. The site has also been identified as having
a low flood risk under draft policy Policy WER2 – Managing flood risk, which
would need mitigating. This is an important gap site along the coast road,
and so any development would create 'ribbon development' and would be
harmful to the character of this area and be further evidence as to why it is
not suitable for development.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes
With regards to the queries raised, although the site is on a good bus route,
this is only one of four criteria used to arrive at the total for the accessibility &
environment score. These are:
•
•
•
•

distance from built-up area – weighted to main (primary and secondary)
urban areas
distance from bus routes – weighted by frequency
distance from shops (inc garages with convenience store
distance from non-fee-paying schools

The score of 1 is therefore correct and representative of how the site scores
based upon the above criteria. With regards to the current use, a garden is
not considered brownfield and so the score of 1 is correct.

In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
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Rezoning Request Field C102 - IP177649593

repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land for open market housing, including this land at Cote D'Or, is reinforced.
Failure to do so will result in unmet need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a
population demographic to sustain its ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K41-S

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Field 102, La Grande Route de la Cote, St Clement (IP-175564326)
The site scored 14 points (3,4,5,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly, especially if re-zoned with fields 104
and 105 immediately to the north which are also put forward for re-zoning for affordable housing.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.

An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 5
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored well when compared
to other sites and the BIP team carried out further survey work to check for its
suitability. This site plays a limited role, along with the adjacent fields, in
separating areas of dense residential development, although is not
considered a strategic buffer (unlike fields to south). It is not particularly
visible from La Grande Route de la Côte and its release would have landscape
impact and was assessed, as part of the Enclosed Samarès LLU in the LSA, as
having a Medium-Low sensitivity. Whilst C102 is part of a wider wedge of land
that separates the ribbon development that runs adjacent to Rue de Samarès;
and the coastal ribbon of development along Route de la Cote; it is less
significant as part of the ‘strategic gap’ between development. Its release
would, however, have the potential to erode this to some extent. And would
need to be mitigated on southern and western boundary.
This site was not taken forwards as other more sites were considered more
suitable and selected under policy H5. Should either the demand or supply
assumptions change as a result of recommendations made by the planning
inspector following the Examination in public on the Bridging Island plan,
then other sites will be considered to meet these changes. This site scored
well in the suitability appraisals work undertaken by the BIP team and the
inspector’s views are sought on the potential suitability of this site to meet
any potential shortfalls in housing supply over the Plan period, should other
sites fall away.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
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Rezoning Request Field P189 St Peter

The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Field 102, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet
need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K4E-D

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Field 189, La Rue de L'Eglise, St Peter (IP-178754486)
The site scored 14 points (3,3,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, is also submitted to re-zone this land and is
appended to this letter.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.

An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored relatively well when
compared to other sites, however, on further review access was considered to
be poor with the site located further away from the centre of the village and
other more suitable sites were identified that are able to meet the anticipated
demand for affordable housing over the Bridging Island Plan period, in
particular Field P622. More fundamentally, the submission is seeking to
develop open market housing and this type of housing is not being
supported on rezoned sites.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021- 2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
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Rezoning Request - Field T588 IP174047630 FTB

In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Field 189, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet
need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K4G-F

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Field 588, La Rue de Boulay, Trinity (IP-173927823)
The site scored 14 points (3,3,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.

An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored relatively well when
compared to other sites, however, on further review insert and other more
suitable sites were identified that are able to meet the anticipated demand for
affordable housing over the Bridging Island Plan period.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Housing | 21

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request Fields C104-5 - IP177649593

clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Field 588, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet
need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K48-Z

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Fields 104 &105, Rue de Samares, St Clement (IP-177649593)
The site scored 14 points (3,4,5,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly, especially if re-zoned with field 102
immediately to the south which are also put forward for re-zoning for affordable housing.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(SIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the SIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 5
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored well when compared
to other sites and the BIP team carried out further survey work to check for its
suitability. The team described this as a linear site of restricted width, the
development of which could integrate with existing BUA with little landscape
impact, but a more comprehensive and efficient development could be
achieved as part of the development of C104 as a whole (which would also
enable alternative, and more acceptable, access arrangements). La Rue de
Samarès would provide primary access route, but access from this from the
site is restricted to single-width route (50m long) and so would need to be
upgraded.
This site was not taken forwards as other more sites were considered more
suitable and selected under policy H5. Should either the demand or supply
assumptions change as a result of recommendations made by the planning
inspector following the Examination in public on the Bridging Island plan,
then other sites will be considered to meet these changes. This site scored
well in the suitability appraisals work undertaken by the BIP team and the
inspector’s views are sought on the potential suitability of this site to meet
any potential shortfalls in housing supply over the Plan period, should other
sites fall away.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes
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Rezoning Request Fields T267 & T269 La Rue du Cambrai Trinity

housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Fields 104 & 105, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in
unmet need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to
sustain its ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K4S-U

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Fields 267 & 269, La Rue du Cambrai, Trinity (IP-173513309)
The site scored 14 points (3,3,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021). However, its existing agricultural use is
compromised by the fact that it has a mains foul sewer dissecting the land and making it unusable for productive agriculture, and which should
give it a score of 15 points.
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
The two owners of these fields are happy to join together to ensure that the land is re-zoned for affordable housing so that they can be
developed comprehensively as a single site, therefore best serving the interests of the community.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, this site scored reasonably well when
compared to other sites. This site was reviewed in more detail by the BIP team
alongside the other the better scoring sites identified using the suitability
methodology. However, on further review it was considered to be too remote
from the centre of the village and other sites were better located in other
parts of the Island that were able to meet the anticipated demand for
affordable housing over the Bridging Island Plan period.
With regards to the mains sewer running through the field, this lies to the
southern end of the fields at a depth of 2m and land controls have stated that
this would not affect the ability of this field to be farmed for agricultural
production. furthermore, IHE drainage department responded to MSP in 2018
following a request for information and stated at that time "Under Article 17
of the Drainage (Jersey) Law, 2005, there is a restriction on any development
within 5 metres of a public sewer without the permission of the Minister for
IHE. If there is potential for development in this area that may affect the
public sewer can you please forward details as soon as possible so that we
can hopefully discuss to a mutual agreement".
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In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.

Minister’s detailed response
On this basis, the site was not taken forwards as other more sites were
considered more suitable and selected under policy H5.
Further information on this approach is outlined in the Minister's more
detailed response to the representations made on the demand and selection
of the affordable housing sites. SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand
and supply of homes

This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land for open market housing, including Fields 267 & 269, is reinforced.
Failure to do so will result in unmet need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a
population demographic to sustain its ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K49-1

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Bel Air, Bel Air Lane, St Saviour (IP-173516727)
Bel Air scored 17 points (3,4,6,4) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned as Built-up Area for open market housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP} will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable} cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request -IP173555694 - Bel Air St. Saviour
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 4 (note: if the existing dwelling is to be retained and
the site area is the garden area then this score would be 1)
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored relatively well when
compared to other sites, however, the submission is seeking to develop open
market housing and extensions to the BUA for this type of housing are not
being supported.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Rezoning Request IP173931559 FTB field S380

provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market} and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating} enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land for open market housing, including Bel Air, is reinforced. Failure to do so
will result in unmet need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population
demographic to sustain its ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K4B-A

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Field 380, La Rue a la Dame, St Saviour (IP-173560804)
The site scored 16 points (3,5,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 5
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored relatively well when
compared to other sites, however, on further review access was considered to
be poor with the site located on a narrow parish road, and other more
suitable sites were identified that are able to meet the anticipated demand for
affordable housing over the Bridging Island Plan period.
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dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.

Minister’s detailed response
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021- 2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land for open market housing, including Field 380, is reinforced. Failure to do
so will result in unmet need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population
demographic to sustain its ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K43-U

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Fields 114& 115, Le Passage, St Lawrence (IP-173519467)
The site scored 13 points (3,3,6, 1) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021 ). However, as the site is occupied by
greenhouses, it should have scored 3 points for the existing use category. It should therefore have scored 15 points.
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly, and which would help to sustain the
general grocery store at Six Rues, nearby.

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request -L115 IP173519467 FTB
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:

A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.

Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 1

However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,

Development of this site could integrate well with existing BUA, with little or
no landscape impact, but this rural centre has a limited range of local
facilities. This is reflected in the lower spatial and suitability scores compared
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reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.

Minister’s detailed response
to other more suitable sites. The site abuts Le Passage to the south, but this is
a single carriageway one-way road (access from GR de St Laurent via Le
Passage; and Rue Sara Henri), which has no pedestrian facilities. Direct
vehicular access on to Le Passage likely to be problematic and so would likely
need to rely on route to north on to Rue de la Golard. Access to this site is
therefore not ideal and other more suitable sites have been selected that
would meet the need for affordable housing in policy H5.

As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.

On this basis, the site was not taken forwards for an amendment to the BUA
or under policy H5 as other more sites were considered more suitable. SR 23
- Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Fields 114 & 115, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in
unmet need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to
sustain its ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K4X-Z

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Dear Islands Plan Consultation,
Within the document ‘Housing land availability and assessment of sites’ is an assessment of ‘IP-165025966 - Les Jardins Lodge & L309 & L311’
using the scoring in table HSA2. R Housing land and assessment of sites KP RB.pdf (gov.je) I believe that the spatial scoring is inaccurate as the
score of ‘1’ equates to ‘No Integration’, where as the land is located between ‘La Petite Ruelle’ estate to the South, the property ‘Les Jardins’ to
the west, Les Jardins Lodge’ to the east and ‘Revenue House’ and ‘Revenue Cottage’ to the north, therefore any development should be
regarded as being ‘Within or edge of smaller settlement’ which should equate to a score of ‘2’. I would be grateful if this could be revisited in
order that the correct score is applied. Additionally the land has a boundary to St Lawrence main road (La Grande Route de St Laurent – A10) to
the east and La Route De l’Eglise to the west therefore creating very easy access by car and bus on the main road to the east and cycling and
walking by using the Green Lane to the west, which takes you directly to St Lawrence Primary School, therefore creating safe accessibility.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
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Rezoning Request Les Jardins Lodge L309 L311 - IP165025966
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Part 4: Housing | 27

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Within the document ‘The bridging Island Plan Sustainability Appraisal’ is an assessment of ‘AECOM094 - IP-165025966 - Les Jardins Lodge &
L309 & L311’ on page TA94. R The bridging Island Plan SA Report - Technical Annex AECOM.pdf (gov.je) I believe that this document should be
corrected to reflect that the closest bus stop is located approximately 60 meters to the south of the south-east corner of the property/land (not
300m-400m as detailed on the published document).

Minister’s detailed response
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored poorly and was not
considered further. The site is remote from St Lawrence village, subsequently
scored poorly on the Spatial scoring and other more suitable sites were
identified that are able to meet the anticipated demand for affordable
housing over the Bridging Island Plan period.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

ANON-ZZ1R2KR8-X

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Request for affordable housing Submission attached

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request -MY493 IP-178820051
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon this initial analysis, the site scored reasonably well and was
subject to a more detailed assessment by the BIP team. The site can be
integrated into St Mary's village and subsequently performed well against the
Spatial and suitability scoring. The field is considered to be important in
allowing unimpeded views of the church and forms an uncluttered landscape
setting to core historic buildings. It is concluded that there is no scope to
accommodate housing development without significant adverse landscape or
visual impacts arising within the Core Pastures identified within the St. Mary’s
Village study area discussed within the JLSA.
It is noted that the owner wishes to develop the eastern part of the site,
marked 'B' on the attached plan for affordable and/or right-sizing housing
and the area marked 'A' be given to the Parish for community use.
Notwithstanding the conclusions outlined by the review team, should this site
be taken forwards following the EiP, it is considered that the western extent of
part of field MY493 in line with the eastern boundary of Clos de l'Ancienne
Forge to the south of the site would be more appropriate for housing
development and the remaining (eastern) part of field MY493 be developed
for community use.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K4V-X

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Field 341, Bel Air Lane, St Saviour (IP-173555694)
The site scored 15 points (3,4,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
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Rezoning Request - S341 IP173927823 FTB
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
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However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.

Minister’s detailed response
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored relatively well when
compared to other sites, however, on further review access was considered to
be poor with the site located on a narrow parish road, and other more
suitable sites were identified that are able to meet the anticipated demand for
affordable housing over the Bridging Island Plan period.

As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021- 2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64 % as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Field 341, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet
need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT5-W

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Tabor Park, La Route des Genets, St Brelade (IP-1735088364)
The site scored 15 points (4,4,6,1) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021). However it is unclear why it scores only 1 for
existing use, when it is clearly not open space, recreational or community or agricultural land. It should therefore score 3 or 4 for this category,
giving it a total score of between 17 and 18.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request Tabor Park
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
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Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned as Built-up Area for open market housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) wilt also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021- 2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response
Spatial score (1-4): 4
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 1
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored well on the spatial,
landscape and suitability categories when compared to other sites, however
the site as originally submitted was under the size threshold of less than five
homes and for open market housing or care homes, whilst the
representation now makes it clear it is for open market housing only and this
is not being supported on rezoned sites under policy H5. However, should
this site be put forward as either affordable housing under policy H5 or
supported housing under policy H6, then it could be considered for
development.
With regards to the existing use, a garden is not considered brownfield and
so the score of 1 is correct. Based upon the overall conclusions reached in the
Housing land availability and assessment of sites report
(https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Planning%20and%20building/R
%20Housing%20land%20and%20assessment%20of%20sites%20KP%20RB.pdf
) the site was therefore not taken forwards.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land for open market housing, including this land at Tabor Park, is reinforced.
Failure to do so will result in unmet need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a
population demographic to sustain its ageing population.
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Minister’s detailed response

ANON-ZZ1R2KKU-M

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

I wish to comment specifically on the field Redacted text (Field 0562 in St Ouen).

[View full
response]

Objection IP-173199897 - O562- St. Ouen

From my understanding of the assessment made for this field, under the proposed Draft Bridging Plan, the land was not considered to have
passed the Spatial Strategy Test in that it was not within, or on the edge of a main or local centre, and could not be classified as being:
•
•
•

An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:

A strategic extension to a larger settlement;
A local centre / suburban extension
A local centre / rural extension.

Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2

I would challenge this as I believe that Field O562 in St Ouen does meet the second criteria (Local centre / suburban extension) as it is within the
area of St Ouen's village close to St Ouen’s Motor Works and Alliance. It is surrounded on two sides by existing houses and has a road (La Rue
De La Pointe) along the third side.

Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored relatively well when
compared to other sites, however, on further review the site located further
away from the centre of the village and cannot be integrated into the St Ouen
rural centre. This site was not taken forwards as other more suitable sites were
identified that are able to meet the anticipated demand for affordable
housing over the Bridging Island Plan period, in particular Field O594/5.

In addition the field has no agricultural value as it does not sustain crops and has never been used for such since at least the 1930's when the
adjoining property (Moncrieffe) was built Redacted text.
This field could easily sustain 2, if not 3, new builds without any material impact on the area.
I would therefore ask that the Spatial Strategy Test be amended to Green from Red.

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2KKV-N

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

On behalf of our client, we strongly disagree with the description of the existing site at Oak Lane Farm being “open
space/recreation/community use”, and contend that it is more like “brownfield/isolated scrubland”? On this basis it should score 4 Green (albeit
the attached table indicates the Existing Use Score is 1-5, but only 1-4 are available in the table?).
We also attach photographs showing that this piece of land is low grade, isolated and unfarmable, yet close to amenities, in the Built-Up Area
and ideal for developing into maybe 2 new family homes?
Accordingly, we strongly feel this site should have been shortlisted, and urge the decision-makers to now include it on the basis of the above
and attached information.

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request – Oak Land Farm
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 4
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7):6
Existing use Score (1-5): 1
Based upon this initial analysis, the site scored less favourably when
compared to other sites and was not taken further the BIP team. Although the
site could be integrated into the adjacent built-up area boundary, the site is
relatively remote from the secondary settlement of Les Quennevais, which has
better access to community services and subsequently scored poorly on the
spatial scoring, particularly when compared to other more suitable sites. The
submission is seeking to develop a small number of open market homes on
green field land. Green field sites are only being considered for affordable
housing under policy H5 and this site is not considered suitable to be
included in the sites identified in this policy
With regards to the current use, open green space is not considered
brownfield land and so the score of 1 is correct.
The site therefore scored poorly in the Housing land availability and
assessment of sites report
(https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Planning%20and%20building/R
%20Housing%20land%20and%20assessment%20of%20sites%20KP%20RB.pdf
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Minister’s detailed response
) when compared to both other non-selected and proposed sites being put
forward in the Bridging Island Plan

ANON-ZZ1R2KXN-T

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

In respect of submission "IP-180267961 "

[View full
response]

There have been a number of "Green Field" sites identified for housing as listed within the Plan, these give housing densities of around 30
dwellings / hectare in areas that the local residents object to. Primarily their objections focus on the loss of land seen as "countryside" - i.e.
where the aesthetic appeal of seeing green fields has a calming and well being effect over that of urban sprawl. We have submitted plans for
redeveloping a site which currently contains rusting old vehicles and old boats, (previously Glass Houses built prior to 1960) it is not seen from
any road, and has all available services and amenities within 10 minutes walking distance. it is in a "Smaller Settlement" and neighbours as well
as the parish constable are supportive of it. The redevelopment requires an encroachment of approximately 0.16 of Brown Field site and
achieves a dwelling benefit of 50 dwellings / hectare. This provides much needed housing stock of family type homes with parking and
countryside access. We believe a common sense approach is required to look at the potential for smaller pockets of development that take
advantage of unused and possibly contaminated brown filed sites, to return these sites to use and address the dire requirement for family type
housing. We believe this is in preference to addressing the housing shortage merely by taking operating green field sites and turning them over
to housing against the opinions of the local inhabitants.

Rezoning Request - P-180267961
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 2
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, this site scored relatively well when
compared to other sites, based upon the suitability methodology. However,
on further review, the site is too remote from the nearest village centres and
other more suitable sites were identified under Policy H5, that are able to
meet the anticipated demand for affordable housing over the Bridging Island
Plan period. On this basis, the site was not taken forwards as other more sites
were considered more suitable and selected under policy H5.

I would like to make an appointment with a Planning Officer to discuss the proposals, we did not receive any feedback from the original
proposal document apart from an acknowledgement that the Island Plan department had received our submission.

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

ANON-ZZ1R2K8B-E

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

The redundant former Agricultural building situated at Les Niemes Farm; St Peter was submitted for re-zoning as it would give new use to a site
which is currently occupied by a concrete building constructed in 1939 by my Grandfather. The building does little to enhance the area and is
out of character with the granite buildings which surround it.
I would ask the Minister to reconsider this site and allow the building to be re-zoned within the Draft Island Plan.
The re-zoning followed hopefully by successful planning permission would allow the building of a sympathetic residential unit which would
enhance the area. Demolition or redevelopment of the building would also remove a substantial asbestos roof, a potential hazard which
otherwise will be left to future generations to deal with
Les Niemes Farm (now two separate dwellings) and my own home, the attached residence Le Petit Coin, are occupied by two generations of my
family and a residential unit on the site of the outbuilding would provide a home for a further member of the family who is returning to work in
the Island, who otherwise will be forced to purchase an alternative property adding to the existing housing crisis.
Following the submission in the “Call for Sites” the area received relatively high scores in the categories of Landscape and Existing Use and
therefore has merit.
The suitability score of 3 out of 5 is not unreasonable, however when looking at figure HSA3 Les Niemes Farm is within a zone with a rating of
50 – 60 denoted in Green on that diagram. HAS3 provides suitability scores within 8 categories. When the site assessment has been undertaken
the 8 categories have been reduced to 5 the effect of which is that this site has been allocated 3(Average) whilst HSA3 placed it in an above
average category.
When considering the Spatial Strategy, the site received at rating of 1 as it is regarded as having no integration and is also within the new
proposed boundary of the Coastal National Park The building is surrounded by six residential units which originally were all part of Les Niemes
Farm, there are houses along the length of Rue Des Niemes and Rue du Bocage which exits immediately in front of St Peter’s school. It is within

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Rezoning request Les Niemes
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored poorly well when
compared to other sites. The site is remote from St Peter's village and other
more suitable sites were identified that are able to meet the anticipated
demand for affordable housing over the Bridging Island Plan period, in
particular Field P622. More fundamentally, the submission is seeking to
develop open market housing and this type of housing is not being
supported on rezoned sites.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes
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[View full
response]

Rezoning request Les Niemes Farm

walking distance of Marks and Spencer supermarket and the bus stop. It could therefore be argued that the site is on the edge of a small or
local centre.
The proposed placing of the site within the Coastal National Park has occurred simply because Rue Des Niemes has been used as the boundary.
Les Niemes Farm is approximately 2.5km from the coast and can neither be seen from the coast nor can the coast be view from the property. It
does not seem logical that I find my property within the proposed new boundary whilst my neighbour on the opposite side of the road is
outside the boundary and will not be subject to the same constraints on development in the future.
In considering whether my property should be included within the boundary of the park, I would ask you to consider; Appendix A (p.45) of
supplementary document on Jersey Coastal National Park review, additional areas discussed at a consultation workshop which were considered
for inclusion within the Jersey Coastal Nation Park, but ultimately excluded are shown.
This includes an entry for agricultural land in St John which was included for the following reasons:
The agricultural land around St John, in between La Route de St Jean and La Route des Issues and the coast is an important countryside area
with traditional field patterns and a high landscape quality.
However, it was excluded after consultation for the following:
In defining the new Coastal National Park boundary, the distinction has been made between land with a coastal character and the general
countryside. The criteria for designation therefore requires a coastal element, which is often gained through topography and a sense of the land
falling away to the sea, even if there are not direct sea views. Whilst the countryside around St John’s Village is attractive, it is not all coastal in
nature. The boundary has therefore been drawn to differentiate between land with coastal - as opposed to land with - inland characteristics.
There is no coastal element associated with my property or the land that immediately surrounds it. I would argue that I am in the same position
as the land in the St John example.
A more appropriate boundary was that defined in 2011 or alternatively the walkway of the Val De La Mare Reservoir which to a large extent
follows the route of the German Railway from WW2.
When considering this representation, I would ask you to consider all the points raised, the Island Plan should consider the re-use of redundant
buildings for re-development where that development would enhance the area and provide much needed housing. In this case the
development would free up a house elsewhere for a first-time buyer.

ANON-ZZ1R2K8B-E

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

I am asking for Island Plan reference IP-175703206 at Les Niemes Farm St Peter to be reconsidered for rezoning within the Draft Island Plan
General comments about Historic environment
The existing concrete building built in 1939 is of no historic value

An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored poorly well when
compared to other sites. The site is remote from St peter's village and other
more suitable sites were identified that are able to meet the anticipated
demand for affordable housing over the Bridging Island Plan period, in
particular Field P622. More fundamentally, the submission is seeking to
develop open market housing and this type of housing is not being
supported on rezoned sites.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Minister’s detailed response
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

ANON-ZZ1R2K8B-E

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

I am asking for Island Plan reference IP-175703206 at Les Niemes Farm St Peter to be reconsidered for rezoning within the Draft Island Plan

[View full
response]

The redundant former Agricultural building situated at Les Niemes Farm; St Peter was submitted for re-zoning as it would give new use to a site
which is currently occupied by a concrete building constructed in 1939 by my Grandfather. The building does little to enhance the area and is
out of character with the granite buildings which surround it.

Rezoning Request -Les Niemes IP-175703206
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:

I would ask the Minister to reconsider this site and allow the building to be re-zoned within the Draft Island Plan.
The re-zoning followed hopefully by successful planning permission would allow the building of a sympathetic residential unit which would
enhance the area. Demolition or redevelopment of the building would also remove a substantial asbestos roof, a potential hazard which
otherwise will be left to future generations to deal with

Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 4

Les Niemes Farm (now two separate dwellings) and my own home, the attached residence Le Petit Coin, are occupied by two generations of my
family and a residential unit on the site of the outbuilding would provide a home for a further member of the family who is returning to work in
the Island, who otherwise will be forced to purchase an alternative property adding to the existing housing crisis.

Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored poorly well when
compared to other sites. The site is remote from St peter's village and other
more suitable sites were identified that are able to meet the anticipated
demand for affordable housing over the Bridging Island Plan period, in
particular Field P622. More fundamentally, the submission is seeking to
develop open market housing and this type of housing is not being
supported on rezoned sites.

Following the submission in the “Call for Sites” the area received relatively high scores in the categories of Landscape and Existing Use and
therefore has merit.
The suitability score of 3 out of 5 is not unreasonable, however when looking at figure HSA3 Les Niemes Farm is within a zone with a rating of
50 – 60 denoted in Green on that diagram. HAS3 provides suitability scores within 8 categories. When the site assessment has been undertaken
the 8 categories have been reduced to 5 the effect of which is that this site has been allocated 3(Average) whilst HSA3 placed it in an above
average category.

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

When considering the Spatial Strategy, the site received at rating of 1 as it is regarded as having no integration and is also within the new
proposed boundary of the Coastal National Park The building is surrounded by six residential units which originally were all part of Les Niemes
Farm, there are houses along the length of Rue Des Niemes and Rue du Bocage which exits immediately in front of St Peter’s school. It is within
walking distance of Marks and Spencer supermarket and the bus stop. It could therefore be argued that the site is on the edge of a small or
local centre.
The proposed placing of the site within the Coastal National Park has occurred simply because Rue Des Niemes has been used as the boundary.
Les Niemes Farm is approximately 2.5km from the coast and can neither be seen from the coast nor can the coast be view from the property. It
does not seem logical that I find my property within the proposed new boundary whilst my neighbour on the opposite side of the road is
outside the boundary and will not be subject to the same constraints on development in the future.
In considering whether my property should be included within the boundary of the park, I would ask you to consider; Appendix A (p.45) of
supplementary document on Jersey Coastal National Park review, additional areas discussed at a consultation workshop which were considered
for inclusion within the Jersey Coastal Nation Park, but ultimately excluded are shown.

ANON-ZZ1R2KKU-M

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

I wish to comment specifically on the field [REDACTED](Field 0562 in St Ouen).
From my understanding of the assessment made for this field, under the proposed Draft Bridging Plan, the land was not considered to have
passed the Spatial Strategy Test in that it was not within, or on the edge of a main or local centre, and could not be classified as being:
•
•
•

A strategic extension to a larger settlement;
A local centre / suburban extension
A local centre / rural extension.

I would challenge this as I believe that Field O562 in St Ouen does meet the second criteria (Local centre / suburban extension) as it is within the
area of St Ouen's village close to St Ouen’s Motor Works and Alliance. It is surrounded on two sides by existing houses and has a road (La Rue
De La Pointe) along the third side.
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Rezoning request O562
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
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In addition the field has no agricultural value as it does not sustain crops and has never been used for such since at least the 1930's when the
adjoining property (Moncrieffe) was built [REDACTED].

Minister’s detailed response

Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored relatively well when
compared to other sites, however, on further review the site located further
away from the centre of the village and cannot be integrated into the St Ouen
rural centre. This site was not taken forwards as other more suitable sites were
identified that are able to meet the anticipated demand for affordable
housing over the Bridging Island Plan period, in particular Field O594/5.

This field could easily sustain 2, if not 3, new builds without any material impact on the area.
I would therefore ask that the Spatial Strategy Test be amended to Green from Red.

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2KKV-N

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

On behalf of our client, we strongly disagree with the description of the existing site at Oak Lane Farm being “open
space/recreation/community use”, and contend that it is more like “brownfield/isolated scrubland”? On this basis it should score 4 Green (albeit
the attached table indicates the Existing Use Score is 1-5, but only 1-4 are available in the table?).

[View full
response]

Rezoning request Oak Lane
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:

We also attach photographs showing that this piece of land is low grade, isolated and unfarmable, yet close to amenities, in the Built-Up Area
and ideal for developing into maybe 2 new family homes? Accordingly, we strongly feel this site should have been shortlisted, and urge the
decision-makers to now include it on the basis of the above and attached information.

Spatial score (1-4): 4
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 1
Based upon this initial analysis, the site scored less favourably when
compared to other sites and was not taken further the BIP team. Based upon
this initial analysis, the site did not score sufficiently well to be taken forwards.
Although the site could be integrated into the adjacent built-up area
boundary, the site is relatively remote from the secondary settlement of Les
Quennevais, which has better access to community services and subsequently
scored poorly on the Spatial scoring, particularly when compared to other
more suitable sites. The submission is seeking to develop a small number of
open market homes on green field land. Green field sites are only being
considered for affordable housing under policy H5 and this site is not
considered suitable to be included in the sites identified in this policy
With regards to the current use, open green space is not considered
brownfield land and so the score of 1 is correct.
The site therefore scored poorly in the Housing land availability and
assessment of sites report
(https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Planning%20and%20building/R
%20Housing%20land%20and%20assessment%20of%20sites%20KP%20RB.pdf
) when compared to both other non-selected and proposed sites being put
forward in the Bridging Island Plan

ANON-ZZ1R2KSY-Z

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Trinity Grange Garden T569
We write to support the remaining garden to be added to the white zone in the next bridge island plan.
This is an opportunity to provide much needed houses in an already built up area. This would comprise of 1.5 storey high buildings. Either for
starting families or downsizers.
Mains drains are in the area with mains water. The TPO trees and most of the other trees can all be retained after meeting with the States Tree
team.
This site would link the village together with pathways from the parish hall to Acorn and the village. It’s a key development to make Trinity
village flow.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request Trinity Grange & Mount Martin & Field H1550
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Part 4: Housing | 35

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2

Mount Martin & Field H1550
This site would be much better suited to housing rather than hospital buildings. The hospital should be sited on the exiting areas on Overdale.
Or the hospital service should be sited across two sites using the exiting in Gloucester Street.

Based upon this initial analysis, the site was considered for further review as
part of the second stage of site analysis undertaken by the BIP team. The site
is well placed relative to Trinity village and is close to existing amenities. The
site is considered to have access to the necessary infrastructure and facilities
required to enable use for the provision of homes. The Parish consider this to
be an ideal location for retirement bungalows.

The site has access to mains drains and water and is in an area of already built up. This would be better than in the middle of the green zone.
This site scored highly.

Consultation discussions with the Drainage Department confirm that there is
a history of flooding in this area towards the Primary School on Trinity Hill
and towards Springside to the west of the village centre. At this time it is not
feasible to manage surface water run-off from this site via soakaways or by
the use of existing surface water drainage. Further, there is no additional
capacity to add to the foul sewer drainage system for this area. For this
reason, the site was not taken forward for consideration.

The site would provide housing for young and old. An opportunity to buy houses rather than flats.
PS Island Plan team. Thankyou for providing for the islands future needs. We appreciate everything you do and the work you put in. We
understand the effort that goes in is a great deal.

Mount Martin Field H1550
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 4
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 7
Existing use Score (1-5): 1
Based upon this initial analysis, the site scored well and was considered for
further review as part of the second stage of site analysis undertaken by the
BIP team.
The site is in a very sustainable location and would suit the development of
Housing, however it has been identified to support the development of the
new hospital in the BIP and so on this basis was not considered further as
being a suitable housing site.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5A-A

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Field 1248, La Pouqelaye, St Helier (IP-178114381)
Andium Homes has secured and option to buy the above property using a presale agreement but will only exercise this if approved for
rezoning by the Planning Department.
The site scored 17 points (4,5,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is unclear why this site (which equals the top scoring sites), has not been recommended to be re-zoned for affordable housing.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, has previously been submitted to re-zone this land
in response to the Call for Sites which has also been enclosed as part of this submission to ensure it is made available for the Inspector’s to
review at the Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
In terms of affordable housing this Bridging Island Plan is extremely important and needs to have adequate provision to address the current
pressing issue such as supply of new homes to avoid the previous under-provision of homes by the 2011 Island Plan which then was only part

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request - H1248
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 4
Suitability Score (1-5): 5
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored well when compared
to other sites and the BIP team carried out further survey work to check for its
suitability. The team identified concerns about the access to the site as the
Part 4: Housing | 36

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

resolved by the 2014 Island Plan Review. It has been apparent from previous Island Plans, the benefit of the decisions made are not experienced
until the later periods of the 10 year term so it is vitally important to ensure that there is a long-term view on supply and that demand issues are
regularly reviewed. There have been encouraging developments, in the recent publication of the Minister for Housing & Communities (the
Minister), 'Creating Better Homes Action Plan'.

Minister’s detailed response
narrow green lane to the north of the field would not be able to withstand the
intensification of use that 30 to 40 homes would create. In addition, the site
was identified in the JLSA field analysis as having a medium landscape
sensitivity and so was not selected as being suitable for rezoning under policy
H5 when compared to other sites. However, should this site be reduced in
size and the access resolved then it could be considered as a potential future
site should other sites fall away.

Andium Homes recognises the importance of both the Bridging Island Plan and the Minister Action Plan in respect of strategic land use, in
particular the allocation of adequate land for affordable housing.
The 635 homes Andium Homes currently has in development cannot meet all the demand for affordable housing evidenced by the Affordable
Housing Gateway. Therefore, this site is particularly important to in part achieve the demand for housing identified by the Affordable Housing
Gateway, the OAHNR, the Housing Policy Development Board Report March 2020 report and the more recent Creating Better Homes Action
Plan published by the Minister.

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

It is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is made available to satisfy them in
the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of dwellings that are required as well as
establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and where the housing requirements will
be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular, the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
Andium Homes well recognises the challenge of providing such a significant number of new homes in an environment where land is
constrained and quite understandably there is a desire to limit the encroachment of development into the countryside alongside a need to
protect Jersey's unique historic built environment and character, particularly in the town of St Helier.
The challenges of developing in and around existing developed land and the existing built-up area are significant, particularly for the
development of any significant number of family houses, which this site would provide.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is repeated,
will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of development
required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Further to the above, this report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the
successful re-opening of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide
more than 6000 additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening
affordability in the housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age
in-migrants to encourage post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Field 1248, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet
need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

ANON-ZZ1R2KMX-S

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Request for rezoning of field T1401 for affordable housing

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request – Field T1404 IP-176898978
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Minister’s detailed response
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon this initial analysis, the site scored reasonably well and was
subject to a more detailed assessment by the BIP team. The site can be
integrated into Sion village and subsequently performed well against the
Spatial and suitability scoring. On further detailed review by the BIP team, the
site access was considered to be difficult. Site could be accessed to the south
of Fairway and north of the new supermarket. The owner of the former has
raised an objection to re-allocation of the land use to housing for the site.
The access may be compromised to the north by the existing house
Pentangle and may require site lines across the parking of the new
supermarket. This is a narrow access. Other options include the unadopted
Midlands Farm Road, same issues with sight lines to overcome.
Based upon this further analysis, the site did not score sufficiently well to be
taken forwards.

ANON-ZZ1R2KPJ-E

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Request for land to be rezoned for affordable housing

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request - Le Mourin vineries - Ref: 180283352
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon this initial analysis, the site scored less favourably when
compared to other sites and was not taken further the BIP team. Specifically,
the site is a little more remote to five oaks and the associated facilities,
including schools, when compared to other fields that have been selected in
this area and so less sustainable with a resulting lower spatial score. The
glasshouses are also of more recent modern construction and are still in
active use in the industry and so there is no justification to consider an
alternative use for this site at this time.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5D-D

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Field 782 La Route de Millais, St Ouen (IP-178570979)
The site scored 12 points (2,2,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021). It is difficult to reconcile these scores when
the site is in St George’s Village, immediately next to Les Landes School and when Field 785 was deemed to be a suitably sustainable site in the
Revised 2011 Island Plan.
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request - O782
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 2
Suitability Score (1-5): 2
Landscape Score (1-7): 6

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Moreover, the western part of the field is recommended to be re-zoned as Safeguarded for Educational Use. The owner would be willing to
cede this part of the field to the States for Les Landes School subject to the remaining part of this field and field 250, which he also owns, is rezoned for affordable housing.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States’ supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA’s to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon this initial analysis, the site scored poorly when compared to
other sites and was not taken further the BIP team.
Although the site is adjacent to Les Landes primary school, is remote from the
main facilities in St Ouen's village, has been identified as having a medium
flood risk draft Policy WER2 – Managing flood risk under and more suitable
sites have been selected that will provide the supply of affordable homes in
policy H5. The offer of land for the school is an unrelated issue to the decision
about the suitability of this site for housing.
The submission makes the point that this site is suitable as it compares well
with the adjacent field O785 which was rezoned for affordable housing in the
2014 revised Island Plan. However, the selection criteria have been updated
since then and field O785 has not been developed and subsequently
removed as a housing site and rezoned back to the green zone in the draft
BIP.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone, including Field 782, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet need
yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.
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ANON-ZZ1R2KPH-C

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Land for affordable homes at Thornhill Park.

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request - Thornhill Park IP- 178566197
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:

H8 – Housing
outside the builtup area

Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 1
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored relatively poorly. It is
noted that his submission is a request to amend the site to the BUA, for
affordable housing under policy H5 or a change to policy H8. However, on
further review, the site is too remote from any local centres, and this is
reflected in the low spatial and suitability scores. Other more suitable sites
were identified under Policy H5 that are able to meet the anticipated demand
for affordable housing over the Bridging Island Plan period.
The submission is seeking to develop a small number of homes on green field
land under changes to policy H8, which is not the intention of this policy,
unless the proposal meets the criteria for a dependent relatives as set out in
the draft BIP policy. The proposed changes to policy H8 as set out in this
submission are not appropriate and would lead to the unstainable
development of new homes in the countryside, contrary to the main thrust of
the spatial strategy in the draft BIP.
Further comments are set out in the statement response to Policy H8 Housing outside BUA.
On this basis, the site was not taken forwards for an amendment to the BUA
or under policy H5 as other more sites were considered more suitable.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYA-E

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

During the initial search for fields we submitted H1210 (4 vergees) on the Bellozane side of Westhill. This field scored highly on Suitability and
Landscape and poorly on Spatial and Existing use criteria.
The spatial score was rated as a red 1, yet it is in extremely close proximity to the primary area (St Helier). We are aware of the objective way you
have rated the sites but do wonder why H1210 only scored 1 in this category as we feel this has adversely affected our submission and may well
be a clerical error.
Furthermore I would like to provide a viewpoint from the persons that farm the land here. We recognise that the land is agricultural in its
current setting but what you may not be aware of is H1210 is isolated from our dairy unit, leaving it poorly accessible for dairy herd grazing and
of much lower strategic value to dairy farming and thus has significantly lower value to the dairy industry than the fields that have been put
forward for re-zoning adjacent to Laugee Farm.
As a neighbouring dairy farmer I understand the vital importance of accessible grazing land. We farm Woodlands Farm in St Helier, behind the
Union Inn and we help with the management of Laugee Farm next door, which uses the re-zoned fields, on behalf of the Jersey Milk Marketing
Board.
I look forward to your response and hope that you give further information with regards to this query and further consideration of the field will
be made.
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[View full
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Rezoning Request - Field 1210
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
The suitability score is accurate as the site does not integrate with the built-up
area (score 1) as set out in revised policy SP2 -Spatial strategy and defined on
the proposals map. In addition, the site scored poorly in the Housing land
availability and assessment of sites report
(https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Planning%20and%20building/R
%20Housing%20land%20and%20assessment%20of%20sites%20KP%20RB.pdf
) when compared to both other non-selected and proposed sites being put
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forward in the Bridging Island Plan. Furthermore, this field has very poor
access being on a narrow and minor parish road.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYW-4

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Field 104, Rue de Samares, St Clement (IP-175608054)
The site scored 14 points (3,4,5,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly, especially if re-zoned with field 102
and 105 immediately to the south and north, which are also put forward for re-zoning for affordable housing.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request Field C104
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 5
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored well when compared
to other sites and the BIP team carried out further survey work to check for its
suitability. The team described this as a linear site of restricted width, the
development of which could integrate with existing BUA with little landscape
impact, but a more comprehensive and efficient development could be
achieved as part of the development of C104 as a whole (which would also
enable alternative, and more acceptable, access arrangements). La Rue de
Samarès would provide primary access route, but access from this from the
site is restricted to single-width route (50m long) and so would need to be
upgraded.
This site was not taken forwards as other more sites were considered more
suitable and selected under policy H5. Should either the demand or supply
assumptions change as a result of recommendations made by the planning
inspector following the Examination in public on the Bridging Island plan,
then other sites will be considered to meet these changes. This site scored
well in the suitability appraisals work undertaken by the BIP team and the
inspector’s views are sought on the potential suitability of this site to meet
any potential shortfalls in housing supply over the Plan period, should other
sites fall away.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
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[View full
response]

Rezoning Request Field J228, 230 & 230A

The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Field 104, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet
need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KY6-3

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Fields 228,230 & 230A, La Route du Nord, St John (IP-176632281)
Andium Homes has secured and option to buy the above property using a presale agreement but will only exercise this if approved for
rezoning by the Planning Department.
The site scored 14 points (3,3,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, has previously been submitted to re-zone this land
in response to the Call for Sites which has also been enclosed as part of this submission to ensure it is made available for the Inspector’s to
review at the Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
In terms of affordable housing this Bridging Island Plan is extremely important and needs to have adequate provision to address the current
pressing issue such as supply of new homes to avoid the previous under-provision of homes by the 2011 Island Plan which then was only part
resolved by the 2014 Island Plan Review. It has been apparent from previous Island Plans, the benefit of the decisions made are not experienced
until the later periods of the 10 year term so it is vitally important to ensure that there is a long-term view on supply and that demand issues are
regularly reviewed. There have been encouraging developments, in the recent publication of the Minister for Housing & Communities (the
Minister), 'Creating Better Homes Action Plan'.
Andium Homes recognises the importance of both the Bridging Island Plan and the Minister Action Plan in respect of strategic land use, in
particular the allocation of adequate land for affordable housing.
The 635 homes Andium Homes currently has in development cannot meet all the demand for affordable housing evidenced by the Affordable
Housing Gateway. Therefore, this site is particularly important to in part achieve the demand for housing identified by the Affordable Housing
Gateway, the OAHNR, the Housing Policy Development Board Report March 2020 report and the more recent Creating Better Homes Action
Plan published by the Minister.
It is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is made available to satisfy them in
the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of dwellings that are required as well as
establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and where the housing requirements will
be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.

An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored well when compared
to other sites and the BIP team carried out further survey work to check for its
suitability. Field J228 does not have any boundaries contiguous with the Builtup Area designation. It is clearly separate from the village envelope with
Green Zone on all four boundaries. The field represents a ‘Northern Village
Fringe Fields’ Local Landscape Unit which forms a physical and visual buffer
between the coast and St John’s Village. This, combined with its relatively
open character, and its elevation and position on the horizon, means that it is
considered to be of high sensitivity to housing development. J228 is not
considered to be suitable as a housing site.
J230 relates well to the village centre and presents opportunities for some
form of development on at least part of the site. It may be possible to
accommodate development on the southern part of Field J230 whilst
retaining some open land to retain the sense of separation between the
exiting housing clusters.
Many facilities are accessible by foot and the site connects well with a series
of green lanes and to the north coast cliff paths. Substantial and appropriate
boundary planting and sensitive highway improvements would minimise the
impact on landscape character.
Any new development would also need to be respectful of the amenities
currently enjoyed by the occupiers of the homes overlooking the site.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
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[View full
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Rezoning Request Field O250

supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
Andium Homes well recognises the challenge of providing such a significant number of new homes in an environment where land is
constrained and quite understandably there is a desire to limit the encroachment of development into the countryside alongside a need to
protect Jersey's unique historic built environment and character, particularly in the town of St Helier.
The challenges of developing in and around existing developed land and the existing built-up area are significant, particularly for the
development of any significant number of family houses, which this site would provide.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Further to the above, this report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the
successful re-opening of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide
more than 6000 additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening
affordability in the housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age
in-migrants to encourage post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Fields 228, 230 & 230A, is reinforced. Failure to do so will
result in unmet need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population
demographic to sustain its ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYJ-Q

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Field 250, La Rue du Nord, St Ouen (IP-178309756)
The site scored 12 points (2,2,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021). It is difficult to reconcile these scores when
the site is in St George’s Village, immediately next to Les Landes School and when Field 785 was deemed to be a suitably sustainable site in the
Revised 2011 Island Plan.
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
Moreover, the owner of Field 250 also owns Field 782 which is recommended to be re-zoned as safeguarded for educational use. The owner
would be willing to cede part of this field to the States for Les Landes School if the remaining part of this field and field 250 is re-zoned for
affordable housing.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States’ supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.

An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 2
Suitability Score (1-5): 2
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon this initial analysis, the site scored poorly when compared to
other sites and was not taken further the BIP team.
Although the site is adjacent to Les Landes primary school, is remote from the
main facilities in St Ouen's village, has been identified as having a low flood
risk in draft Policy WER2 – Managing flood risk and more suitable sites have
been selected that will provide the supply of affordable homes in policy H5.
The offer of land for the school is an unrelated issue to the decision about the
suitability of this site for housing.
The submission makes the point that this site is suitable as it compares well
with the adjacent field O785 which was rezoned for affordable housing in the
2014 revised Island Plan. However, the selection criteria have been updated
since then and field O785 has not been developed and subsequently rezoned
to the green zone in the draft BIP.

It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
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provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA’s to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.

Minister’s detailed response
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone, including Field 250, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet need
yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KY4-1

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Field 782 La Route de Millais, St Ouen (IP-178570979)
The site scored 12 points (2,2,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021). It is difficult to reconcile these scores when
the site is in St George’s Village, immediately next to Les Landes School and when Field 785 was deemed to be a suitably sustainable site in the
Revised 2011 Island Plan.
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
Moreover, the western part of the field is recommended to be re-zoned as Safeguarded for Educational Use. The owner would be willing to
cede this part of the field to the States for Les Landes School subject to the remaining part of this field and field 250, which he also owns, is rezoned for affordable housing.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States’ supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
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Rezoning Request Field O782
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 2
Suitability Score (1-5): 2
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon this initial analysis, the site scored poorly when compared to
other sites and was not taken further the BIP team.
Although the site is adjacent to Les Landes primary school, is remote from the
main facilities in St Ouen's village, has been identified as having a medium
flood risk in draft Policy WER2 – Managing flood risk and more suitable sites
have been selected that will provide the supply of affordable homes in policy
H5. The offer of land for the school is an unrelated issue to the decision about
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reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.

Minister’s detailed response
the suitability of this site for housing.
The submission makes the point that this site is suitable as it compares well
with the adjacent field O785 which was rezoned for affordable housing in the
2014 revised Island Plan. However, the selection criteria have been updated
since then and field O785 has not been developed and subsequently rezoned
to the green zone in the draft BIP.

As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA’s to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone, including Field 782, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet need
yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYF-K

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Field 579, Les Vaux, St Saviour (IP-177063951)
The site scored 13 points (2,3,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021}.
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request Field S579
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 2
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
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However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.

Minister’s detailed response
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, this site scored relatively well when
compared to other sites, based upon the suitability methodology. However,
on further review, the site is too remote from the nearest village centres and
other more suitable sites were identified under Policy H5, that are able to
meet the anticipated demand for affordable housing over the Bridging Island
Plan period.

As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Field 579, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet
need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KY3-Z

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Fields 494,494A,495,496,564,566,566A & 567
We wish to notify you that subsequent to the Call for Sites process, a ’sponsor’ has been found for the above fields - GR Langlois Ltd. As such,
we suggest that the potential development site could be successfully delivered as an Affordable Homes site. GR Langlois have successfully been
providing affordable homes projects in the Island over a number of decades, and as such, suggest that their contribution to this potential
project could be telling. GR Langlois have in the past successfully brokered agreements with recognised social housing providers to ensure the
homes they develop are appropriately allocated to those most needing subsidised accommodation.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request Fields 494,494A,495,496,564,566,566A & 567
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
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It is noted that the Draft BIP proposes the Les Quennevais/Red Houses area is proposed to become the Island’s second commercial centre
during the course of the foreseeable future. This infers that the La Moye fields will have access to the facilities supported by this commercial
core - these include, commercial, educational, leisure and sport facilities. Clearly this helps in terms of sustainability. Furthermore given the
recent trend for home working, there is the potential that extra homes could viably be sustained in the La Moye area without necessarily
creating extra traffic headed to St Helier.

Minister’s detailed response
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon this initial analysis, the site did not score poorly to be taken
forwards. Although the site could be integrated into the adjacent built-up
area boundary, it is an important gap site and would create ribbon
development along La Rue de La Corbiere. It is also relatively remote from the
secondary settlement of Les Quennevais, which has better access to
community services and subsequently scored poorly on the Spatial scoring,
particularly when compared to other more suitable sites.

Given the above material changes to the submission originally made about these sites, we suggest that the fields would be worth re-evaluating
as part of the on going consultation process.

This site was not taken forwards as other more sites were considered more
suitable.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5U-X

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Fields 741 & 742, New York Lane, St Saviour (IP-178472588)
Andium Homes has secured and option to buy the above property using a presale agreement but will only exercise this if approved for
rezoning by the Planning Department.
The site scored 13 points (3,5,3,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, has previously been submitted to re-zone this land
in response to the Call for Sites which has also been enclosed as part of this submission to ensure it is made available for the Inspector’s to
review at the Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
In terms of affordable housing this Bridging Island Plan is extremely important and needs to have adequate provision to address the current
pressing issue such as supply of new homes to avoid the previous under-provision of homes by the 2011 Island Plan which then was only part
resolved by the 2014 Island Plan Review. It has been apparent from previous Island Plans, the benefit of the decisions made are not experienced
until the later periods of the 10 year term so it is vitally important to ensure that there is a long-term view on supply and that demand issues are
regularly reviewed. There have been encouraging developments, in the recent publication of the Minister for Housing & Communities (the
Minister), 'Creating Better Homes Action Plan'.
Andium Homes recognises the importance of both the Bridging Island Plan and the Minister Action Plan in respect of strategic land use, in
particular the allocation of adequate land for affordable housing.

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request fields S741 & S742
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 2
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, this site scored relatively well when
compared to other sites. However, on further review, the site has a high flood
risk score in draft Policy WER2 – Managing flood risk and this was the primary
reason for it not being considered as no mitigation measures would enable its
development to take place under this policy.
On this basis, the site was not taken forwards as other more sites were
considered more suitable and selected under policy H5.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

The 635 homes Andium Homes currently has in development cannot meet all the demand for affordable housing evidenced by the Affordable
Housing Gateway. Therefore, this site is particularly important to in part achieve the demand for housing identified by the Affordable Housing
Gateway, the OAHNR, the Housing Policy Development Board Report March 2020 report and the more recent Creating Better Homes Action
Plan published by the Minister.
It is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is made available to satisfy them in
the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of dwellings that are required as well as
establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and where the housing requirements will
be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable Fields 741 & 742, New York Lane, St Saviour (IP-178472588)
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Minister’s detailed response

Andium Homes has secured and option to buy the above property using a presale agreement but will only exercise this if approved for
rezoning by the Planning Department.
The site scored 13 points (3,5,3,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).
Given that the 16 recommended sites for affordable housing score between 14 and 17 points (2 score 14, 4 score 15, 6 score 16 and 4 score 17), it
is clear that this site, proposed to be re-zoned for affordable housing, justifies being re-zoned accordingly.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, has previously been submitted to re-zone this land
in response to the Call for Sites which has also been enclosed as part of this submission to ensure it is made available for the Inspector’s to
review at the Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
In terms of affordable housing this Bridging Island Plan is extremely important and needs to have adequate provision to address the current
pressing issue such as supply of new homes to avoid the previous under-provision of homes by the 2011 Island Plan which then was only part
resolved by the 2014 Island Plan Review. It has been apparent from previous Island Plans, the benefit of the decisions made are not experienced
until the later periods of the 10 year term so it is vitally important to ensure that there is a long-term view on supply and that demand issues are
regularly reviewed. There have been encouraging developments, in the recent publication of the Minister for Housing & Communities (the
Minister), 'Creating Better Homes Action Plan'.
Andium Homes recognises the importance of both the Bridging Island Plan and the Minister Action Plan in respect of strategic land use, in
particular the allocation of adequate land for affordable housing.
The 635 homes Andium Homes currently has in development cannot meet all the demand for affordable housing evidenced by the Affordable
Housing Gateway. Therefore, this site is particularly important to in part achieve the demand for housing identified by the Affordable Housing
Gateway, the OAHNR, the Housing Policy Development Board Report March 2020 report and the more recent Creating Better Homes Action
Plan published by the Minister.
It is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is made available to satisfy them in
the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of dwellings that are required as well as
establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and where the housing requirements will
be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning enough sites outside of the BUA's to ensure the
pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
Andium Homes well recognises the challenge of providing such a significant number of new homes in an environment where land is
constrained and quite understandably there is a desire to limit the encroachment of development into the countryside alongside a need to
protect Jersey's unique historic built environment and character, particularly in the town of St Helier.
The challenges of developing in and around existing developed land and the existing built-up area are significant, particularly for the
development of any significant number of family houses, which this site would provide.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Further to the above, this report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the
successful re-opening of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide
more than 6000 additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Housing | 48

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request G234 IP-171622367

affordability in the housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age
in-migrants to encourage post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Fields 741 & 742, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in
unmet need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to
sustain its ageing population.

ANON-ZZ1R2KPF-A

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Request for rezoning for affordable homes

An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 5
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon this initial suitability analysis, the site scored reasonably well, and
a more detailed review has been undertaken to determine its suitability as a
potential housing site.
Whilst adjacent to the existing affordable housing site of Jardin de la Mare, it
extends beyond the envelope of the existing built-up area and any
development would encroach into the open, rural landscape
As part of the Jersey Landscape Sensitivity Assessment (July 2020), this field is,
however, considered to form part of the group of the fields that comprise the
‘Grouville - West of Coastal Strip (Settlement Edge Fields)’: together, they
form a physical and visual buffer between the Grouville church and the builtup area around la rue a Don junction. This, combined with its relatively open
character, means that this area is considered to be of medium sensitivity to
housing development.
The site is adjacent to Grouville marsh which lies to the north and which is
designated an ecological SSI and so any development may have potential
implications for biodiversity.
On this basis, other sites were considered to be more appropriate, and the
site was not brought forward in the draft plan as a site for the provision of
affordable homes.

ANON-ZZ1R2KPR-P

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Request for rezoning for affordable housing

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request G355 & G358A IP – 172098780
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
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Minister’s detailed response
Landscape Score (1-7): 5
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, this site scored reasonably well when
compared to other sites. This site was reviewed in more detail by the BIP team
alongside the other the better scoring sites identified using the suitability
methodology. However, on further review it was considered that developing
this narrow strip of land would cause an overbearing impact to the existing
properties along La Rue de la Pasture, with a poor very narrow shared access.
The northern part of the site is also identified as having a low flood risk as
identified in draft Policy WER2 – Managing flood risk, which would need
mitigating.
On this basis, the site was not taken forwards as other more sites were
considered more suitable and selected under policy H5.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KME-6

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

See attached PDF

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request IP-160557982 Craigie Hall
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites was
undertaken and the best scoring were selected for further detailed site review,
with this site scoring as follows in the initial suitability analysis undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 3
Existing use Score (1-5): 1
Based upon this initial analysis, Craigie Hall did not score sufficiently well to
be taken forwards, when considered against other submitted sites. as a
suitable affordable housing site. In particular the site is steeply sloping and off
a narrow lane with poor access for housing development.
On this basis, the site was not taken forwards as other more sites were
considered more suitable and selected under policy H5.

ANON-ZZ1R2KP2-P

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Request for land to be rezoned for affordable housing

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request J801 IP-178360776
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored relatively poorly. It is
noted that his submission is a request to amend the site to the BUA, if
affordable housing is sought on this site then it would need to be included
under policy H5. However, on further review, the site is too remote from St
John's village local centre and other more suitable sites were identified under
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Minister’s detailed response
Policy H5 that are able to meet the anticipated demand for affordable
housing over the Bridging Island Plan period.
On this basis, the site was not taken forwards for an amendment to the BUA
or under policy H5 as other more sites were considered more suitable.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KCW-E

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

I am writing this e mail with reference to field MN477 Rue de Bouillon St Martin. I am a parishioner of St Martin and respectfully ask that this
land that belongs to myself and my family be re assessed as part of the upcoming Island plan for affordable homes. I understand that it has
been looked at and do not wish to waste any time for the parties concerned but believe with the building of the new estate Clos Le Troquer in
the vicinity the site would be ideal.

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request MN477
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, this site scored relatively well when
compared to other sites, based upon the suitability methodology. However,
on further review, the site is too remote from the St Martin village rural centre
and other more suitable sites were identified under Policy H5, that are able to
meet the anticipated demand for affordable housing over the Bridging Island
Plan period. On this basis, the site was not taken forwards under policy H5.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2KPB-6

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

I am writing this e mail with reference to field MN477 Rue de Bouillon St Martin. I am a parishioner of St Martin and respectfully ask that this
land that belongs to myself and my family be re assessed as part of the upcoming Island plan for affordable homes. I understand that it has
been looked at and do not wish to waste any time for the parties concerned but believe with the building of the new estate Clos Le Troquer in
the vicinity the site would be ideal. Thank you for your time and attention.

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request MN477
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, this site scored relatively well when
compared to other sites, based upon the suitability methodology. However,
on further review, the site is too remote from the St Martin village rural centre
and other more suitable sites were identified under Policy H5, that are able to
meet the anticipated demand for affordable housing over the Bridging Island
Plan period. On this basis, the site was not taken forwards under policy H5.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes
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ANON-ZZ1R2KP6-T

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Request for Fields P655 & P656 to be rezoned for affordable housing

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request -P655 & P656
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 1
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored well when compared
to other sites. The site relates well to the village centre and many facilities are
accessible by foot. The ILSCA appraisal gave a landscape score as medium
and recommended supplementary tree planting on eastern boundary, which
would minimise the impact on landscape character.
This site was not taken forwards as other more sites were considered more
suitable and selected under policy H5. Should either the demand or supply
assumptions change as a result of recommendations made by the planning
inspector following the Examination in public on the Bridging Island plan,
then other sites will be considered to meet these changes. This site scored
well in the suitability appraisals work undertaken by the BIP team and the
inspector’s views are sought on the potential suitability of this site to meet
any potential shortfalls in housing supply over the Plan period, should other
sites fall away.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KMW-R

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

See attached document

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request Ville de L'Aube
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
Based upon this initial analysis, the site did not score sufficiently well to be
taken forwards. The site is relatively remote from St Peter's village and other
small built-up areas and subsequently scored poorly on the Spatial and
suitability scoring, particularly when set against other more suitable sites.

ANON-ZZ1R2KPE-9

H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

The owner of land at New Morley requests that Policy H8 – Housing outside the Built-Up Area of the Bridging Island Plan is amended to include
the following additional exception:

Policy H8 & ERE6 amendment to accommodate open market house in
New Morley

7. In the case of the re-development of small, clearly defined plots of derelict and redundant glasshouses land, capable of accommodating a
singled welling, where it is clearly demonstrated that the tests of Polices PL5 –Countryside, coast and marine environment and NE3 –
Landscape and seascape character can be complied with and the creation of a new dwelling contributes towards the sustainability of an existing
settlement, the principle of residential use is acceptable having regard to other policy considerations; including that significant environmental

The submission is seeking to develop a single dwelling for a family member
on green field land under changes to policy H8, which is not the intention of
this policy, unless the proposal meets the criteria for a dependent relatives as
set out in the draft BIP policy. The proposed changes to policy H8 as set out
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gains can be delivered through improved design and appearance of the land and building(s); the repair and restoration of landscape character;
the return of part of the site to viable agriculture in accordance with Policy ERE6–Derelict and redundant glasshouses, having regard to the
context of the specific location and existing land uses surrounding the site.

in this submission are not appropriate and would lead to the unstainable
development of new homes in the countryside, contrary to the main thrust of
the spatial strategy in the draft BIP.

The owner of New Morley also requests that the unqualified requirement for derelict and redundant glasshouses to be removed is removed
from Policy ERE6. This requirement takes no account of the costs involved in removing structures and restoring land back to agricultural
quality. Justifying circumstances:

Changes are also being sought to Policy ERE6 and these would lead to other
sites coming forwards on sites that are likely to be in locations unsuitable for
additional housing development and therefore could not be supported.

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

For further context it is relevant to see how this site scored under the
suitability methodology. An initial high level suitability analysis of all the
submitted sites has been undertaken, relative to established planning criteria,
as set out in the Housing land availability assessment of sites report, where
only the ‘best scoring’ sites were selected. This site scored as follows in the
initial suitability analysis undertaken:

the site is part of an existing and clearly definable settlement where there are existing buildings, including dwellings;
there is a curtilage that can provide supporting use without harm to landscape character;
development has the potential to improve and enhance landscape character
development can be served by existing infrastructure;
the glasshouse is redundant to agriculture and of no value for agricultural uses; and
the removal of the derelict glass would enable approx. 1.5 acres of land to be returned to useful agricultural production.

Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
The site is relatively remote from any of the village centres and other small
built-up areas, located on a narrow Parish lane and subsequently scored
poorly on the spatial and suitability scoring. It would not be suitable for
Further comments are set out in the statement response to Policy H8 Housing outside BUA.

ANON-ZZ1R2KMF-7

H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

Land adjacent to Helie’s Cottage, La Ruelle Vaucluse, St Helier

[View full
response]

This proposal seeks to incorporate a parcel of land with the green backdrop
zone, which only applies to the built-up area. As part of the IPR, no changes
have been made to the built-up area boundary except where required in
relation to the review of the CNP boundary; the allocation of rezoned land;
and to address clear anomalies.
Proposals for new development in the countryside remain to be considered in
relation to H8 and NE3 in particular.

ANON-ZZ1R2KRC-9

H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

Garden of Cambray, Mont Cambrai, St Lawrence

[View full
response]

This proposal seeks to incorporate a parcel of land with the green backdrop
zone, which only applies to the built-up area. As part of the IPR, no changes
have been made to the built-up area boundary except where required in
relation to the review of the CNP boundary; the allocation of rezoned land;
and to address clear anomalies.
Proposals for ancillary development remain to be appropriately considered
under the proposed policy regime of Policy GD1, H8 and NE3 in particular.

ANON-ZZ1R2KF1-B

H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

Request for housing in the countryside Field Mn478B

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Policy H8 request MN478B
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site was scored as follows using the same methodology
for those sites initially submitted under the CFS:
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Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon this initial analysis, the site did not score sufficiently well to be
taken forwards. The site is remote from St Martin's village, cannot be
integrated into any proposed built-up areas and is in the Green Zone in the
draft BIP which has the highest protection from development. The site
subsequently scored very poorly on the spatial and suitability and landscape
scoring, particularly when set against other more suitable sites. Based upon
this initial analysis, the site did not score sufficiently well to be taken forwards.
The submission is seeking to develop a single dwelling for a family member
on green field land under changes to policy H8, which is not the intention of
this policy, unless the proposal meets the criteria for a dependent relatives as
set out in the draft BIP policy. The proposed changes to policy H8 as set out
in this submission are not appropriate and would lead to the unstainable
development of new homes in the countryside, contrary to the main thrust of
the spatial strategy in the draft BIP.
Further comments are set out in the statement response to Policy H8: SR 40 Housing outside the BUA

ANON-ZZ1R2KR3-S

H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

More flexible approach to housing in the countryside

[View full
response]

Policy H8 Rezoning Request - IP-178626237 Land at La Verte Vue, La Rue
du Rondin, St Mary
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 2
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
Based upon this initial analysis, the site did not score sufficiently well to be
taken forwards. The site is relatively remote from St Mary's village and other
small built-up areas and subsequently scored poorly on the spatial and
suitability scoring, particularly when set against other more suitable sites. The
submission is seeking to develop a single dwelling for a family member on
green field land under changes to policy H8, which is not the intention of this
policy, unless the proposal meets the criteria for a dependent relatives as set
out in the draft BIP policy. The proposed changes to policy H8 as set out in
this submission are not appropriate and would lead to the unstainable
development of new homes in the countryside, contrary to the main thrust of
the spatial strategy in the draft BIP.
Further comments are set out in the statement response to Policy H8: SR 40 Housing outside the BUA
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ANON-ZZ1R2KFD-X

H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

More flexible housing policy outside BuiltUp Area Objection to zoning under Coastal National Park

[View full
response]

Policy H8 Rezoning Request Cheraleen, St. Mary
This site was not originally submitted as part of the call for Sites submissions.
This site has subsequently been scored using the same high level suitability
analysis as follows;
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 2
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
Based upon this initial analysis, the site did not score sufficiently well to be
taken forwards. The site is relatively remote from St Mary's village and other
small built-up areas and subsequently scored poorly on the Spatial and
suitability scoring, particularly when set against other more suitable sites. The
submission is seeking to develop open market housing and this type of
housing is not being supported under policy H8. The proposed changes to
policy H8 as set out in this submission are not appropriate and would lead to
the unstainable development of new homes in the countryside, contrary to
the main thrust of the spatial strategy in the draft BIP.
Further comments are set out in the statement response to Policy H8: SR 40 Housing outside the BUA

ANON-ZZ1R2KRA-7

H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

More flexible policy for coutryside

[View full
response]

Separate submission attached

Rezoning Request Policy H8- North end house
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
Based upon this initial analysis, the site did not score sufficiently well to be
taken forwards. The site is relatively remote from St Lawrence village and
other small built-up areas and subsequently scored poorly on the spatial and
suitability scoring, particularly when set against other more suitable sites. The
submission is seeking to develop a number of new open market dwellings on
green field land under changes to policy H8, which is not the intention of this
policy. Green field/open space sites are only being considered for affordable
housing under policy H5 and this site is not considered suitable to be
included in the sites identified in this policy.
Further comments are set out in SR 40 - Housing outside BUA.

ANON-ZZ1R2KM2-K

H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

Request for more flexible policy for housing in the countryside

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request Policy H8 Foxfield
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
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were selected. This site was scored as follows using the same methodology
for those sites initially submitted under the CFS:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 1
Based upon this initial analysis, the site did not score sufficiently well to be
taken forwards. Although the site could be integrated into the adjacent builtup area boundary, the site is relatively remote from the secondary settlement
of Les Quennevais, which has better access to community services and
subsequently scored poorly on the spatial scoring, particularly when
compared to other more suitable sites. The submission is seeking to develop
a single new open market home on green field land under changes to policy
H8, which is not the intention of this policy. Green field sites are only being
considered for affordable housing under policy H5 and this site is not
considered suitable to be included in the sites identified in this policy.
Further comments are set out in the statement response to Policy H8: SR 40 Housing outside the BUA

ANON-ZZ1R2KM4-N

H8 – Housing
outside the builtup area

More flexible policy for CNP

[View full
response]

Policy H8 - housing request La Rive garage, Rozel woods
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 2
Landscape Score (1-7): 2
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
Based upon this initial analysis, the site did not score sufficiently well to be
taken forwards. The site is remote from St Martins and Trinity villages, cannot
be integrated into any proposed built-up areas and is in the Coastal National
park which has the highest protection from development. The site
subsequently scored very poorly on the Spatial and suitability and landscape
scoring, particularly when set against other more suitable sites. The
submission is seeking to develop a single dwelling under changes to policy
H8, which is not the intention of this policy, unless the proposal meets the
criteria of the policy as set out in the BIP. Only larger sites for affordable
housing located in the most suitable and sustainable locations are being
considered as exception sites for housing developments under draft BIP
policy H5 and this site is also not considered suitable or of a large enough
size to be included in the sites identified in this policy.
Further comments are set out in the statement response to Policy H8 Housing outside BUA.
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ANON-ZZ1R2KPX-V

H8 – Housing
outside the builtup area

More flexible policy for housing in the countryside.

[View full
response]

Policy H8 - Longfields St Ouen
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site was scored as follows using the same methodology
for those sites initially submitted under the CFS:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 2
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
Based upon this initial analysis, the site did not score sufficiently well to be
taken forwards. The site is remote from St Ouen's village, cannot be
integrated into any proposed built-up areas and is in the Green Zone in the
draft BIP which has the highest protection from development. The site
subsequently scored very poorly on the Spatial and suitability and landscape
scoring, particularly when set against other more suitable sites. Based upon
this initial analysis, the site did not score sufficiently well to be taken forwards.
Further comments are set out in the statement response to Policy H8: SR 40 Housing outside the BUA

BHLF-ZZ1R2K53-V

H8 – Housing
outside the builtup area

We are very disappointed to hear our site didn’t make it to the bridging plan. We believe the ‘existing use’ score pulls down our score, and
whilst the land is agricultural, it is plainly not suitable for commercial agriculture, and other such sites have scored higher on this point.
We believe our case has not had the deserved attention and would like the site to remain a consideration for housing. We would therefore like
an inspector the review its context, including history.
Please find the original application attached.

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request - T873
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon this initial analysis, the site scored less favourably when
compared to other sites and was not taken further the BIP team. Although
the site could be integrated into the adjacent built-up area boundary, the site
is small and increasing the development opportunity by including the site to
the south as suggested in the submission would result in an unacceptable
intrusion into the countryside and on fields that are subject to flood risk, as
identified under draft Policy WER2 – Managing flood risk.
The site therefore scored poorly in the Housing land availability and
assessment of sites report
(https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Planning%20and%20building/R
%20Housing%20land%20and%20assessment%20of%20sites%20KP%20RB.pdf
) when compared to both other non-selected and proposed sites being put
forward in the Bridging Island Plan.
On this basis, the site was not taken forwards for an amendment to the BUA
or under policy H5 as other more sites were considered more suitable.
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ANON-ZZ1R2KMC-4

H8 – Housing
outside the builtup area

The owner of Field B512 would like to be able build family homes.

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request Policy H8 - IP-178679980 - B512
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon this initial analysis, the site did not score sufficiently well to be
taken forwards. Although the site could be integrated into the adjacent builtup area boundary, the site is relatively remote from the secondary settlement
of Les Quennevais, which has better access to community services and
subsequently scored poorly on the Spatial scoring, particularly when
compared to other more suitable sites. The submission is seeking to develop
new open market and affordable homes on green field land under changes to
policy H8, which is not the intention of this policy. Green field sites are only
being considered for affordable housing under policy H5 and this site is not
considered suitable to be included in the sites identified in this policy.
Further comments are set out in the statement response to Policy H8: SR 40 Housing outside the BUA

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

H8 – Housing
outside the Builtup area

ANON-ZZ1R2KM4-N

NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character

•“Housing outside the built up area” shouldn’t be enlarged. Really? That it has been is part of the reason for lack of confidence in government &
the planning department.

More flexible CNP policy

[View full
response]

See SR 40 – Housing outside the built-up area

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request Policy H8 La Rive Garage
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 2
Landscape Score (1-7): 2
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, this site scored very poorly when
compared to other sites, and was not taken forwards. The site is relatively
remote from St Martin's or Trinity villages and other small built-up areas and
subsequently had poor spatial and suitability scoring, particularly when set
against other more suitable sites. The submission is seeking to develop a new
open market dwelling in the green zone under changes to policy H8, which is
not the intention of this policy.
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Further comments are set out in the statement response to Policy H8: SR 40 Housing outside the BUA

ANONZZ1R2KXN-T

PL4 - Smaller
settlements

In respect of submission "IP-180267961 "

[View full
response]

There have been a number of "Green Field" sites identified for housing as listed within the Plan, these give housing densities of around 30
dwellings / hectare in areas that the local residents object to. Primarily their objections focus on the loss of land seen as "countryside" - i.e.
where the aesthetic appeal of seeing green fields has a calming and well being effect over that of urban sprawl. We have submitted plans for
redeveloping a site which currently contains rusting old vehicles and old boats, (previously Glass Houses built prior to 1960) it is not seen from
any road, and has all available services and amenities within 10 minutes walking distance. it is in a "Smaller Settlement" and neighbours as well
as the parish constable are supportive of it. The redevelopment requires an encroachment of approximately 0.16 of Brown Field site and
achieves a dwelling benefit of 50 dwellings / hectare. This provides much needed housing stock of family type homes with parking and
countryside access. We believe a common sense approach is required to look at the potential for smaller pockets of development that take
advantage of unused and possibly contaminated brown filed sites, to return these sites to use and address the dire requirement for family type
housing. We believe this is in preference to addressing the housing shortage merely by taking operating green field sites and turning them over
to housing against the opinions of the local inhabitants.

Rezoning Request Houguemont - P-180267961
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 2
Suitability Score (1-5): 4
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, this site scored relatively well when
compared to other sites, based upon the suitability methodology. However,
on further review, the site is too remote from the nearest village centres and
other more suitable sites were identified under Policy H5, that are able to
meet the anticipated demand for affordable housing over the Bridging Island
Plan period. On this basis, the site was not taken forwards as other more sites
were considered more suitable and selected under policy H5.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

ANON-ZZ1R2K8B-E

Strategic Proposal
1 - Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

I am asking for Island Plan reference IP-175703206 at Les Niemes Farm St Peter to be reconsidered for rezoning within the Draft Island Plan

Strategic Proposal
4 - A west of island
planning
framework

[View full
response]

Rezoning request Les Niemes Farm
An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 1
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 4
Based upon the initial suitability analysis, the site scored poorly well when
compared to other sites. The site is remote from St peter's village and other
more suitable sites were identified that are able to meet the anticipated
demand for affordable housing over the Bridging Island Plan period, in
particular Field P622. More fundamentally, the submission is seeking to
develop open market housing and this type of housing is not being
supported on rezoned sites.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes
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ANON-ZZ1R2KX2-X

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

The Parish of St Ouen would like to put forward Fields O622 & O623 for affordable housing.

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request O622 and O623

Submission attached.

An initial high level suitability analysis of all the submitted sites has been
undertaken, relative to established planning criteria, as set out in the Housing
land availability assessment of sites report, where only the ‘best scoring’ sites
were selected. This site scored as follows in the initial suitability analysis
undertaken:
Spatial score (1-4): 3
Suitability Score (1-5): 3
Landscape Score (1-7): 6
Existing use Score (1-5): 2
Based upon this initial analysis, the site scored reasonably well and was
subject to a more detailed assessment by the BIP team. The site can be
integrated into St Ouen's village and subsequently performed well against the
Spatial and suitability scoring. The JLSA includes this field within the study
area of the village noting it as a western edge unit. These units are
considered to be of variable sensitivity to housing development. There also
several listed buildings within this LLU and therefore settings of listed
buildings would need to be considered in respect of the design of new
development.
The demand for affordable homes is based upon population modelling and
outlined in the BIP, based upon the supporting evidence and further
supported by the additional detailed response to the representations made
on the demand and selection of the affordable housing sites. This identified
demand is anticipated to be met from those rezoned sites identified under
policy H5 in the BIP.
Should either the demand or supply assumptions change as a result of
recommendations made by the planning inspector following the Examination
in public on the Bridging Island plan, then other sites will be considered to
meet these changes. This site scored well in the suitability appraisals work
undertaken by the BIP team and the inspector’s views are sought on the
potential suitability of this site to meet any potential shortfalls in housing
supply over the Plan period, should other sites fall away.

Designated sites
BHLF-ZZ1R2KTU-W

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Field 1219, La Grande Route de la Mont a L'Abbe, St Helier (IP-173550913)
The site scored 17 points (4,4,7,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021). This is the highest score amongst the sites
recommended to be re-zoned.

[View full
response]

Rezoning Request -Field 1219 IP173871572 FTB
This site is identified in policy H5 and the comments are noted. See SR 26 Provision of affordable homes.

As such, it is one of the 16 recommended sites for re-zoning for affordable housing and the Affordable Housing Site Assessment prepared
indicates it could achieve between 36 and 54 dwellings on it. However, only half of the site is proposed for affordable housing. The other half is
proposed to be safeguarded for educational use, presumably because the current Island Plan stated it was deficient in playing field provision.
However, an all-weather playing pitch has recently been provided within the grounds of Haute Vallee. There is also no justification given for the
zoning of this land for educational purposes in the Draft Bridging Plan. It is therefore questioned whether this deficiency still exists. It is
therefore proposed that the western half of the field is re-zoned for affordable housing and which would increase the yield to between 72 and
108 dwellings.
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[View full
response]

Objection MN410 - St. Martin

A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Field 1219, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet
need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

ANON-ZZ1R2K11-P

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

I would like to object to the proposed rezoning of field MN410 for affordable housing under H5 - Provision of affordable housing on the
following grounds:
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Field MN410 is within the Green Zone where there is a general presumption against all forms of new development. Indeed previous
attempts to develop this field have been roundly rejected by the parishioners of St Martin. Unlike many fields in the green zone which have
been re-zoned, there is no existing development on this field. The field is an attractive “green lung” in front of the Listed Catholic Church
and sits along a network of green lanes well used by walkers, cyclists and horse riders. The view across the field to the listed Church is
beautiful and an amenity enjoyed by many who enjoy walking/cycling the network of green lanes of which Rue des Buttes forms a part. To
build 23-34 homes here would be detrimental to the setting of the listed Catholic Church, the graveyard, the recreational users of Rue des
Buttes and the rural character of the area.
The field does not have any current boundaries formed by housing and does not have a “semi-developed context”. The IBP is inaccurate
when classifying this field as defined in the Jersey Landscape Sensitivity Assessment as “principally characterised by their proximity to village
development with one or more boundaries formed by housing, giving a semi-developed context.” In the case of field MN410 this is wholly
inaccurate. No boundary is formed by housing. To the east is a cemetery, to the north is the Catholic church, to the south is an agricultural
field (currently planted with potatoes) and to the West across the other side of a green lane are just 2 character detached houses and an
orchard. There is no boundary of housing and to build on this field would represent an incursion into the green zone. This would have a
significant detrimental impact on the rural character of the network of green lanes to which Rue des Buttes forms is an integral part.
Development of field MN410 therefore represents an incursion into the countryside which under H8 is not to be supported.
The field is not isolated as described in the IBP. Field MN410 leads onto a large network of fields to the south, including the adjacent field
currently planted with potatoes. One hopes that the planners would be wise to the decision by the former owner to sell this field separately
to a developer whilst selling the rest of the fields to another buyer as a single parcel. The commercial decision to sell to a developer for a
higher price than agricultural land commands, and not to sell field MN410 along with the rest of his parcel of land, should not come with a
right to develop because he has made it appear isolated. If this practice was supported, then farmers across Jersey would allow fields to
become derelict / “isolated” to improve their chances of a lucrative sale.
There is no direct access to the main road from this field. Field MN410 does not have a border with the Grande route de St Martin so there
is no access to the site from the main road. Appendix 1, pg 347 of the IBP incorrectly states that “the North/west corner of the site touches
the Primary Route Network – La Grande Route de St Martin”. This is factually incorrect. It is actually the car park for the Catholic Church that
borders the Grande Route, whereas the North-west corner of field MN410 borders the Rue des Buttes some 20-30 yards from the ‘yellow
line’ junction with the main road and a site entrance along rue des Buttes is wholly unsuitable.
Rue des Buttes is a narrow green line which cannot support two-way traffic. There are no passing places between the existing entrance (at
the south end of the field) on Rue des Buttes along to the where Rue des Buttes meets the Grande Route de St Martin. This single-track
green lane cannot support a further volume of traffic that a development of 23-34 homes would create. The junction with the main road is
already a difficult one and it is already frequently necessary for vehicles to reverse onto the main road to allow another vehicle to pass.
St Martin’s School cannot support 30 new families. The presumption is that affordable housing would be for families however the school in
St Martin is currently over subscribed with no places available. Where would all these children go to school? The parish cannot support an
influx of families. Our understanding from the Parish is that there is, in contrast a desperate need for sheltered housing for the elderly.
Should the site be re-zoned for Affordable housing, any future development of sheltered housing would not be possible as the IBP is
currently drafted.

Minister’s detailed response
Withdrawal of this site is noted and the loss of units, estimated to be between
27-41 homes will be replaced.
Objection noted – (See Appendix 4) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.
The Minister will seek to remove this site from the plan, as set out in the
Ministers modification schedule

This site is not suitable for the density of development that zoning as Affordable Housing would require. Re-zoning for affordable housing
presumes a density range of between 30-45 dwellings per hectare however, given that the site is not bordered by any existing housing, can only
be accessed by a single track green lane and represents an incursion into the countryside, this density would be entirely inappropriate in this
green zone and have a detrimental impact on the character of the landscape.

ANON-ZZ1R2K78-3

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

The Fields are stated as being on La Rue de la Haye when in fact access to them is solely via La Rue de la Mare de la Reine (the “Lane”). There is
no Fields boundary on La Rue de la Haye.
•
•
•
•
•

•

The Plan refers to the Fields as having good access. This is incorrect for the purpose of a housing development. The Lane is very narrow,
with single lane traffic. The increase in traffic resulting from a development of up to 41 houses would be detrimental to the Lane.
There is heavy footfall of dog walkers, horse riders, joggers, walkers and children walking to school. The Lane would become too busy for
this to be safe and enjoyable. The Lane currently forms part of a safe access route from east to west of the island
The Lane’s current speed limit is 40mph. The Lane should be changed to a Green Lane regardless of whether or not the Fields are rezoned.
Hedges in the Lane will become increasingly damaged by vehicles attempting to pass each other and the heavy vehicles that will be
needed to develop the Fields.
The Plan refers to the Fields as having become isolated which causes problems with farm practices. Again, this is incorrect. The Fields have
direct access on to the Lane, have one border with another field and have fields opposite. Develop the Fields and the next next field along
will become "isolated". Constant agricultural activity in the Lane demonstrates that there is no apparent problem with farm practices. The
Fields are worked daily by the market gardener.
The field opposite the Fields is also used for market gardening, Redacted text. Increased traffic poses a risk to these animals.
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Objection Fields MN 390 & MN389 – St. Martin
Withdrawal of this site is noted and the loss of units, estimated to be between
27-41 homes will be replaced.
Objection noted – (See Appendix 4) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.
The Minister will seek to remove this site from the plan, as set out in the
Ministers modification schedule
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Minister’s detailed response

The exit on to La Grande Route de Saint-Martin (the “Main Road”) from the Lane is extremely dangerous as you cannot see traffic
advancing from the right, often in excess of the 30mph speed limit. For this reason, most residents residing at the eastern end of the Lane
already use La Rue de la Haye to get to the Main Road, as do heavy vehicles based in the area and large tractors used for agriculture in the
Lane.
The exit from La Rue De La Haye on to the Main Road is on a bend and is very dangerous as you cannot see traffic coming up from the
Parish church. Cars exiting the St John Ambulance site add to the problem and traffic coming from La Preference, also blind, is quite often
travelling in excess of the 30mph limit of this area. The speed limit should be dramatically reduced as far as Maufant regardless of whether
or not the Fields are developed.
Entering the Lane from the Main Road, there are two properties; Chestnut Cottage and Les Buttes Cottage (the “Cottages”). Their front
doors exit directly onto the Lane. There is no pavement. Both properties park their vehicles on the Lane. The safety of these residents needs
to be considered.
Traffic entering the Lane at the eastern end is frequently confronted by vehicles trying to exit the Lane when vehicles belonging to the
Cottages are parked there. This means that the exiting traffic is on the wrong side of the Lane. This situation is currently very dangerous
creating the potential for vehicle shunting when turning into the Lane from the Main Road.
The proposition is that between 27 and 41 homes could be built on the Fields. 41 houses equals possibly 82 cars travelling through the Lane
and La Rue de la Haye at least twice a day, plus trade vehicles and weekend visitors. The traffic using La Rue de La Haye would therefore
increase dramatically as cars will take the short cut rather than attempt to exit on to the Main Road.
La Rue de la Haye is a 10mph road which isn’t adhered to at the best of times and is not currently policed. There are often children playing
in the road and many of the residents have cats. Cyclists often cycle the wrong way. Trades vehicles are also often seen travelling the
wrong way through St Martin’s Village. There are blind corners.
The crossing from the Village to the Village Green path behind the St John Ambulance Hall will become very dangerous for children and
will require a zebra crossing.
There have been two planning applications in the Lane that have been rejected in the last 7 years.
•
The application in 2014, P/2014/2061, to install an agricultural shed was objected to by the Parish Roads Committee due to unease
about increased traffic in what is a quiet lane and concern about exacerbating an already difficult drainage situation in the area as a
whole. Their arguments still stand. A development of 41 houses would have a far greater impact on drainage than an agricultural
shed.
•
The application in 2015, P/2015/1344, to install a single dwelling unit on an existing stable block. One of the reasons it was refused was
that the proposed development would be visually dominant and intrusive and would cause harm to the character and street scene on
the surrounding area. Again, this argument still stands for a development of 41 houses.
The area has a high water table and you can see the impact that the Village has had on drainage on the Main Road towards La Preference
and surrounding fields during heavy rainfall.
Parking in the area will become an even greater issue. The St John’s Ambulance Hall is already struggling with parking on their site, as
Village residents use it for overflow parking. This being despite the 3 hour parking restriction which is not currently policed.
The Village Green car park could also not support more cars. It is already full most of the day due to the Café, the Petanque pitch users,
overflow parking from the Village and people from outside of the area parking up for the day and catching the bus into town. School drop
off and pick up add to the problem which also has an effect on the M&S carpark making is difficult for shoppers
There will be increased noise, traffic pollution and light pollution in the area.
Speed limits on all of the surrounding roads would need to be reduced and policed. Do the St Martin Honorary Police have capacity to
police the roads and car parking areas for parking infractions, speeding, anti-social behaviour on the Village Green etc.? We are already
experiencing high speed traffic and boy racer activity on the Main Road and surrounding lanes
Will the primary school have sufficient capacity for what could be another 160 children, if you include the Rue des Buttes proposition?
St Martin’s Village (the “Village”) is a quality development that has matured over the past 25 years. To add an extension at this stage would
detract from the tranquil and characterful setting that has been created from the wonderful vision that started its life in the 1980s.
The Village was not developed for first time buyers as incorrectly referred to in the Plan and also incorrectly referred to on the Parish
website. It was developed for St Martinaise wishing to live in the Parish.
The Village is not an estate, as referred to in the Plan. It is a village. The Village consists of a number of developments (courtyards) set along
a public road.
There will be considerable impact on the wildlife (squirrels, hedgehogs, birds, rabbits) that has established over the last 25 years, in the
shrubs and trees on Association land in La Rue de la Haye and also in the hedge on the south side of the Fields.
There is a danger that the Village and any proposed new development would end up looking like Maufant Village, which over the years has
been built in various stages and now looks tired, dated and in many areas uncared for.
Increased cars from the Fields, and all of the other proposed sites from St Martin into St Helier will add to the morning traffic chaos at Five
Oaks roundabout, Bagatelle Road and St Saviour’s Hill
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KU6-Y

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Fields: MN389 MN390 & MN410 - St. Martin

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 4) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

Although the Bridging Island Plan has identified various and outrageous reasons for building housing on the above fields, I wish to register my
objection to this proposal. Simply put, there is a creeping urbanisation around the island that has to be resisted. Any green field should only
ever be considered as a very last resort. In my view there are better options than the fields noted above.
Within this local area I think for example that St. Saviour's Hospital is a site that merits development.
I would also add that St. Helier should be developed as an aspirational place to live. Don't be afraid to build higher. If its properly supported
with the right amenities - parks, community centres ..

ANON-ZZ1R2KJU-K

H2 - Housing
density

Re development of Field 530 and three fields opposite the old Evening Post Offices.
The development of the Five Oaks area has already reached saturation point for the following reasons1. We have 11 schools within a mile radius
of Five Oaks making the traffic at school times bumper to bumper 2. Air pollution with the current level of traffic around the Five Oaks from
roundabout into town at these times cannot be safe.3 Safety for pedestrians and cyclists around this area is a real issue once again because of
the level of heavy traffic4. We have already had 2 large developments built in recent years Belvedere and Langtry which have both exacerbated
the traffic problems which existed before they were built.5 With the possibility of developing the St Saviour's hospital site for housing once
again more pressure will be put on the Five \Oaks link to Town ....the infrastructure will just not be able to cope..6. With schools in the area
already at saturation point what is going to happen to the children in these new developments?7

ANON-ZZ1R2KJ6-M

H2 - Housing
density
H3 - Provision of
homes
H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

I am very concerned about the proposal to build a substantial number of new homes in the Five Oaks area of St Saviour, which is already heavily
built up and has a lack of green, open spaces. The distribution of proposed new homes across the Island is completely unfair - with St Saviour
taking the biggest hit by a large margin, while other parishes have none. In addition, the proposed sites in St Saviour are completely unsuitable,
due to their location, and should not even be being considered due to the fact that they are green field sites.
The Five Oaks roundabout and Bagatelle Road are already a nightmare, and are completely gridlocked during morning and evening rush hour,
and buses in the morning are routinely late due to the large amount of traffic. There is no way the parish infrastructure and roads could cope
with hundreds more new houses, and the hundreds of cars that they would bring.
The parish schools are already at capacity, with no room to be developed, and residents have already had to put up with the building of two
massive developments in recent years, at Belvedere and Langtry Gardens. The proposed housing developments would have a massive impact
on the quality of residents' lives, both while the development was taking place, and afterwards. It feels as though St Saviour residents are being
treated as second class citizens, and expected to put up with dangerously unsafe and busy roads, building on green field sites, noise and traffic
pollution, and urbanisation, while many parishes aren't even being considered for any new homes.

ANONZZ1R2KXV-2

SP4 - Protecting
and promoting
island identity
SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

I write in strong objection to the rezoning of Fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198 for housing.
The destruction of strategically important organic dairy fields. It is unbelievable that these fields are even part of the Island Plan as even this
states that they are “Strategically important for nearby dairy” (field H1186a), “used by adjacent dairy and Strategically highly important” (field
H1189) and “Proximity of the dairy unit means this land would be classed as strategically, highly important” (Field H1198). The three adjoining
fields specifically are strategically highly important for dairy farming and the farmer leasing Field 1198 has spent years tending it so that it is an
organic field. These particular fields are used by one of only two organic dairy farms. It has taken years to achieve the high standards required
for organic production and are essential to the island dairy industry. Maintaining these herds is all part of how we maintain our Island Identity
and it would be devastating to lose this.

SP6 - Sustainable
island economy

ANONZZ1R2KXJ-P

SP4 - Protecting
and promoting
island identity

The loss of essential green spaces on the outskirts of St Helier, marking the boundary of the town. Residents here, and many town dwellers visit
this area to enjoy the nature and wildlife of the green space. It would be catastrophic to peoples’ wellbeing if this was taken away. Many walkers,
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SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

joggers and cyclists use this area, as it represents the beginning of the countryside. Making this area less accessible to walkers and cyclists is
contrary to establishing Greener Journeys.

SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

Further to my initial comments, my concern here is that the potential impact on Five Oaks is to further develop an already significantly
developed area. There is, already, a distinct lack of community space (lack of parks, playing fields, etc.), and such heavy use of the roads around
the area that there is a real risk to road safety in the area.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

Specifically in regard to the development of green field sites in St Saviour

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8, 9 & 10) - SR 26 - Provision of
affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

The destruction of strategically important organic dairy fields. It is unbelievable that these fields are even part of the Island Plan as even this
states that they are “Strategically important for nearby dairy” (field H1186a), “used by adjacent dairy and Strategically highly important” (field
H1189) and “Proximity of the dairy unit means this land would be classed as strategically, highly important” (Field H1198). The three adjoining
fields specifically are strategically highly important for dairy farming and the farmer leasing Field 1198 has spent years tending it so that it is an
organic field. These particular fields are used by one of only two organic dairy farms. It has taken years to achieve the high standards required
for organic production and are essential to the island dairy industry. Maintaining these herds is all part of how we maintain our Island Identity
and it would be devastating to lose this.

SP7 - Planning for
community needs

ANON-ZZ1R2KAX-D

H2 - Housing
density

•
H3 - Provision of
homes

ANON-ZZ1R2K4Q-S

will put increase pressure on infrastructure & roads.
•
Already see gridlock around Five Oaks roundabout most mornings 7-9am.
•
No space for bus/bike lanes.
•
Ambulance parks at JEP site specifically to avoid rush hour around school drop offs = public safety risk.
Road safety concerns.
No consideration to environment building on green fields, noise/light/traffic pollution- plan looks to exclude land parceling which is what
you are doing here
impacts of other factors such as citizens general well being and mental health (increased traffic queues/less green space)- computer
modelling and RAG scores somewhat subjective.

H4 - Meeting
housing needs

•
•

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

•

H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

Seems to imply filling in gaps between existing development with no consideration of other factors for spatial strategy. Plan wishes to avoid
"ribbon development" which is exactly what is proposed. "Undeveloped fields which are critical to character of historic villages" i.e. communities.
Both seem to score green, they should be at least amber agricultural fields and within edge of smaller settlement- development in St Saviour
disproportionate increase in number of new houses (142-212) compared to other locations

H2 - Housing
density

RE H1186a, 1189, 1198 - whilst I accept there's a need for more housing on Jersey, are these fields really ideal? La Grande Route de St Jean is
already overloaded with traffic as a main access route and the access off the main road via the school is very narrow and already difficult to pass
with only 1 car width. More houses with 2 + cars each will cause complete congestion.
Also, from an environmental and heritage aspect, these fields have been farmed by the same family for years and are noted as strategically
highly important. Suddenly it seems we're happy to ignore this fact and allow housing to override Jersey's farming history and likely push a
longstanding business into closure.

ANON-ZZ1R2KUN-Q

H2 - Housing
density

60-90 properties will be far too many properties in Field 530. This will result in tall buildings cutting out any views and light for the surrounding
properties. Need to reduce the number if this does go ahead and have a 10metre buffer between the existing surrounding properties and the
new development perimeter.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

ANON-ZZ1R2KVD-E

H2 - Housing
density

General comments about Housing

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 2 & 3) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes
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H3 - Provision of
homes

Dear Sirs, Re Island Plan

H4 - Meeting
housing needs
H5 - Provision of
affordable homes
Proposal 22 Future affordable
housing provision

Published
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Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

Fields: H1186a, H1189, H1198, La Grande Route de St. Jean, St Helier (76 houses) Field H1219, La Grande Route de Mont a L’Abbé, St Helier (54
Houses).I wish to object to the above proposed developments. I am a Jersey resident and I am profile of young islanders that affordable
housing is aimed towards. Whilst I approve of affordable housing, I do not support this at the expense of green zones on the island. The
environment is part of the reason we all live on Jersey and building on our important farmland is not a price worth paying for additional
housing. There is plenty of unused land or derelict properties/greenhouses on the island. I do not agree with major housing developments on
any actively farmed Green Zones particularly not land used for the Jersey herd.
These fields are working organic farmland and the existing protection they have, needs to remain. The planning department acknowledge the
fields are strategically highly important to the Jersey herd and its future, so it remains illogical to destroy these fields. The fields remain highly
important to the maintenance of the dairy industry and home to a wide variety of wildlife, critical to the delicate environmental balance. The
proposed high density of 76 houses on this field is not in keeping with the location. This field cannot support it. La Grande Route De Mont A
L’Abbe is a 15 mph, single track, quiet, green lane with no pavements so shared pedestrian access and limited vehicle passing places.
Pedestrians, cyclists, joggers, walkers, Haute Vallee school children & dog walkers use this as an alternative to La Route de St Jean but is has no
capacity for more vehicles.
Queens Road is already a daily traffic bottleneck heading into town. These roads do not have the capacity for more traffic. Queens Road/ La
Route de St Jean has pending increases from the new hospital, the new Co-op at Sion and the ‘The Range’ on the existing Motor Mall site and
additional housing on the road will make matters worse. 51 flats on the site of the existing West Hill Country Hotel on La Grande Route De Mont
A L’Abbe plus the 4 fields in Mont A L’abbe would mean another 181 high density properties in the area. I do not support any of the proposals
regarding new housing estates in the Mont A L’Abbe area which is not in keeping with the rural area. I believe this proposal is damaging to me,
the local community, the environment, the legacy of the Jersey Dairy Herd and the island. It will have a negative effect on the quality of all the
local resident’s both physically and mentally and should be permanently rejected. The States and its members should protect us all by
continuing to honour the commitment made when the fields were designated as Green Zones. The States must maintain the existing quality of
life for the residents and users of Mont A L’Abbe.

ANON-ZZ1R2KUK-M

SP3 - Placemaking

I write to you about the recent news of Jersey’s Island Plan and the proposal to build a significant number of houses around the Five Oaks area.

SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

As you will appreciate, the Five Oaks area is already considerably built up and the infrastructure (particularly the roads) is near breaking point as
it currently stands without the potential for 200 new houses being built on Field S530 (Princes Tower Road) and Fields S413, S415, S415a and
S470 (opposite the old JEP site).

SP7 - Planning for
community needs

We know Bagatelle Road is an extremely busy road and has one of the highest collision rates on the island and the roads that feed off the Five
Oaks round-about are grid lock at school pick up / drop off times and peak times throughout the day. I do not understand how the
Government and the Parish of St Saviour can feel this is appropriate for this location. I would question how much research and thought has
gone in to understanding the impact of these proposed new houses on the area. The increased number of cars travelling to and from the area
will add to the congestion on the narrow roads coupled with the current narrow pavements or in some places no pavements is a disaster
waiting to happen.
As well as the pressure this will put on the infrastructure, there is also the decimation of green space and wildlife habitat by removing the 24
vergees of fields. The removal of these fields will have a significant impact on the minimal green space left in the area, wildlife present and the
mental health of the parishioners living in the area. I cannot believe the Parish is willing to let this happen.
Whilst I appreciate there is a need for homes for families on the island, I think the Government should be looking at cramming in less one
bedroom flats that fit the bare minimum in planning requirements for the an extraordinary price and instead insist on these developments cater
for families and comfortable living for an affordable price.

ANONZZ1R2KXE-H

SP7 - Planning for
community needs

With relation to all the proposed developments around Five Oaks area, I see no provision to ease the traffic (create safe walking / cycling
routes), or increase children's play / education facilities to cope with the extra demand on existing stretched resources. If the number of
proposed developments is approved (also noting here that there is no mention of the current proposals to increase the capacity of Le Cinq
Chene) then the resources will simply not be able to cope.
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ANON-ZZ1R2KUN-Q

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Field 530 and other fields in St Saviour can be used for agriculture and certainly grazing land. Once lost and built in there will never be any
turning back. Local service in Five Oaks area in particular are full to bursting point. Morissons and garage at Five Oaks is always very busy with
resultant traffic jams and regular traffic and personal accidents. Other retail amenities are all busy albeit limited for the very large number of
houses that ALREADY exist in the Oaks area. This area is already at saturation point and can not be sensibly service another 500 or so properties
that are being considered in the Island Plan and the extension of existing development (Le Chinq Chene).

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

ANON-ZZ1R2KUN-Q

GD 1 - Managing
the health and
wellbeing impact
of new
development

The health and wellbeing of the current residents of Five Oaks and specifically around Filed 530 must be taken into consideration. The residents
are a mixture of long established patrons of the parish as well as more recently established parishioners. The building of up to 90 houses in Field
530 will materially reduce the mental health and physical wellbeing of a larger number of the existing community due to the very close
proximity of the new houses. This will include losing blue sky, losing the sun, losing visual vistas of green land and meadow including wild
animals, birds and natural vegetation. The packing in of such as a development is not at keeping with the rural aspect and position of this area
of St Saviours.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

GD 1 - Managing
the health and
wellbeing impact
of new
development

With a particular focus on the development on Field 530 with access road off Princes Tower Road the proposed development will have a very
detrimental affect on the current residents.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

ANON-ZZ1R2KSF-D

GD 1 - Managing
the health and
wellbeing impact
of new
development

I am concerned with the proposed level of development planned around five oaks. If not managed carefully, this could result in a significant
level of pollution and an increase in traffic and congestion in the area.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

ANON-ZZ1R2KXE-H

GD 1 - Managing
the health and
wellbeing impact

With regards to the development proposals for the Five Oaks area, it seems there has been a massive oversight re the current traffic situation
and how badly the additional homes will impact the area. Again, I note there is no mention of the additional units due to be re-build on Le Cinq
Chene site, thus skewing figures and seemingly attempting to hide this proposed expansion.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

GD 2 - Community
participation in
large-scale
development
proposals
GD 3 - Planning
obligation
agreements
GD 5 - Demolition
and replacement
of buildings
GD 6 - Design
quality
GD 7 - Tall
buildings
GD 9 – Skyline,
views and vistas

ANON-ZZ1R2K3H-F

The constant noise of such a development, the loss of a beautiful green space and wildlife within, the loss of sunlight from the housing built and
the day to day inconveniences ahead during the building phase (increased lorries, roadworks) and then the additional traffic volumes with
increased number of housing will lead to a decrease in the mental health and well being of current residents in the Five Oaks area.
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H1 – Housing quality and design

[View full
response]

Objection noted - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 2 & 3) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes

of new
development
GD 5 - Demolition
and replacement
of buildings

ANON-ZZ1R2KJT-J

H1 - Housing
quality and design
H2 - Housing
density

Housing estate designs should include varied architectural interest (not like Clos Vaze) and be as carbon neutral as possible (i.e. Solar, etc.).
Covid showed the importance of outdoor space so balconies on flats should be required on all new properties.
H2 – Housing density

H3 - Provision of
homes
H4 - Meeting
housing needs
H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

ANON-ZZ1R2KUK-M

H1 - Housing
quality and design
H2 - Housing
density
H3- Provision of
homes
H4 - Meeting
housing needs
H5 - Provision of
affordable homes
H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

ANON-ZZ1R2KAS-8

H2 - Housing
density

A large number of the planned new homes are in St. Helier. Adequate outdoor space for the community (particularly within walking distance for
families/children) is important as the housing in St. Helier becomes more dense.H3/4/5 - A specific plan to build right-sizing homes is critical.
Some older St. Helier residents live in housing that may be larger than their residential needs but there is no appropriate, affordable and
commensurate housing stock (Bungalows - no steps and small garden) for them to move to. For example, I have been looking for rightsizing for
an older family member with mobility issues. While they may be able to sell their house at a good price there is nowhere appropriate and
affordable to move to in the parish. Providing a financial incentive to move does not help if there is no appropriate housing stock.

I write to you about the recent news of Jersey’s Island Plan and the proposal to build a significant number of houses around the Five Oaks area.
As you will appreciate, the Five Oaks area is already considerably built up and the infrastructure (particularly the roads) is near breaking point as
it currently stands without the potential for 200 new houses being built on Field S530 (Princes Tower Road) and Fields S413, S415, S415a and
S470 (opposite the old JEP site). We know Bagatelle Road is an extremely busy road and has one of the highest collision rates on the island and
the roads that feed off the Five Oaks round-about are grid lock at school pick up / drop off times and peak times throughout the day. I do not
understand how the Government and the Parish of St Saviour can feel this is appropriate for this location. I would question how much research
and thought has gone in to understanding the impact of these proposed new houses on the area. The increased number of cars travelling to
and from the area will add to the congestion on the narrow roads coupled with the current narrow pavements or in some places no pavements
is a disaster waiting to happen. As well as the pressure this will put on the infrastructure, there is also the decimation of green space and wildlife
habitat by removing the 24 vergees of fields. The removal of these fields will have a significant impact on the minimal green space left in the
area, wildlife present and the mental health of the parishioners living in the area. I cannot believe the Parish is willing to let this happen.
Whilst I appreciate there is a need for homes for families on the island, I think the Government should be looking at cramming in less one
bedroom flats that fit the bare minimum in planning requirements for the an extraordinary price and instead insist on these developments cater
for families and comfortable living for an affordable price.

Dear Sirs,
Re Island Plan

H3 - Provision of
homes
H4 - Meeting
housing needs

Fields: H1186a, H1189, H1198, La Grande Route de St. Jean, St Helier (76 houses)
Field H1219, La Grande Route de Mont a L’Abbé, St Helier (54 Houses).
I wish to formally object to the above proposed developments.

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

I am 26 years old and still living with my parents due to the high cost of housing on the Island. I am the demographic that would potentially
move into the affordable housing you are trying to build on the above fields. Whilst I agree that more affordable housing should be built on the
Island I, like most of my generation, do not believe in using green zones to do this. I understand that you are currently trying to improve the
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living conditions for the younger generations however what I believe you have failed to realise is the shared values we hold – to protect the
environment and ensure green areas for future generations. I ask that you consider my generations future above a ‘quick fix’. Once built on
these green fields will forever be destroyed.

Proposal 22 Future affordable
housing provision

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 2 & 3) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes

I understand a current concern of the Government is the numbers in which young people choose to move to the mainland on finishing
education. The reason young people return to Jersey after study or travelling is the diverse environment, unspoilt views and the working
farmland Jersey is famed for. Should you start to destroy what makes Jersey unique you will destroy the reason people chose to live and invest
in the Island. I myself plan to continue living and working on the Island however I feel let down that you as the Government are ‘breaking your
promises’ regarding green zones and are not representing the people you say you are trying to help.
As a resident I understand the ecological diversity within the fields. The fields are currently resident to bees, bats, rabbits, hares, birds of prey
and hedgehogs. I would not want to live somewhere at the expense destroying the habitat that has thrived for decades. These fields have been
farmed for years and are part of an interlocking farming system. Cows are walked from one field to another throughout the year along the small
road. Should some of these fields be built upon the Jersey herd will be affected. I do not see sense in this.
Furthermore, 51 flats have been approved on the current ‘West Hill Hotel’ site and the area simply cannot sustain more flats, houses or people
within the area. The road is a narrow 15 mph single track road. It has no pavements and the road is shared between pedestrians and vehicles
with few passing places. Everyday many young school children will walk the road to attend school, an increase in vehicles will most definitely
have serious consequences. Not to mention how this will affect the daily bottleneck already present on Queens Road. The new hospital build, a
new co-op and ‘The Range’ has been approved within the vicinity of these fields which will only make the congestion worse in the area.
When considering Islanders physical and mental health the idea of urbanisation of this scale would be truly damaging. It is well known that rates
of mental illness is rising rapidly in young people in Jersey and research has suggested those who live in highly populated areas are more likely
to be affected. I would like to ask the panel to consider why all this new housing must be built in St Helier and the outskirts. As a young person I
don’t necessarily want to live in St Helier and nor do many people. I do not want to be squashed in amongst hundreds of other people when
other parishes are much better equipped to handle an increase in population. It doesn’t seem fair to build the majority of affordable housing in
St Helier – this does not give Islands the choice of where they would like to live.
I also have concerns regarding the sustainability of the Islands infrastructure should these flats be built on the above-mentioned fields. It is fair
to assume the housing will be inhabited by young families with children who will need access to schools and services. It is my understanding
that primary schools in St Helier are almost at capacity and the buildings need updating to accommodate for more pupils. The Government has
signed up to ‘Put Children First’ however building on the fields would not be doing so. The children in the proposed housing would attend the
local St Helier Primary schools; the class sizes compared to other parishes is disproportionate. The children in St Helier’s primary schools will not
be getting the same time and attention educationally that those in rural parish schools would receive. This in turn will create further divides in
our community between ‘those who have’ and ‘those who don’t’.
I would also like to mention the multiple derelict sites around the Island that could be used with relatively low environmental and personal
impact.
I would like to respectfully ask the Government to represent those who elected them and protect the future of the Island, not just for those of
their children’s generation but for their children’s grandchildren. Please do not destroy what makes the Island so special. Please do not break
your promise to Islanders when you said you would protect green zones.
Should you require any further information I am more than happy to provide this or alternatively discuss this in person.
Yours faithfully [REDACTED TEXT]

ANON-ZZ1R2K39-Z

H2 - Housing
density
H3 - Provision of
homes
H4 - Meeting
housing needs

I have serious misgivings about the developments of fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198, and H1219: Having grown up in Clubley Estate (where my
mother still resides), within my lifetime I have seen the development of Clarke Avenue, Haute Valle School, B&Q and Le Clos Vaze (previously a
“Green Zone” until re-zoned…) all within the immediate vicinity of the top of First Tower/Mont a L’Abbe. This area has been subject to already
intense development, and it is now proposed to build up to 130 additional homes around Mont a L’Abbe, in addition to the island’s biggest ever
development at Overdale Hospital.
In a recent Our Hospital travel survey, 79% of respondents indicated they would travel to the new hospital by car – unfortunately there’s nothing
currently available, having undertaken a cursory search, that indicates the expected number of parking spaces available, or visitors per day, for
the new hospital. Nor the number of expected daily shuttle buses to/from town (patient transport) or Le Quennevais (for off-site treatment)…In
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respect of the proposed new housing developments, if each property has 1.5 cars (per Government of Jersey, Vehicle transport statistics), this
amount to an additional 195 cars located permanently within the area - albeit not necessarily all being used daily. On the basis of the above,
using pure guestimate, it’s not unreasonable to presume that there will be an additional 500+ cars daily accessing the area around the top of
First Tower/Mont a L’Abbe. Will the road infrastructure (& infrastructure generally) be able to cope? Recent traffic calming measures installed on
New St Johns Road (for children crossing to access Haute Vallee), and the almost daily bumper to bumper crawl down Queens Road (often
starting at Sion in bad weather), clearly demonstrates this area is already heavily congested and will struggle to cope with additional traffic.
Quite how ambulances will be able to access the new hospital from the North/West of the island remains to be seen… This is in addition to the
corresponding increase in environmental and noise pollution… Moreover, the proposed new housing developments, will once again lead to the
destruction of yet more green space. I have many a fond memory of walking up La Grande Route du Mont a l’Abbe which will, if approved,
become a victim of further urban sprawl and an overly congested rat run, for most of its length. Furthermore, it leads to the destruction of
existing organic farming space, and will invariably lead to additional “creep” in respect of development along the La Grande Route De SaintJean – where will it stop?

Proposal 22 Future affordable
housing provision

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 2 & 3) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

Instead of re-zoning existing land, serious consideration should be given to developing a meaningful immigration policy. As an island of only 9
by 5, much of the island’s charm will be lost forever if it becomes further saturated & overly developed – once it’s gone, it’s gone. Anyway, I
don’t hold out too much hope…

BHLF-ZZ1R2KEK-4

H2 - Housing
density
H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Housing Demand (Island Plan page 183)
Even with the current population we still need more homes! Reference the assessment of Objective Assessment of Housing Need (OAHN). Land
rezoned for affordable homes (island Plan page 191).

SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

As a resident in Richelieu Park, Tower Road I am concerned about the development of Field H1219 which backs onto St Anne’s Terrace, and
Fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198, and would refer you to an excellent letter emailed to you on 2 May 2021, written by [REDACTED TEXT]. The
traffic in the area is already very congested, add hospital traffic on top and it could hamper access by the emergency services.
Field H1219 adjoins the housing development of Le Clos Vase, but access will need to be into Clarke Avenue beside Haute Vallee School,
whereas Le Clos Vase access is onto St John’s Road. This field was left for future use by the school, and with school population expansion is
likely to require it. The rest of the land should be left as open space, either used for agriculture or as public access parkland, as described by
[REDACTED TEXT].
The St Helier Roads committee were also opposed to the development of these fields, but mainly on the grounds of loss of green and
agricultural spaces.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJB-Z

H2 - Housing
density

There should be no further housing developments in the five oaks area. The roundabout and roads at five oaks could not cope as the traffic is
already gridlocked. Also the local amenities are already over used and the parish schools are already full and green fields should not be used for
housing.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

We object to further development of housing of the Five Oaks area because:

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

H3 - Provision of
homes
H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

ANON-ZZ1R2KRX-X

H2 - Housing
density
H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Five Oaks is saturated with development as it is.
Outside of St Helier its Five Oaks that would take the next biggest hit on rezoning - all within one square mile
Promises to undertake special studies of Five Oaks have never materialised. The result is that land has never been allocated in this area for
community open space or community facilities despite the ever-increasing number of dwellings
Community facilities promised as an integral part of new developments have not been delivered, resulting in a fundamental mistrust by
local residents in the planning process
Unfair burden on a Parish that is already at bursting point with new homes and cars and majority of Island schools6. Two MAJOR
developments in last 10 years in same square mile - Langtry and Belvedere (200 homes)Infrastructure – roads

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Housing | 70

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

1.
2.

3.
4.

ANON-ZZ1R2K16-U

H2 - Housing
density

3.
4.
5.
1.
2.

3.
4.

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

Fact - at peak times the road infrastructure at Five Oaks and the roads connecting with the roundabout are operating way above capacity.
The result is congestion, delays, pollution and seriously compromised road safety
Key aims of this Bridging Plan include reinforcing local communities and local identity and fostering a sense of well-being. Shoehorning
more development into an already congested Five Oaks seems certain to deliver the opposite outcome. We have completely lost our sense
of community and identity
Pedestrians and cyclists less safe than in the past and congestion leads to poor road manners, unsafe driving, and an increased risk to the
pedestrians and cyclists that the Bridging Plan seeks to encourage
The rezoning of fields in the Five Oaks area could deliver up to 190 houses. What has not been factored into the Bridging Plan calculations
is that two other major housing developments (plus the JEP site) in this part of St Saviour are likely to proceed shortly. These are the
redevelopment of the Cinq Chenes Estate itself, which might yield an additional 100 affordable housing units (on top of the 126 homes
already on that site), and the redevelopment of the St Saviours Hospital site, which must have the potential to deliver 200 plus homes

Five Oaks is saturated with development
1.
2.

Published
response link

Outside of St Helier its Five Oaks that would take the next biggest hit on rezoning - all within one square mile
Promises to undertake special studies of Five Oaks have never materialised. The result is that land has never been allocated in this area for
community open space or community facilities despite the ever-increasing number of dwellings
Community facilities promised as an integral part of new developments have not been delivered, resulting in a fundamental mistrust by
local residents in the planning process
Unfair burden on a Parish that is already at bursting point with new homes and cars and majority of Island schools
Two MAJOR developments in last 10 years in same square mile - Langtry and Belvedere (200 homes) Infrastructure – roads
Fact - at peak times the road infrastructure at Five Oaks and the roads connecting with the roundabout are operating way above capacity.
The result is congestion, delays, pollution and seriously compromised road safety
Key aims of this Bridging Plan include reinforcing local communities and local identity and fostering a sense of well-being. Shoehorning
more development into an already congested Five Oaks seems certain to deliver the opposite outcome. We have completely lost our sense
of community and identity
Pedestrians and cyclists less safe than in the past and congestion leads to poor road manners, unsafe driving, and an increased risk to the
pedestrians and cyclists that the Bridging Plan seeks to encourage
The rezoning of fields in the Five Oaks area could deliver up to 190 houses. What has not been factored into the Bridging Plan calculations
is that two other major housing developments (plus the JEP site) in this part of St Saviour are likely to proceed shortly. These are the
redevelopment of the Cinq Chenes Estate itself, which might yield an additional 100 affordable housing units (on top of the 126 homes
already on that site), and the redevelopment of the St Saviours Hospital site, which must have the potential to deliver 200 plus home

ANON-ZZ1R2KKW-P

H3 - Provision of
homes

I do not agree with the proposed plan for building 192 houses at Five oaks in St Saviour. I feel we are loosing a lot of our green land also the
roundabout at Five Oaks is already saturated with the amount of the cars and constant gridlock.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8, 9 & 10) - SR 26 - Provision of
affordable homes.

ANON-ZZ1R2KSM-M

H3 - Provision of
homes

I have grave concerns regarding the rezoning of Fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198 for affordable housing. For this reason I started a petition
https://petitions.gov.je/petitions/200686 Stop urban sprawl - Save St Helier Fields from the Island Plan. At the time of writing we have 781
signatures and there are many other people without internet access who are strongly opposed to this rezoning of this land.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

H4 - Meeting
housing needs
H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

As a member of the group Save St Helier Fields I wish to say:
The Island Plan has earmarked fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198 on Grande Route de St Jean for the building of up to 76 affordable homes. These
fields link to Grande Route du Mont a L’Abbe which only has room for single traffic. This area is extremely busy already at certain times of the
day when the traffic comes to a complete gridlock along Queens Road down to the roundabout at Rouge Bouillon.
Add the extra traffic due to these new homes, also cars coming from the north of the Island going to the proposed hospital at Overdale and the
roads will become even more congested and dangerous for drivers and pedestrians. These fields are deemed strategically highly important for
dairy farming. The Jersey cows that Jersey is so unique and famous for are losing yet another space for them to graze and rear their calves. For
centuries, dairy farmers have not just been a mainstay of the economy, they have helped define the Island’s identity through the Jersey cow.
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Minister’s detailed response

I object to the draft island bridging plan on the basis that it is alleged to be a plan for 2021-2025 however, it is making land designations for a
much longer period of time, including green spaces for housing up to 2030. The draft plan notes the need for affordable housing as stated by
the OAHN is 224 homes per year which is 448 affordable houses needed between 2021 and 2022. The current number of affordable housing
under construction at the end of 2020 is 625 (p. 180). Therefore, Jersey can provide the necessary affordable homes during the interim period to
the election and next States Assembly drafting a population policy and housing plan without the need for this plan. Policy H5 – I object to the 3
fields along Grande Route de St Jean being used for housing (H1198, H1189, H1186A) as it is against the concept of ‘town creep’ and more
should be allocated to existing stock than the 200 units proposed in the plan. As noted above, the amount of affordable housing need is already
met for the period up to and following the election to allow a new Council of Ministers to draft a population policy and accompanying housing
policy. St. Helier already has thousands of planned new homes both in construction and in various stages of planning. The density of town
which will be subject to future guidance from the Minister of the Environment and will likely have reached a maximum optimum point. If the
hospital is approved at Overdale, Grande Route de St Jean will experience more traffic of those traveling to and from the hospital from the
north. At the very least, these fields should be removed from the plan pending a determination of the eventual use for the Overdale site.
Approval of forever destroying green fields is premature.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 2 & 3) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes

I write in strong objection to the rezoning of Fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198 for housing.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 2&3) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

Buzzards, slow worms, bats and birds are in abundance. There are a few people who will make a lot of money out of all this building but to what
cost to the environment?
The Plan does NOT protect open space as it says it does. Why build on green fields when there are other sites available? Once these green
spaces have gone they can never be returned.
Also, I don’t think the Island Plan takes into account the impact on the lives of the people who already live in the area. Yes, young people need
homes but what about the people who have worked and saved for years to buy their dream home only to find a housing estate built next to
them devaluing their property. Remember the duty of care to the Island residents who love jersey for its unique features including green fields
and cows. People enjoy walking around the area which is vital for their exercise and mental health.
Yes, these fields are the first piece of green coming up from st Helier, but we need that green space. Why, when they are deemed ‘strategically
important for the fairy industry’ go and build on them? Build on brownfield sites. Don’t rezone green areas Why is all this planning being rushed
through before the results of the census and a Population Policy put in place?

BHLF-ZZ1R2K18-W

H3 - Provision of
homes
H4 - Meeting
housing needs
H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

ANON-ZZ1R2KXV-2

H3 - Provision of
homes

My objections cover the following points:
H4 - Meeting
housing needs

•

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes
•
•

•

•

•

Lack of a Population Policy to steer any Island Plan: It is utterly bizarre to construct a plan dealing with housing when there is no Population
Policy in place. It is putting the cart before the horse and grossly irresponsible. No proper account has been taken of the effect of Covid
and Brexit on the population of the Island and the remaining workforce. There are significant shortages of staff in many industries due to a
large outflow of workers during the pandemic and we just do not know what our population is. Why have we not even waited for the
Census results? How can you plan when you don’t know what you’re planning for?
Green field rezoning is contrary to the primary aims of FUTURE JERSEY inter alia to enhance Jersey as a special place, protect its
environment and unique island identity.
Overdevelopment of the general area. With a new Hospital, development of the Westhill Hotel , development of the field by Haut Vallee
School, the Range arriving at Motor Mall and a large new Co-op at Sion, the area is going to already be significantly developed without
adding a further 70 odd houses. The traffic throughout the build process, as well as once completed will be a nightmare for local residents
as well as those who use Queens Road as the major North to South access to St Helier.
Lack of thorough consideration of all brownfield sites. Unlike the UK, there is no brownfield register in Jersey so you can not accurately
calculate the amount of housing that could be achieved from all brownfield sites. This must be completely exhausted before a single green
field is lost.
Lack of consideration of recent hotel planning applications (The Revere, The Stafford, The Apollo, The Mayfair and The Savoy). A large
number of hospitality beds are being lost and which will further increase the available housing stock as well as reduce the permanent and
seasonal housing requirements in the island.
Increased traffic in an already high traffic zone. Queens Road is already highly congested at all times of day and particularly at ‘drive times’
ie with school and office traffic coming to and from town. It is at a standstill at certain times of the day. On the western side of the fields in
question, La Grande Route de Mont a l’Abbe is a green lane which would be completely overwhelmed if more traffic was added which is
the plan if fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198 are used for housing as not all the traffic could exit onto Queens Road. Access from the new
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[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 2 &3) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

development onto either Queens Road or this green lane would be highly dangerous, unsuitable and difficult, creating more congestion
(and an increased negative environmental impact) and increased occurrence of accidents.
Questionable scoring of green sites in comparison to other sites - Even the old Longueville Nursery site, which is largely a junk yard now
scores two points lower than the 3 fields use for organic milk production that are on the outskirts of St Helier
Acceleration of ribbon development – the Plan wishes to avoid "ribbon development" but this is exactly what is proposed. The intention is
to densely fill in the areas running adjacent to both La Grande Route to St Jean and La Grande Route du Mont a L’Abbe which if left
unchecked will eventually extend the “urban Sprawl” all the way up to Sion and is a perfect example of Ribbon Development.
Against your stated policy which is covered elsewhere in your plan - Building would not take place on:•
Land of high environmental value.
•
Sensitive land.
•
Visually prominent
•
Exclusion of building on habitat sites
•
It would avoid ribbon development

All these policies would be contravened by building on these fields.
•

•
•

•

•

The destruction of the western green corridor - As well as providing grazing and grass production areas for an organic dairy herd and a
shire horse, the land provides a green corridor that runs from Fern Valley and Bellozane Valley in the West across to Vallee des Vaux in the
East which would be lost.
The destruction of habitat for birds of prey, rabbits, hedgehogs and red squirrels. A colony of bats, Green Lizards and Agile Frogs also call
these fields in Mont a l’Abbe, home. Once these treasures are lost, they are gone forever and our future generations will suffer.
The destruction of strategically important organic dairy fields. It is unbelievable that these fields are even part of the Island Plan as even this
states that they are “Strategically important for nearby dairy” (field H1186a), “used by adjacent dairy and Strategically highly important”
(field H1189) and “Proximity of the dairy unit means this land would be classed as strategically, highly important” (Field H1198). The three
adjoining fields specifically are strategically highly important for dairy farming and the farmer leasing Field 1198 has spent years tending it
so that it is an organic field. These particular fields are used by one of only two organic dairy farms. It has taken years to achieve the high
standards required for organic production and are essential to the island dairy industry. Maintaining these herds is all part of how we
maintain our Island Identity and it would be devastating to lose this.
The loss of essential green spaces on the outskirts of St Helier, marking the boundary of the town. Residents here, and many town dwellers
visit this area to enjoy the nature and wildlife of the green space. It would be catastrophic to peoples’ wellbeing if this was taken away.
Many walkers, joggers and cyclists use this area, as it represents the beginning of the countryside. Making this area less accessible to
walkers and cyclists is contrary to establishing Greener Journeys.
Not maximising what is deliverable from those sites that already have planning permission - Planning permission has already been given
for developments that will provide 4,850 new homes without the need to touch agricultural land and green fields, not taking into account
further sites that have been proposed for housing (as mentioned above).

Timing - The construction industry is already over stretched by current projects and does not have sufficient capacity to cope with building on
all these green field sites in addition to the numerous other large projects currently in plan, such as the redevelopment of the previously
mentioned hotels plus Ann Court, the gas works site, the West Hill Hotel, the former JEP site, the former JFTU site, the new Government Offices
at Cyril Le Marquand House, the new Hospital, the redevelopment of the old Hospital, the replacement of the crematorium and whatever
unannounced plans are in store for the old St Saviours Hospital. As it is not realistic to fit all this building in by 2025, why make the decision on
this re-zoning now? Approve the rest of the plan and hold the re-zoning until it is proven that the demand for housing will continue to expand
after a Population policy has been agreed.

ANON-ZZ1R2KXS-Y

H3 - Provision of
homes

I write in strong objection to the rezoning of Fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198 for housing.
My objections cover the following points:

H4 - Meeting
housing needs

•

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes
•

Lack of a Population Policy to steer any Island Plan: It is utterly bizarre to construct a plan dealing with housing when there is no Population
Policy in place. It is putting the cart before the horse and grossly irresponsible. No proper account has been taken of the effect of Covid
and Brexit on the population of the Island and the remaining workforce. There are significant shortages of staff in many industries due to a
large outflow of workers during the pandemic and we just do not know what our population is. Why have we not even waited for the
Census results? How can you plan when you don’t know what you’re planning for?
Green field rezoning is contrary to the primary aims of FUTURE JERSEY inter alia to enhance Jersey as a special place, protect its
environment and unique island identity.
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Overdevelopment of the general area. With a new Hospital, development of the Westhill Hotel , development of the field by Haut Vallee
School, the Range arriving at Motor Mall and a large new Co-op at Sion, the area is going to already be significantly developed without
adding a further 70 odd houses. The traffic throughout the build process, as well as once completed will be a nightmare for local residents
as well as those who use Queens Road as the major North to South access to St Helier.
Lack of thorough consideration of all brownfield sites. Unlike the UK, there is no brownfield register in Jersey so you can not accurately
calculate the amount of housing that could be achieved from all brownfield sites. This must be completely exhausted before a single green
field is lost.
Lack of consideration of recent hotel planning applications (The Revere, The Stafford, The Apollo, The Mayfair and The Savoy). A large
number of hospitality beds are being lost and which will further increase the available housing stock as well as reduce the permanent and
seasonal housing requirements in the island.
Increased traffic in an already high traffic zone. Queens Road is already highly congested at all times of day and particularly at ‘drive times’
ie with school and office traffic coming to and from town. It is at a standstill at certain times of the day. On the western side of the fields in
question, La Grande Route de Mont a l’Abbe is a green lane which would be completely overwhelmed if more traffic was added which is
the plan if fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198 are used for housing as not all the traffic could exit onto Queens Road. Access from the new
development onto either Queens Road or this green lane would be highly dangerous, unsuitable and difficult, creating more congestion
(and an increased negative environmental impact) and increased occurrence of accidents.
Questionable scoring of green sites in comparison to other sites - Even the old Longueville Nursery site, which is largely a junk yard now
scores two points lower than the 3 fields use for organic milk production that are on the outskirts of St Helier
Acceleration of ribbon development – the Plan wishes to avoid "ribbon development" but this is exactly what is proposed. The intention is
to densely fill in the areas running adjacent to both La Grande Route to St Jean and La Grande Route du Mont a L’Abbe which if left
unchecked will eventually extend the “urban Sprawl” all the way up to Sion and is a perfect example of Ribbon Development.
Against your stated policy which is covered elsewhere in your plan - Building would not take place on:•
Land of high environmental value.
•
Sensitive land.
•
Visually prominent
•
Exclusion of building on habitat sites
•
It would avoid ribbon development

All these policies would be contravened by building on these fields.
•

•
•

•

•

•

The destruction of the western green corridor - As well as providing grazing and grass production areas for an organic dairy herd and a
shire horse, the land provides a green corridor that runs from Fern Valley and Bellozane Valley in the West across to Vallee des Vaux in the
East which would be lost.
The destruction of habitat for birds of prey, rabbits, hedgehogs and red squirrels. A colony of bats, Green Lizards and Agile Frogs also call
these fields in Mont a l’Abbe, home. Once these treasures are lost, they are gone forever and our future generations will suffer.
The destruction of strategically important organic dairy fields. It is unbelievable that these fields are even part of the Island Plan as even this
states that they are “Strategically important for nearby dairy” (field H1186a), “used by adjacent dairy and Strategically highly important”
(field H1189) and “Proximity of the dairy unit means this land would be classed as strategically, highly important” (Field H1198). The three
adjoining fields specifically are strategically highly important for dairy farming and the farmer leasing Field 1198 has spent years tending it
so that it is an organic field. These particular fields are used by one of only two organic dairy farms. It has taken years to achieve the high
standards required for organic production and are essential to the island dairy industry. Maintaining these herds is all part of how we
maintain our Island Identity and it would be devastating to lose this.
The loss of essential green spaces on the outskirts of St Helier, marking the boundary of the town. Residents here, and many town dwellers
visit this area to enjoy the nature and wildlife of the green space. It would be catastrophic to peoples’ wellbeing if this was taken away.
Many walkers, joggers and cyclists use this area, as it represents the beginning of the countryside. Making this area less accessible to
walkers and cyclists is contrary to establishing Greener Journeys.
Not maximising what is deliverable from those sites that already have planning permission - Planning permission has already been given
for developments that will provide 4,850 new homes without the need to touch agricultural land and green fields, not taking into account
further sites that have been proposed for housing (as mentioned above).
Timing - The construction industry is already over stretched by current projects and does not have sufficient capacity to cope with building
on all these green field sites in addition to the numerous other large projects currently in plan, such as the redevelopment of the previously
mentioned hotels plus Ann Court, the gas works site, the West Hill Hotel, the former JEP site, the former JFTU site, the new Government
Offices at Cyril Le Marquand House, the new Hospital, the redevelopment of the old Hospital, the replacement of the crematorium and
whatever unannounced plans are in store for the old St Saviours Hospital. As it is not realistic to fit all this building in by 2025, why make
the decision on this re-zoning now? Approve the rest of the plan and hold the re-zoning until it is proven that the demand for housing will
continue to expand after a Population policy has been agreed.
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ANON-ZZ1R2K14-S

H3 - Provision of
homes

There should be no more green fields earmarked for development. We should instead focus new housing on brownfield sites in St Helier and/or
by building higher on existing housing sites in St Helier. However, town residents must have easy access to green areas and, if need be, some
fields (lower quality soil) adjacent to St Helier should be used for that purpose. (I have in mind that something like Les Creux country park could
be developed for town residents)

[View full
response]

A country park is proposed to the benefit of town residents, as per Proposal
St Helier Country Park (Community Infrastructure)

ANON-ZZ1R2KJR-G

H3 - Provision of
homes

General comments about Housing

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 2, 4, 8, 9 & 10) - SR 26 - Provision of
affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

H4 - Meeting
housing needs
H5 - Provision of
affordable homes
H6 - Supported
housing
Proposal 21 Residential delivery
and management
strategy
Proposal 22 Future affordable
housing provision

ANON-ZZ1R2KSM-M

H3 – Provision of
homes
H4 – Meeting
housing needs
H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

There has been a lot of talk about housing need, the social rental rate of 45% is too high, and still propose to keep all other Andium sites and Le
Marais for social housing, should the drive not be to increase home ownership and have government backed schemes to assist people to buy
their own homes.
H2 – Housing density
I agree with the HPDB to find a better use of the island’s existing housing stock and this should be increased to a higher figure. Reusing office
and Governmental sites would be a better use than affecting farming or local residents by re-zoning areas that are valuable countryside in
already increasing residential areas. With the unknown long term effects of COVID and the affect on people’s mental well-being, it would be
much better that these areas are utilised for community spaces that the residents can use for fitnesses/socialising.
This goes for the proposed sites of Fields H1219, H1186A, H1189, MN389, MN390 and the sites in St Saviour.
The proposal that right sizing is unethical and age discriminatory, people should have the right of peaceful enjoyment of their homes and
vulnerable Jersey residents should not be unduly pressured to move from their homes. Another consideration is will they be able to afford a
smaller property or one that may fulfil their requirements. Care needs to be taken when backing schemes that could disadvantage our fellow
Islanders.

I have grave concerns regarding the rezoning of Fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198 for affordable housing. For this reason I started a petition
https://petitions.gov.je/petitions/200686 Stop urban sprawl - Save St Helier Fields from the Island Plan. At the time of writing we have 781
signatures and there are many other people without internet access who are strongly opposed to this rezoning of this land.
As a member of the group Save St Helier Fields I wish to say:
The Island Plan has earmarked fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198 on Grande Route de St Jean for the building of up to 76 affordable homes. These
fields link to Grande Route du Mont a L’Abbe which only has room for single traffic. This area is extremely busy already at certain times of the
day when the traffic comes to a complete gridlock along Queens Road down to the roundabout at Rouge Bouillon.
Add the extra traffic due to these new homes, also cars coming from the north of the Island going to the proposed hospital at Overdale and the
roads will become even more congested and dangerous for drivers and pedestrians.
These fields are deemed strategically highly important for dairy farming. The Jersey cows that Jersey is so unique and famous for are losing yet
another space for them to graze and rear their calves. For centuries, dairy farmers have not just been a mainstay of the economy, they have
helped define the Island’s identity through the Jersey cow. Buzzards, slow worms, bats and birds are in abundance.
There are a few people who will make a lot of money out of all this building but to what cost to the environment?
The Plan does NOT protect open space as it says it does. Why build on green fields when there are other sites available?
Once these green spaces have gone they can never be returned.
Also, I don’t think the Island Plan takes into account the impact on the lives of the people who already live in the area. Yes, young people need
homes but what about the people who have worked and saved for years to buy their dream home only to find a housing estate built next to
them devaluing their property. Remember the duty of care to the Island residents who love jersey for its unique features including green fields
and cows. People enjoy walking around the area which is vital for their exercise and mental health.
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Yes, these fields are the first piece of green coming up from st Helier, but we need that green space. Why, when they are deemed ‘strategically
important for the fairy industry’ go and build on them? Build on brownfield sites. Don’t rezone green areas
Why is all this planning being rushed through before the results of the census and a Population Policy put in place?

ANON-ZZ1R2KSR-S

H4 - Meeting
housing needs
H9 - Rural workers’
accommodation
Proposal 20 Minimum density
standards

H4 – Meeting housing needs

[View full
response]

It needs to be specifically stated in the policy that 'meeting housing need' is not to be interpreted as the 'need' of wealthy residents to create
private estates and guest accommodation in areas like St Brelade's Bay which has lost land (particularly on the shoreline as in the case of the
Wayside site) in areas of strategic value to the Bay's present future tourist industry including properties used for staff accommodation. In the
case of the Wayside, a letter from a quango stating a 'need' for newly built luxury residential unit on the shoreline on what had previously been
tourist land (in which potential tourism industry developers had expressed interest) overlooked the number of sites in the Bay that have a 'need'
for redevelopment.
A restriction similar to Paragraph 1a of Policy GD8 protecting land in employment use in the Bay's shoreline zone at least should be considered
for the Bay pending development of the proposed Improvement Plan for the Bay, not least because the opportunity for acquisition of land in
that area for public/wider community use should not be precluded by giving a greater opportunity to developers of new luxury residences in
such areas.
H9 - Rural workers’ accommodation
This Policy extend to workers in the tourist industry. There needs to be more work to preserve land in employment's that is used for such
purposes. Units were lost in the case of the Wayside development, despite a lack of accommodation for hospitality workers in the Bay. Proposal
for Minimum density standards:
With the proposal that Quennevais be designated as a 'Secondary' Centre and St Brelade's Bay as a local centre secondary to Quennevais, there
is a danger of urban spread despoiling views of the Bay and areas of Coastal National Park from the Bay's headwinds and other scenic coastal
paths.
Also, the Bay's primary role as a tourist resort needs to be recognised and the tension between current and future tourist businesses in the Bay
to have expansion room when they currently are competing with wealthy landowners who have the funds to expand private residences for their
own enjoyment rather than community/tourist economy benefit needs to be resolved.
This proposal therefore either needs to be made subject to the development of the proposed St Brelade's Bay Improvement Plan or St Brelade's
Bay carved out of the proposal so that its relatively unique status is appropriately addressed.

ANON-ZZ1R2KXJ-P

H4 - Meeting
housing needs

I write in strong objection to the rezoning of Fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198 for housing.
•

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

•

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

Green field rezoning is contrary to the primary aims of FUTURE JERSEY inter alia to enhance Jersey as a special place, protect its
environment and unique island identity.
Against your stated policy which is covered elsewhere in your plan - Building would not take place on:•
Land of high environmental value.
•
Sensitive land.
•
Visually prominent
•
Exclusion of building on habitat sites
•
It would avoid ribbon development

All these policies would be contravened by building on these fields.
•

Increased traffic in an already high traffic zone. Queens Road is already highly congested at all times of day and particularly at ‘drive times’
ie with school and office traffic coming to and from town. It is at a standstill at certain times of the day. On the western side of the fields in
question, La Grande Route de Mont a l’Abbe is a green lane which would be completely overwhelmed if more traffic was added which is
the plan if fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198 are used for housing as not all the traffic could exit onto Queens Road. Access from the new

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Housing | 76

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

development onto either Queens Road or this green lane would be highly dangerous, unsuitable and difficult, creating more congestion
(and an increased negative environmental impact) and increased occurrence of accidents.

ANON-ZZ1R2KF8-J

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Re - Island Plan, Specifically Fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198.
I wish to register my dismay at the proposed construction of up to 76 homes in the above mentioned fields. This proposal would have an
incredibly detrimental affect on the lives of the residents who live in and around the Mont A L' Abbe area. There are already plans for 51
apartments to be built on the site of the Westhill Hotel and the fact that the Hospital is planned to be constructed on the existing Overdale site,
means that there will be a major increase in the volume of traffic within the area.
Whilst I appreciate the need for new affordable homes in Jersey I feel that there are many far more suitable sites available without the need to
desecrate the ever reducing Green Zone. There is absolutely no point in having designated Green Zone sites if the States ride roughshod over
this against the general populations wishes.
To add insult to injury the fields in question are not only home to a small herd of Jersey Cows but also have Organic Status which takes a period
of four years to obtain, surely these fields are worth the protection which we seek.
I will refuse to support any proposal with regards to the construction of housing on these fields and feel that it would have a detrimental effect
on the local community, the Jersey Herd, all the people who enjoy the peace and tranquillity that Grande Route du Mont A L' Abbe currently
provides, and perhaps most important my elderly neighbours, some of which were born in the properties that they still reside in. I am imploring
the States of Jersey to protect us all from over development in environmentally sensitive areas by honouring the commitment made to us all
when we moved to the area in the knowledge that the fields in question were designated as Green Zone and would not be built on.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K3T-U

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Re FIELD 530 ST SAVIOUR
I am writing to object to the proposed development of this field. As well as the obvious unsuitability of creating even more traffic problems and
adding to the pressure on an already overloaded infrastructure and schools full to capacity, my personal concern is for the loss of wildlife
habitats.
Field 530 at Five Oaks is now under threat of rezoning from agriculture to allow housing to be built. It is an unspoiled wildlife haven at the head
of a valley which runs down to the coast. It used to be used for grazing cows. The owner has left it uncultivated for many years in the hope of
getting permission for development in spite of offers from the farmer who owns the adjoining field to rent it for grazing again. I am currently
writing the history of Five Oaks and thorough research of the property contracts has proved that this field has never been built on throughout
its history.
This unspoiled land is a rare oasis in an otherwise built up area which has been excellent for the wildlife. There are red squirrels, several marsh
harriers and kestrels which hunt over the field every day, a barn owl, pheasants, toads, newts, wall lizards, hedgehogs, moles, voles, mice and
the occasional slow worm. At the moment there are numerous goldfinches feeding on the seeds of the thistles. The friends we bought our
bungalow from used to be bee keepers and originally moved to here as being a perfect place for their hives as the field is covered with wild
unsprayed plants. Butterflies and moths, birds and insects such as the Great Green Bush Cricket, dragonflies and mayflies are plentiful. All this
wildlife spreads over into the adjacent gardens.
We are not being NIMBYs but if and when development does happen is there any way of limiting the destruction of the wildlife by covenants or
some other methods? Can we ask for more trees to be planted? The Belvedere site which used to be Jersey Dairy on the opposite side of the
field used to be bordered by tall mature trees but these were all felled when those houses were built.
The island plan contains several policies emphasising the importance for biodiversity and the protection of nature but these seem to be
regarded as token standard statements which are ignored in reality when commercial interests are involved. This part of St Saviour is already
overdeveloped and the roads are overwhelmed with traffic especially at peak times. The sole access to and from the field is through a private
road leading on to the very busy Princes Tower Road. We really need more open green areas like this field preferably with public pedestrian
access.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KSG-E

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

I wish to strongly object to any more housing developments in the Five Oaks area. With all the schools in the vicinity and roads from the north
and east feeding traffic through at peak times there are always mile long tail backs in every direction. The new Co-Op development will
obviously add to this problem, not forgetting the proposed new housing estate at St Saviour's Hospital, as the only easy access route to town is
via Five Oaks. It is totally unthinkable that anymore development can go ahead in this area.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices – 8; 9 & 10) - SR 26 - Provision of
affordable homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2KG5-G

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

I fully understand the need for affordable homes on the Island. That said I strongly object to the current plans for St Saviours. St. Saviours has
become a conurbation of St.Helier as it is. There is no heart to the community just housing estates and small pockets of the community. We in
St Saviours need a proper inclusive community.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices – 8; 9 & 10) - SR 26 - Provision of
affordable homes

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices – 8; 9 & 10) - SR 26 - Provision of
affordable homes

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix – 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

The housing plan states that there will be 212 homes to be built in the various sites identified. There is no mention of how many houses are to
be built on the site at St Saviours hospital, it simply states part of St Saviours hospital to be used. I do not have an objection to part of St
Saviours being used as people can get different access to town other than coming through 5 Oaks which is at capacity. However, I do object to
the other sites being used. These sites are causing urban sprawl and as in my earlier line causing a conurbation of St Helier. These are the
arguments for not using these sites.
Overbuilding has many negative consequences for residents and the environment,
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

higher water (flood risks) and air pollution,
increased traffic fatalities especially as St Saviours which has 15 schools in the parish
Traffic jams, particularly at 5 Oaks roundabout
loss of agricultural capacity,
increased car dependency
loss of wildlife habitat
increase risk of obesity
The distribution of properties over the island is inequitable and unfair.

There should be more homes in other parishes and the building should start there in the first instance. I am much more in favour of the
redevelopment of existing dated properties which are not fit for purpose. The Precinct and flats before 5 Oaks roundabout are very dated. This
could be taken over by Andium homes and purposeful private and social apartments could be built with a proper shopping precinct and
underground parking for residents and shoppers. It is almost impossible to drive to a shop in St Saviors not as there is so much capacity. Again
this should only be considered after there are developments in other parishes first. St Saviours needs a heart and soul again not just urban
sprawl. I will be actively campaigning for parishioners to say NO to the current proposition.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KU9-2

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

St. Saviours around Five Oaks/Princes Tower Road
In Spatial Context it all sounds lovely BUT the schools are full as most children would attend the States Schools.
It would mean more traffic - it is grid-locked already in the mornings an afternoons.
Langley Avenue and Park will become even more of a "rat-run".
It says it is served by 4 (in total) bus routes, they all run within a short scale together-all or nothing.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K4W-Y

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

OBJECTION: POLICY H5 PROPOSED REZONING OF FIELD S530
BRIDGING ISLAND PLAN 2022-2025
OVERVIEW
This submission is made on behalf of many residents who live in the vicinity of Five Oaks. It supports strong objections already made by the
Connétable of the Parish and by Deputy Kevin Lewis on the basis that the area around Five Oaks is already saturated with residential
development such that the transport infrastructure, which has an important node at the Five Oaks roundabout, as well as the local schools and
other facilities, are already operating beyond their effective capacity (Appendix, Item 1). Further substantial development is unsustainable and
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will be harmful to local community interests. Five Oaks straddles three heavily used traffic routes connecting the north-east of the Island to St
Helier. A key challenge is to moderate the damaging effects of ever-increasing through traffic on the quality and well-being of this local
community. This issue has never been addressed by government. The result has been a gradual degradation in the quality of life of people
living in and around Five Oaks, as well as the erosion of the character of this historic settlement. Incremental housing development continues
unabated – exacerbating congestion and safety concerns. Proper attention should be given to the resolution of these
fundamental conflicts before further commitments are made to rezone open farmland.
DETAILED GROUNDS OF OBJECTION
The following narrative responds to statements made in the planning officers’ report that seeks to justify the rezoning of this site – these are at
360-362. Statements extracted are in bold type, our responses follow and are numbered consecutively for ease of reference.
Page 360 - Existing use
“Field S530 is open and undulating agricultural land, which has been farmed in recent years”.
RESPONSE 1: This description of the field is borrowed in part from the Landscape Sensitivity Assessment (LSA) that forms part of the evidence
base underpinning Bridging Plan policies.
The actual wording is:
“Fields S530 and S530A, while more undulating in places, are less sensitive as they are more strongly influenced by nearby housing.
This phrase in the LSA has unsurprisingly had a strong influence on the proposed rezoning of Field 530 but we believe the assessment to be
fundamentally
flawed. Though the fields are described as undulating in places, this is a far from accurate description of the open farmland in Field 530, which is
actually the head of a small valley feeding a watercourse that works its way south through a series of ponds. This valley-head is shown on the
Richmond map of 1787. Within Field 530 the land falls steadily towards the east, then increasingly steeply in the vicinity of the watercourse,
shown in pale green on the 2 Richmond map. This field is no less important as an historic landscape feature than Field530A, whose protection is
strongly advocated in the LSA.
RESPONSE 2: It is claimed in the LSA that Field 530 is less sensitive [than others] because it is strongly influenced by nearby housing. A view
southwards from the head of the valley (photo) shows this claim to be unsupportable. The bungalows along the western field edge (to the right
of this view) are set behind such deep and well-established gardens that this 1970s development has minimal visual impact on this open
farmland. The Belvedere development (to the east) is more visually intrusive due to a failure of planning process; the dense boundary planting
that screened this land was swept away and not replaced, resulting in a harder eastern edge to the field. New planting would restore the rural
character this field.
The lack of understanding of the topography of this field has led to a failure to appreciate that in order to facilitate development a substantial
volume of fill would have to be imported. Development here would not only result in the obliteration of an historic landscape feature - a valleyhead, but would deliver the exact opposite of what can be regarded as a sustainable planning. There would also be significantly adverse
consequences for wildlife and biodiversity interests -these are detailed in a comprehensive environmental appraisal prepared in 2009 in relation
to the Belvedere development.
Page 360 – Existing use
“The land has no agricultural conditions and is considered to be a good shape with good access. The field has become isolated overtime and
therefore, if developed for housing, it would be less of a significant loss to the agricultural industry”.
RESPONSE 3: The sole vehicular access is relatively narrow and connects with Prince's Tower Rd, a major traffic route that is already heavily
overloaded during peak periods. Residents at Belvedere report that they routinely wait up to 10 minutes in the morning peak period before
being able to join the nose-to-tail traffic heading into St Helier. (Appendix, Item 2).
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RESPONSE 4: The second part of this statement is factually incorrect. Field 530 is no more isolated physically from surrounding farmland than it
was 50 years ago. The field is only isolated in agricultural terms because the owner decided many years ago not to make it available for
agricultural use.
Page 360 - Potential type and yield of homes
“It is estimated that, based on a density range of between 30 to 45 dwellings per hectare, that the site could provide between 60 to 90 homes.”
RESPONSE 5: The lack of any explanation as to how this figure has been arrived at is troubling for a number of reasons, not least because it
would be naïve to expect that any developer or land-owner would willingly settle for a development density at the lower end of the suggested 3
range if the principle of re-zoning were to be approved. We consider the basis for the suggested density figures to be inadequate and
unsupportable (Appendix, Item 3).
Page 361 - spatial context
“Primary and secondary school provision, both private and public, are located within 15 to 20 minutes walk or cycle of this site. There is also
retail; banking and the chemist within 10 to 15 minutes walk or cycle of the site. There is close access to country lane networks and walks”.
RESPONSE 6: The tick-box approach to the site assessment leads to a high score for Field 530 simply because of its proximity to infrastructure
and amenities. No account is taken of whether the infrastructure and amenities can accommodate pressures arising from additional
development without causing significant harm. The fact that the highway infrastructure in the vicinity of Five Oaks is overloaded and increasingly
congested, conditions for cyclists and pedestrians are increasingly unsafe, and school rolls are full, is not addressed. The proposal to rezone this
site is irrational and contrary to fundamental ambition of States Strategic Policy that seek to improve the well-being of Islanders, support
communities and nurture local identity.
Page 362 – Highways / accessibility
“If this site is developed to provide housing then it would be expected that a financial contribution towards local road safety initiatives and
improvements in the area would be made relative to the highway safety issues associated with Five Oaks roundabout”.
RESPONSE 7: This statement reflects a failure to accept that the fundamental shortcomings in the highway infrastructure between St Helier, Five
Oaks and destinations beyond are actually so serious as to justify restraint on further development until such time as demonstrably effective
strategic solutions are available. These shortcomings are so significant and cannot be resolved by tinkering with the Five Oaks roundabout. At
best, this would ease a localised problem but leave other deficiencies unchanged. The traffic engineers at IHE do not dispute the above
characterisation of the problem – but such matters are beyond their remit. The many facets of this problem are amplified in the Appendix, Item
4.
Page 362 – Design
“The context of this site is provided by the surrounding suburban forms of predominantly two and three storey, (former dairy site to the east),
detached and semi-detached dwellings which are found on three sides of the site”.
RESPONSE 8:
This statement is factually incorrect in that the western edge of Field 530 has a line of single storey bungalows within deep gardens, and not two
and three storey houses as the above statement implies. The eastern edge of the site – the Belvedere development – has only one three storey
block which is set back within the site - the remaining buildings are two storeys in height with attic bedrooms. The planning assessment is
careless and misleading.
CONCLUSION
We believe that the objections to this rezoning are compelling. An alternative future is achievable for the Five Oaks area which would have
strong support from Bridging Island Plan policies. Field 530 could be used to provide community open space thereby enhancing a sense of
well-being and local identity that has been absent from planning strategy over recent decades. It would also support the aims of landscape
protection and biodiversity strategies. These considerations should form part of an integrated planning strategy that must address the deepseated infrastructure challenges currently faced by the Five Oaks community.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KFP-A

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

I am writing to appose the development in at Saviour fields into housing. There is very little green space in the five oaks area. Also the traffic is
horrendous with tail backs and most traffic having to use the roundabout which already has at least one accident a day.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices – 8; 9 & 10) - SR 26 - Provision of
affordable homes

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8, 9 & 10) - SR 26 - Provision of
affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix – 1) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 2 & 3) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

Please reconsider.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KA6-B

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

I have the following 'observations' make in regard to proposed development in St Saviour, particularly in the Five Oaks area:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

ANON-ZZ1R2K99-6

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Comments with regards to proposed allocation of Field G392A, Grouville as affordable housing site. I object to the proposed allocation on the
following grounds:
•
•
•
•

•

ANON-ZZ1R2K2U-U

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Construction of two estates has been completed in the area in the last three years- The infrastructure is currently at breaking point
Five Oaks roundabout is dangerous and an increase in the traffic will make more so
A new supermarket and ancillary businesses are about to be constructed just north of Five Oaks. Traffic increases are inevitable with
starting and customer levels being potentially high
The roads between Five Oaks and St Helier are frequently gridlocked in the morning between eight and nine and often impassable during
school pick-up times later in the day
80% of the islands schools are situate in the Parish with associated traffic and logistical problems
Five Oaks to becoming a St Helier overspill and quality of life is diminishing accordingly
Regardless of the density of schools, the Parish junior school is beyond capacity and has a long waiting list
A plan to locate a new hospital at Five Oaks was recently abandoned on the grounds of traffic and infrastructure problems. What affect
would 200 more homes have and what has changed?
Morning and late afternoon traffic often prevents emergency services from reaching designated areas in reasonable time
At least four parishes do not feature on the plan. I understand that they are willing to accept more housing. The whole island must be
considered and not the usual scapegoats
Has anyone responsible for these fanciful proposals actually stood at, or near, Five Oaks roundabout at 8:15am in the morning?

This field provides a break in development on the Grande route des Sablons. It is significant in terms of landscape providing an open vista
from the marshy coastal fringe to the escarpment behind.
Infill development would cause urbanisation of the countryside area and result in a continuous ribbon of housing development, with no
coastal or countryside vistas. This would significantly change the landscape character of the area.
The adjacent road, La Sente des Fonds, on the north boundary of the field is a single track road. The development would cause significant
increase in traffic on this narrow lane which would be used as a cut through to La Rue a Don.
Increasing the traffic load on the road would cause pollution, increase road safety issues, and would contradict the principles of the agreed
sustainable transport policy. Developing housing on this site would cause light and sound pollution to the adjacent areas and significantly
change the landscape character.
The field provides links to the green corridor from Grouville Marsh SSI through to Fauvic marshlands and is frequented by Marsh Harriers,
Egrets, Cyrl Bunting and many other bird species. It also provides habitat for agile frogs when it is uncultivated as it is a natural marshy
area.

I object to the proposal to build up to 76 homes on fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198 on the grounds that it goes directly against the States'
commitment to tackling climate change and protecting Jersey's natural environment.
Removal of those fields, which are home to many wildlife, is not the solution to Jersey's housing crisis. Developing homes on those sites will
destroy habits for local wildlife, which cannot be replaced, and will create additional traffic and air pollution. Those fields also provide valuable
green space for local residents and those who walk, cycle, or jog along La Grande Route De Mont A L'abbe.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJN-C

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Whilst I appreciate that there is an urgent need for affordable homes, I am of the opinion that the approach to build on green spaces is illfounded as once agricultural land has been used for building, it can never revert back to its original use. I think some of the statements within
the Plan appear to have illogical and contradictory reasoning, an example being within Making effective use of land (P39) where it states that
“The plan promotes an efficient use of land….”. and “It will encourage the appropriate re-use or redevelopment of already developed or underutilised land and buildings…” yet states in the only reference within the Plan to brownfield land “In this respect, redundant and derelict
glasshouses are considered to be temporary structures associated with the agricultural use of the land and are not considered to be brownfield
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[View full
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Objection noted – (See Appendices 2 & 3) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices – 2 & 3) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes

land”. This means that prime agricultural land is being chosen for development over those glasshouses whereas an actual change of policy
relating to them should be considered. In addition, as apart from one reference within Making effective use of land (P39) there is no other
mention of brownfield land one has to question whether there has been any consideration on development on any of these sites. Closer to
home, I particularly wish to object to fields H1186a, H1189, H1198 and H1219 being included for housing for between 88 and 130 homes. As
stated in the Plan, the first three are strategically important for the nearby dairy and the last is good quality farmland which is a good shape and
size with a long history of agricultural use.
As it is, few green fields remain in St.Helier and just because it is the capital, it does not need to become a “concrete jungle”. Apart from the loss
of a valuable organic dairy farm and agriculture, development in the area will add to significantly add traffic congestion and car use. The current
traffic flow in the area already means that there are regular long tailbacks on Queens Road at many times during the day at peak times tailbacks
go as far back as Sion creating traffic pollution, something which the Government is trying to reduce., Therefore, a key factor in considering
these sites is whether the infrastructure around there really can take potentially another 200+ vehicles at peak times and this is without the
additional traffic that will result from the building of the new hospital on the Overdale site.
To conclude, the use of brownfield sites along with the aforementioned glasshouses should be thoroughly investigated BEFORE any greenfield
sites are lost forever.

ANON-ZZ1R2KQ5-T

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Whilst I appreciate the need for affordable housing. The rezoning of the proposed green field sites along La Grande Route du Mont a L'Abbe
does not seem an acceptable solution to me for a number of reasons:
1.

2.
3.

4.
5.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KSQ-R

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Valuable farming land: These are fields used for grazing dairy cattle farmed by one of only two organic farmers on the island. It has taken
the farmer years to bring them up to organic standard. Will his herd still be viable with the loss of these fields? He will not be able to find
alternative fields to rent next to his farm.
Biodiversity: These fields support a variety of wildlife including buzzards, bats, hedgehogs and insect life.
A natural green space on the edge of town. La Grande Route du Mont a L'Abbe is a very popular road for people who want to walk and
enjoy the countryside and has become increasingly busy during the last year. People want to relax in an environment of Jersey cows, trees
and fields not a built up environment. St. Helier residents have just as much right to have beautiful natural countryside within walking
distance as people living in the country parishes.
Traffic: St. John's Main Road is already very busy with traffic queues building up at peak times and La Grande Route du Mont a L'Abbe is
already used as a 'rat run'. This will only get worse with more development in the area.
Brown Field Sites: Would it not be better to build on brown field areas such as old glass house sites? Building on these areas could enhance
the environment rather than destroy it. This land is useless in its current state and if farmers are not prepared to return it to a condition that
is suitable for agriculture then it should be compulsorily purchased for affordable housing. This should be at a price that reflects the fact
that it is agricultural land that has been allowed to deteriorate and will cost money to return it to a useful state.

I have been asked by a St Saviour's resident to write to object to the rezoning of Field 530 because of the consequent loss of habitat for
hedgehogs after development. Gardens are often better habitat than agricultural land for hedgehogs as long as they are linked by a hedgehog
highway.
Is it possible that in future you make it a requirement for all developments outside of town to incorporate 13 cm square or round holes at
ground level in the fences or walls between the gardens so that they are linked for hedgehogs to move freely between the gardens? This way
both humans and hedgehogs will have somewhere to live.
Thanks in advance for any help you can give us to make future developments hedgehog friendly.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KQR-Q

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Re Island Plan
Fields: H1186a, H1189, H1198, La Grande Route de St. Jean, St Helier (76 houses)
Field H1219, La Grande Route de Mont a L'Abbe, St Helier (54 Houses).
I have read with disappointment the Island Plan which in my opinion is not representative of the island population. I am a Jersey resident and
live in Mont A L'Abbe.
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The plan fails to address the reasons why significant additional housing is required and when challenged on this point at the public forum in St
Helier we were told "that is not our department". This is a ridiculous response to this key question as fundamentally this is what has created and
will continue to create the requirement for housing. No decisions, on such radical long term & irreversible housing plans should be made until a
sustainable immigration policy is agreed.
I object to all major housing developments on Green Zones - particularly where the majority of local residents are against it and where there are
alternatives. Historically areas were protected by the States for a good reason and there are plenty of alternatives for building across the island
which are not protected in this manner. There is no point in having Green Zone protection if the States members simply ignore it against the
wishes of the population.
These particular fields are working farm land and have been for 100's of years. Such fields are a cornerstone of our Jersey history and heritage
which must be protected not bulldozed. The planning department acknowledge the fields are strategically highly important to the Jersey herd
and its future. I have watched the Fields H1186a, H1189 & H1198 being farmed and due to the hard work of the farmer over many years they are
now categorized as 'organic'. They are also strategically important to the maintenance of the dairy industry and home to a wide variety of
wildlife, critical to the delicate environmental balance. We have an array of birds, bees and bats living in these fields. For many years I have
registered bee hives on the boundary of this field which will not survive should it turn into a housing estate. I don't see why I should be
compelled to give up my environmental hobby but also don't see how builders and the residents of a large & dense housing estate will be able
to happily co-habit with 120,000+ bees. We have no idea what the long terms effects of this proposal will be but it won't be good for the
present residents or the environment. The proposal seeks to dispense with all
this forever replacing it with 'urban sprawl'. The proposed high density of 76 houses on this field is not in keeping with the location which has
less than 5 houses per acre density and this area cannot support it.
La Grande Route De Mont A L'Abbe is a 15 mph, single track, quiet, green lane with no pavements so shared pedestrian access and limited
vehicle passing places as it is rarely wide enough for two cars to pass without one stopping. Families, children, cyclists, joggers, Haute Vallee
school children & dog
walkers meander along the road as a quiet alternative to Queens Rd and La Route de St Jean with its fast cars and single track pavements which
only has a pavement on one side and is not wide enough for 2 people let alone a wheelchair or push chair to pass. The suggestion that another
76 houses will be built here must be from someone who does not know the area as it will be seriously detrimental to the lives of all the existing
residents and users. Queens Road is already a daily traffic bottleneck heading into town during the key parts of the day. These roads cannot
safely cope with more traffic.
This road will shortly attract more traffic with the new hospital, the construction of a new Co-op in Sion and the plans for The Range' on the
existing Motor Mall site. These traffic changes cannot be determined at this time but they will certainly not result in traffic reduction.
There are many other options available across the island for additional housing without extending St Helier further or eroding historic green
zones. Additional expansion of St Helier is simply undesirable, and I consider it is making the island 'unbalanced' from many perspectives as
between the Parishes. We should not be seeking to increase the population of St Helier to the detriment of other parishes nor should people be
forced to move to St Helier just to benefit from affordable housing. Permission is already approved for 51 flats on the site of the existing West
Hill Country Hotel in La Grande Route De Mont A L'Abbe which is between the two proposed sites. This area cannot take another 181 high
density properties along with the other pending changes many of which are not contemplated in the plan.
I do not support any of the proposals regarding new housing estates in the Mont A L'Abbe area which is not is keeping with the rural area. I
believe this proposal is damaging to me, the local community the environment, the legacy of the Jersey Dairy Herd and the island. It will have a
negative effect on the quality of all the resident's lives both physically and mentally and should be permanently rejected. I can already see the
upsetting effects this proposal and possible upheaval is having on many of the elderly and vulnerable residents. This is simply not the right
behaviour towards our senior members of society.
I am looking to the States to protect us all by continuing to honour the commitment made to us all when we moved to the area in the
knowledge the fields were designated as Green Zones and for the States to maintain the quality of life for the existing residents.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KEY-J

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

H5 – Provision of affordable homes
I object to the 3 fields along Grande Route de St Jean being used for housing (H1198, H1189, H1186A) as it is against the concept of ‘town creep’
and more should be allocated to existing stock. St. Helier already has thousands of planned new homes in construction and planned. The
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density of town will have reached a maximum point. Also, without a population policy, we don’t know what level of new housing is required
until 2025, let alone the 10 years that this plan assumes. Approval is premature.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KK5-M

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

H5 – Provision of affordable homes
The Jersey public are being asked for our views on 'ambitious' plans to build up to 1,500 affordable homes in Jersey. Well this is my view of one
specific area which happens to be where I reside and so therefore am very familiar with the area on a day-to-day basis, namely Mont a L'Abbe.
The potential building of up to 76 homes on Fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198 will have tremendous impact on the lives of those already living
around the Mont a L' Abbe area.
We have Field H1219 near Haut Vallee School which is a designated protected open space but still earmarked for development, The Westhill
Hotel which is going to have 51 apartments built on it and also the proposed new hospital down the road. All this is going to mean a massive
increase of traffic on already very busy roads and dangerous junctions. La Grande Route de St Jean is an extremely busy road With constant
traffic leading to Mont a I' Abbe School, B&Q, the JEC and going on down to Queens Road. At certain times of the day the traffic comes to a
complete gridlock right down to the roundabout at Rouge Bouillon. Add the extra people living in all these proposed new properties and
ambulances speeding along it will become unbearable with noise, fumes and accidents. This will undoubtedly affect the quality of life for current
and also future residents of the area. La Grande Route du Mont a L' Abbe will become even more of a rat run and la ruelle de Rauvolet and le
Vert Chemin linking la Grande Route de St Jean to la Grande Route du Mont a L'Abbe which are both green lanes will be clogged with traffic.
Do the green lanes not matter anymore? There is only room for single traffic.
I believe that there will be a higher number of mental health issues due to the loss of our countryside and over population. The three adjoining
fields specifically are strategically highly important for dairy farming and the farmer leasing Field 1198 has spent years tending it so that it is an
organic field. Surely in these days of climate change, health consciousness and protecting our environment these are the things that we should
be encouraging not denigrating by building over them so that St Helier is becoming an urban sprawl.
I also should mention the hawks that roost in the oak tree in Field 1198, where will they go? Slow worm are also in abundance in the surrounding
areas and nesting birds in the hedgerows. The Jersey cows that Jersey is so unique and famous for are losing yet another space for them to
graze and rear their calves. I understand that there are a few people who will make a lot of money out of all this building but to what cost to the
environment? The Plan does NOT protect open space.
In the Government Common Strategic Policy. John Young quotes 'The Plan sets an ambitious vision to enhance Jersey as a special place, protect
its environment and unique Island identity'. Well, building on these fields does exactly the opposite of that. It is more important to focus on the
issue of the ever-growing population, air pollution and strains on the water supply and sewerage treatment on an Island that is already over
populated and with far too many cars. There will be flats on the Apollo Hotel, flats on the Mayfair Hotel and many other places too numerous to
mention here. How many more homes do we need and where are all these people coming from?
I hope that you will seriously consider the issues I have set out on an island I love and do not wish to see ruined. Once these green spaces have
gone they can never be returned.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KQF-B

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Re Island Plan - Generally and specifically Fields: H1186a, H1189, H1198, La Grande Route de St. Jean, St Helier (76 houses) & Field H1219, La
Grande Route du Mont a L'Abbe, St Helier (54 Houses).
I have read in the JEP with dismay about the recently published proposals. I am a Jersey resident having lived here for over 89 years. I attended
the Town Hall however the information available was limited and very one sided. It did not recognize the specific problems with the above
proposals or consider the local resident. I am 92 years of age, I do not have access to the internet or an email. The methods that this proposal
has been communicated do not include people in my circumstance. The plan ignored the reasons why significant additional housing is required
and fails to address other ways, such as the immigration policy, to meet the housing challenges. These plans should not proceed without
examining the long-term immigration policy.
I object to the principal of major housing development estates being built on Green Zones - particularly where the majority of local residents
are against it and specially on the above fields in Mont A L' Abbe. These areas are protected for a good reason and there are plenty of
alternatives for building across the island which are not protected in this manner. There is no point in having Green Zone protection if the States
simply ignore it against the populations wishes.
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These fields are working farm land and have been for 100's of years which form a cornerstone of our Jersey history and heritage which must be
protected. I have lived adjacent to Fields H1186a, H1189 & H1198 being farmed for over 50 years and they are now categorized as 'organic'. They
are also strategically important to the dairy industry with a wide variety of wildlife, critical to the delicate environmental balance. We have no
idea what the long terms effects of this will be on the local bats, bees and birds of prey which live in the field. The proposal will be detrimental
to the working dairy farmer who uses these field daily & seeks to dispense with all this forever replacing it with property developments.
La Grande Route Du Mont AL' Abbe is a 15 mph, single lane road with shared pedestrian access and limited passing places. I don't have a car
and walk but it has become busier and more dangerous over the years particularly for existing residents and pedestrians. The suggestion that
another 76 houses will be built will be detrimental to the quality of my life. Queens Road is already a daily traffic bottleneck heading into town
during the key parts of the day. None of these roads can safely cope with more traffic.
There are many options available across the island for additional housing without extending St Helier further or eroding green zones which are
not being explored properly. Additional expansion of St Helier is fundamentally wrong and creates an imbalance between the parishes which is
undesirable. Permission is already pending for 51 flats on the site of the existing West Hill Country Hotel which is between the two proposed
sites on Mont A L' Abbe. This area cannot take another 181 properties or the pending planned conversion of Motor Mall to a retail superstore
and there is no recognition of this in the relevant section of the island plan regarding traffic concerns. The traffic flow at The Range will likely to
double the traffic created by B & Q.
I do not support any of the proposals regarding new housing estates in the Mont A L' Abbe area which is not is keeping with the rural area. I
believe this proposal is damaging to me, the local community the environment and the island. It will have a negative effect on the quality of my
life both physically and mentally and should be rejected immediately. The States should protect the residents by continuing to honour the
commitment made to us all when the fields were designated as Green Zones and to protect the quality of life for the Jersey residents and
consider developing brown field sites or other sites.

ANON-ZZ1R2KAK-Z

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

I was horrified to learn of the proposed fields that are to be used for affordable housing at Monte l’abbe mon green fields.
Due to my own experience in farming, I know how difficult it is to gain organic status, let alone the sacrifices one has to make in the several
years that are needed in order to gain this status.
Jersey is renowned worldwide for our Jersey cow.It is iconic.How on earth are we going to live with ourselves if we look back in a few years time
and see the demise of our dairy herds. This is important. We must protect it.
A lot has also been said about traffic. As I use the lanes in this area to walk my dog, I am continually moving over in order to allow a standard
size car to pass. Route de mont’labbe is essentially a single lane, with barely enough room for 2 cars. How on earth can this road and
surrounding lanes take any more traffic ?WE MUST STOP THIS MADNESS

ANON-ZZ1R2KQP-N

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

I would like to register my objection to the building on all the green field sites proposed in the island plan especially those along La Grande
Route De St Jean as these are fields, I see in use on a daily basis watching [REDACTED TEXT] tending to his herd of beautiful Jersey cows and
growing and harvesting hay. [REDACTED TEXT] has spent the past four years converting his herd to being one of only two organic herds in
Jersey which has also benefited the wildlife of the area by leaving the surrounding hedgerows to grow naturally without using chemicals. The
area is home to bats, birds including hawks, rabbits, and bees all of which will be lost if the building goes ahead.
Having lived in the northern part of St Helier for over 30 years I have watched the green spaces slowly being swallowed up by the urban sprawl
and by other commercial and educational buildings. Haute Vallee School, Clarke Avenue estate, D’Auvergne, Clos Vaze Mahara have all resulted
in the loss of open spaces and farmland. Building on these fields only pushes access to the countryside and green open spaces further out of
town beyond the reach of St Helier’s young residents.
With these developments, along with the B&Q/Powerhouse site has come the inevitable increase in traffic on Queens Road and La Grande
Route De St Jean which are now regularly gridlocked at certain times of the day causing cars to fly down the surrounding smaller roads to avoid
the traffic, many of which are green lanes which have become “rat runs” for commuters. Add to this the inevitable increase in traffic using these
roads because of the siting of the Hospital at Overdale and the proposed conversion of Motor Mall to a large retail store which will make the
situation even worse and make the side lanes even more dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists.
As I drove past these fields today, I heard in the back of the car, my nine-year-old son explaining to his brother that building on green fields was
basically stealing from the farmers of the future as once these fields have gone they will be lost forever not only destroying wildlife but also
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reducing opportunities for young Jersey people to become farmers. My son is right, if we lose the fields identified in the bridging island plan,
this will only encourage the planning minister and landowners looking to make a quick profit to propose more fields to be built on further
limiting farming and agricultural opportunities for future generations.

ANON-ZZ1R2K3M-M

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

The rezoning of the proposed green field sites along La Grande Route du Mont a L'Abbe does not represent an affordable or acceptable
solution for the following reasons:1. Valuable, irreplaceable farming land.
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.

6.

7.

8.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KKF-5

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

These are high quality fields used for grazing dairy cattle farmed by one of only two organic farmers on the island. It has taken the farmer
years to bring them up to organic standard. Will his herd still be viable with the loss of these fields? There are no alternative fields to rent
next to his farm. Once they are built on, they can never be returned to farming use.
Biodiversity: These fields support a variety of wildlife including buzzards, hedgehogs and insect life.
A natural green space on the edge of town. La Grande Route du Mont a L'Abbe is a very popular road for people who enjoy the
countryside. They want to relax in an environment of Jersey cows, trees and fields not a built up environment.
Traffic: St. John's Main Road is already very busy with traffic queues building up at peak times and La Grande Route du Mont a L'Abbe is
already used as a 'rat run'. This will only get worse with more development in the area.
Alternative location for housing. The growers who erected glass houses should be instructed to remove their derelict buildings and either
use the fields for growing or grazing. If they refuse, their fields should be compulsorily purchased at a price that reflects the work that
would be needed to reuse the land. Building on these areas could enhance the environment rather than destroy it.
Drainage: The more concrete and asphalt that is laid onto the Island’s surface, the greater risk we face of flooding as surface water is
unable to drain naturally into the soil. Losing green fields has a detrimental effect on our water table as surface water from housing estates
is directed to the sea rather than into our reservoirs.
Limiting the options for slurry disposal: During the Winter months cattle are kept indoors with the resultant quantity of slurry needing
effective and considerate disposal. By reducing the number of grazing fields, farmers have fewer fields to spray their slurry onto, thus
having to spray more and more on the remaining fields. This will have an intolerable effect on neighbours who will have to endure the
effects of the odour and air pollution even more than at present.
Protecting the countryside: At what point will we stop developing our precious countryside into housing? Globally we are witnessing the
disappearance of insects, invertebrates, birds, mammals etc. By continuing to develop into the countryside we accelerate the urbanisation
of the Island, thus destroying the fragile habitat for our wildlife. Enough is enough. Our politicians should work for us and the environment,
otherwise the wildlife will disappear.

I wish to record my objections to the proposed sites which have been earmarked under the new draft island plan, for development into new
homes.
With the amount of other land available, why build in the green zones? I have looked at a number if the proposed sites and cannot understand
why you are proposing Jersey loses these fields to development?
Take as an example the proposed development on the fields along La Grande Route de Mont l’abbe. I understand that the nearby Warwick
Farm is to be turned into a park/green area and the earmarked fields along Grande Route de Mont a l’abbe being developed into an estate for
numerous properties?
Why is there a need to use farm quality fields for development when Warwick Farm is prime for redevelopment, along with other brown field
sites?
West Hill Hotel equally could be a site for a number of these required properties rather than ruin green zones. There are plenty of brown field
zones that could and should be repurposed before any suggestion of green zone development is considered.
If these fields are strategically important to the dairy industry, which I believe the States have stated, why would you consider building on them
when we already know this industry is struggling.
Local residents should have a say as to what developments happen in their vicinity and a majority decision taken by said residents.
The bigger issue appears to be the population continuing to grow without any real control. We are a small island with finite space so the
population should be better managed and our precious resources not given over to property development.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KET-D

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

It is quite unbelievable that yet more fields in St Helier are being considered for yet more Housing. The three fields along the Grande Rte de St
Jean are so important for the residents in this whole area and there are so very many sites already earmarked in Saint Helier for Housing. These
fields, backing on to lanes that are quieter than the main road are some of the only green space left for residents to enjoy in this entire area.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 2 & 3) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 5) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

There is still not even a population policy in place! WE OBJECT TO THESE FIELDS BEING USED FOR HOUSING.
Thankyou for reading this letter. Our feelings are echoed by many of our friends, many of whom feel it is not worth their time writing to the
Government to object as they feel they will be ignored. Do we have a democracy or a dictatorship in Jersey? In recent times it is hard to be sure.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KQX-W

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Re Island Plan - Generally and specifically Fields: H1186a, H1189, H1198, La Grande Route de St. Jean, St Helier (76 houses) & Field H1219, la
Grande Route du Mont a l'Abbe, St Helier (54 Houses).
I wish to express my views regarding the recently published proposals. I am a Jersey born resident and have lived in Mont A L'Abbe for over 74
years. I do not have access to the internet and as a result I have found the methods that this proposal has been communicated as not inclusive.
The plan fails to address the reasons why significant additional housing is required, whether this is controllable in other ways or to challenge or
our immigration policy which has fueled the population growth. No decision on such radical long term & irreversible housing plans until the
long term immigration policy is agreed.
I object to all major housing developments on Green Zones - particularly where the majority of local residents are against it and specially on the
above fields in Mont A L'Abbe. These areas are protected for a good reason and there are plenty of alternatives for building across the island
which are not protected in this manner. There is no point in having Green Zone protection if the States simply ignore it against the populations
wishes. These particular fields are working farm land and have been for 100's of years and they are a cornerstone of our Jersey history and
heritage which must be protected not bulldozed. I have watched the Fields H1186a, H1189 & H1198 being farmed for over 70 years and they are
now categorized as 'organic'. They are also strategically important to the dairy industry with a wide variety of wildlife, critical to the delicate
environmental balance. We have no idea what the long terms effects of this will be. The proposal seeks to dispense with all this forever
replacing it with 'urban sprawl'.
La Grande Route Du Mont A L'Abbe is a 15 mph, single lane road with shared pedestrian access and limited passing places. I have seen it
become busier and more dangerous over the years particularly for existing residents and pedestrians. The suggestion that another 76 houses
will be built opposite me fills me with fear and dread that will certainly ruin the lives of all the existing residents. Queens Road is already a daily
traffic bottleneck heading into town during the key parts of the day. These roads cannot safely cope with more traffic.
There are many options available across the island for additional housing without extending St Helier further or eroding green zones. Additional
expansion of St Helier is simply undesirable and is making the island unbalanced from many perspectives. Permission is already pending for 51
flats on the site of the existing West Hill Country Hotel which is between the two proposed sites on Mont A L'Abbe. This area cannot take
another 181 properties or the pending planned conversion of Motor Mall to a retail
superstore and there is no recognition of this in the relevant section of the island plan.
I do not support any of the proposals regarding new housing estates in the Mont A L'Abbe area which is not is keeping with the rural area. I
believe this proposal is damaging to me, the local community the environment and the island. It will have a negative effect on the quality of my
life both physically and mentally and should be rejected immediately. I am looking to the States to protect us by continuing to honor the
commitment made to us all when the fields were designated as Green Zones and to maintain the quality of life for the existing residents.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KUZ-3

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

DRAFT ISLAND PLAN - FIELD MN410
I refer to the above proposal in the recently published Draft Island Plan and wish to register my objections to the inclusion of this site in the
proposed re-zoning for Affordable Homes on the following grounds.
The description of this site in the proposal is both inaccurate and misleading. Its development would not be an extension to development along
La Grande Route de St Martin as can be clearly seen from the illustration in the document. The site does not have direct access to the main road
but only to La Rue des Buttes, a designated Green Lane. The statement that "there is some existing detached and semi-detached residential
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housing to the west of the site, off La Rue des Buttes is somewhat misleading since there are only two detached homes there and both are
detached older style properties.
A development of 30 houses with the traffic generated would destroy the Green Lane and furthermore, the access to the main road is
unsuitable and dangerous for the amount of additional traffic that would be generated.
The possible development of this land has previously been requested by a former owner and it was strongly opposed by parishioners at a Parish
Assembly for a number of reasons.
The development would be immediately alongside and very close to the Catholic Church cemetery. The idea of two storey development
positioned near a cemetery and small Church was opposed by the Parishioners and a number of them spoke against the development that
evening, including the then Connetable-elect.
The field is alongside a narrow "Green Lane" and the junction with the main road, La Grande Route de St Martin, is inadequate to cope with the
increased traffic flow that would be generated by 30 new affordable
It is the States declared policy to give priority in law to pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders in designated Green Lanes and the creation of
perhaps as many as 60 extra vehicles using what is a very narrow road would be in conflict with this policy.
The site was amongst those referred to independent Planning Inspector’s during the 2011 Jersey Island Plan Review and nothing, in planning
terms, has changed since then. They advised "We have looked at all of the sites in a dispassionate way. We deal with them quite briefly in order
to save time and cost, but we have considered them carefully and taken into account all the written as well as oral evidence." They continued,
"We have taken into account in all cases the Minister's gradings of the sites in terms of "spatial strategy", "suitability", "landscape sensitivity" and
use. We have not done this uncritically, though we think they are a useful and dispassionate analysis of the situation. In quite a number of cases
the fact that a site was unused, or untidy, or semi-derelict was put forward as a reason for permitting residential development. We wish to make
the point quite strongly that this is not a sufficient reason. Matters of location and the relationship of the site to the spatial strategy are far more
important. If it were accepted that untidiness or dereliction were a convenient route to permission for housing development, it would be likely
to lead to sites all over the Island falling into disuse." The Inspector’s' Comment & Recommendation regarding Field MN410 was, "Although this
field is bounded on two sides by BUA, the immediately adjacent areas are respectively a car park (formerly part of the field) serving the Catholic
Church and the graveyard. Housing would not relate well to the local pattern of development but rather would extend the BUA intrusively into
the local countryside contrary to the Plan's spatial strategy. Recommendation: that the Minister does not amend the Plan.
The Minister's Response was that it would be inappropriate to zone this land for housing given that; The site is undeveloped; the development
of this site would not meet with the 2011 Island Plan objectives for protecting green fields and open spaces and preventing the extension of the
built-up area boundary, into the countryside, to allow for smaller scale incremental development opportunities. The Countryside Character
Appraisal's evaluation is that the overriding local character of the area forms part of the E7: Eastern Plateau Interior Agricultural land, E7. As this
would constitute development along the character area's main roads (infill development) the landscape sensitivity of this site/area is high.
Designating this site for housing development would contradict the established policies of the 201 1 Island Plan, to which the Minister is not
prepared to make an exception.
The above points clearly illustrate why rezoning for high density Affordable Homes is, in pure planning terms, wrong. Policy HS clearly states
that if this site is rezoned for the provision of Affordable Homes its development for any other use will not be supported.[REDACTED]
I would be prepared to support a proposal for the land to be rezoned for low density housing for the elderly as intended by the owner. This
would reduce the traffic impact and with low rise cottages be less intrusive to the surrounding area. It would also remove the necessity of
altering the junction of La Rue Des Buttes and La Grande Route de St Martin and partially destroying the environment of the Green Lane.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KUW-Z

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Fields: O594 & O595:I am particularly concerned about the exit of the houses (no.'s 35-40). Rue de la Croix is a rat run and cars travel much
faster than 30 mph at the Rue Marettes and Verte Rue junction. Another exit will add to the concern.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 6) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KU5-X

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Having read through the latest version of the island plan, it would appear that there is no mention of traffic volumes in the areas proposed at
Five oaks. If you have ever tried to drive down Bagatelle rd, Patier rd or St Saviours rd on a week day you would realise that a further growth of

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices – 8; 9 & 10) - SR 26 - Provision of
affordable homes
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vehicles would be a disaster. Further, the plan explains the volume of students at primary schools currently. St Saviour is currently full. So
without further extensions to the school it could not take the new volume.
Other facilities for families is not mentioned here, yet we here of lack of facilities for youngsters currently.
While I understand the need for further housing and agree that St Saviour should shoulder some of the pain, it would appear that, as St Saviour
is close to town, home owners would want to live close to their work. The cost in terms of wellbeing may out way the benefits.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KFM-7

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Too many houses in St. Saviour. The traffic is horrendous at school times and often comes to a standstill. I live on Patier Road and avoid going
out at certain times.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2K-H

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

This comment relates to the Five Oaks Green Field Rezoning.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

It is clear from the proposed plan that St Saviour is unfairly being hit with the highest proportion of new builds. In particular, with regards to Five
Oaks and surrounding area, further development is not sustainable as it is already saturated with development and traffic. Five Oaks and the
surrounding roads cannot deal with more traffic. The pressure on these roads are beyond saturation point. Further development in these areas
will result in the loss of quality of life and loss of much needed and valued greenery.
We kindly urge the States to strongly reconsider the development of St Saviour and Five Oaks area to the extent proposed. In conclusion, we
feel the Five Oaks area cannot afford to lose any more green space and won't be able to deal with the increased development and traffic.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KG6-H

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

I am totally against the proposal to develop fields H1186a,1189 and 1198 in Mont-à-l’abbé.
These are essential green spaces on the outskirts of St Helier, marking the boundary of the town and preventing urban sprawl.
They are also invaluable land for the dairy industry. The industry has changed greatly in the last few years, now concentrated in a few large
farms. These Dairy farms need significant areas of grazing land near the farm buildings for both the well-being of the cows and the economics
of the business. If development is allowed to encroach on this land, the island will no longer be home to its peerless breed, producing the most
nutritious milk in the world, with more vitamins, minerals and butterfat than any other.
These particular fields are used by one of only two organic dairy farms. They have taken years to achieve the high standards required for
organic production and are essential to the island dairy industry. Both organic farms are supported by their larger neighbours so need to be
seen as part of a greater whole.
Motor Mall is being suggested as a retail park. Is there any evidence that more retail facilities are needed? Are the town centre shops not
suffering enough as it is? Is the priority not to stimulate the town centre? (Not achieved just by coffee shops and restaurants). Why not put the
new housing on The Motor Mall site? A far more appropriate use. No development is going to improve congestion at the queen’s road
roundabout but that is another issue, being dealt with elsewhere.
With thanks for reading this.
Resident of Mont-à-l’abbé from dairy farming family.

ANON-ZZ1R2KRP-P

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

I strongly object to fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198 being developed.
At the start of the Island Plan document, it states Planning ". as a community, we will create homes; strengthen our economy; protect and
improve our environment; provide for a good quality of life; and enhance what’s special about our island. "
Well, I completely disagree with the above if they build on the fields mentioned.
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[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

There are certain things that give jersey its identity, one major one is the Jersey Cow.
The above fields are used by only one of two organic dairy farms in jersey. Its taken years to achieve the high standards required for organic
production. This is time & effort that would be destroyed if these fields were to be used.
The farmer, who uses these fields, would most probably have to sell most of his herd, as those fields are strategically close to the farm house.
There is a potential he can go out of business because of this. This would not enhance what’s special about our island.
The lane is now being used more regular by walkers/joggers/cyclists, why is this, because it is a green lane that has some fields with nature
roaming around them, rabbits/cows/birds. Destroying this will impact each individual that uses these lanes not to mention the wildlife, and
although they may not all have written in to raise their objections, trust me, this will affect more people than can be measured right now. 800
odd people have signed a petition to get these fields removed from being considered for development.
I understand the government do need to provide affordable homes, as there is definitely a need, but what I feel is that they have not considered
alternative solutions, like using "brown sites" and also looking at fields where there are dilapidated greenhouses.
Some hotels are now closing, which that land could also be used.
There is a site "Motormall" that is being used for a new homeware store, I don't even know if this is needed. Competition is great, but this could
also make existing homeware stores lose business, therefore affecting lively hoods. So instead of allowing this new homeware store, why not
build affordable houses there?
St.Helier is the most built-up area in jersey, it would be a crime to keep on building on it and lose any kind of countryside feel to it. Residents of
St.Helier can still manage to go for walk and find some of these areas, where they can feel at peace with nature and clear their head, as the
expression goes. Covid19 has shown us more and more, how important our mental well being is, and how a simple walk through the
countryside, can help alleviate stress. Well, these fields are the countryside. of st. helier. This will negatively impact more lives than will help.
Whoever is reading this, just think about it, why use fields that are actively used by so many entities (mentioned above), rather than use
abandoned fields with derelict greenhouses? Makes no sense to me.
One more point, in those 3 fields they are proposing building 76 new homes, this is the same spacial area, where currently about 40 homes exist
in the surrounding areas.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1Y-X

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

H5 – Provision of affordable homes
I object to the 3 fields along Grande Route de St Jean being used for housing (H1198, H1189, H1186A) as it is contributing to ‘town creep’ . St.
Helier already has thousands of planned new homes. The town will have reached saturation point. Also, without a population policy, we don’t
know what level of new housing is required until 2025, let alone the 10 years that this plan assumes. Approval is premature.

ANON-ZZ1R2K72-W

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

I strongly object to fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198 being developed.
I have regularly observed three birds of prey (possibly marsh harriers, I couldn't tell which type as I am not an expert) resting on these fields and
on the trees between them and I suspect there may be a nest site in the vicinity, which will potentially be re-used. A bird/conservation expert
needs to complete a wildlife impact assessment on these fields.
In addition, these houses will add considerably to the traffic flow down Queens Road and St John's Road into St Helier which is already an issue.
The site at Mont a l'Abbe School is woefully inadequate and will no doubt need to be extended considerably (both the primary site and the colocated site at Haute Vallee) which will add to construction traffic in the area. La Grande Route de Mont a l'Abbe is a tranquil country lane which
is frequented by pedestrians, particularly so since the pandemic. This would cease.
There is already too much development in St Helier - this is extending the sprawl of St Helier further to the north - an area which we know is
short of facilities and open spaces. These fields should be kept as agricultural fields.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KBX-E

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

H5 – Provision of affordable homes

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 1) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

I object to the 3 fields along Grande Route de St Jean being used for housing (H1198, H1189, H1186A) as it is against the concept of ‘town creep’
and more should be allocated to existing stock. St. Helier already has thousands of planned new homes in construction and planned. The
density of town will have reached a maximum point. Also, without a population policy, we don’t know what level of new housing is required
until 2025, let alone the 10 years that this plan assumes. Approval is premature

BHLF-ZZ1R2KRU-U

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Field G392A Grouville
This is the last open space on the coast road. It is home to winter migrating birds. Regularly see a cirl bunting. Very busy narrow lane from Close
de Fonds. Prone to flooding.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K3F-D

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

You have asked for our opinions on your Island Plan.
I would ask you very seriously, why are you planning to build on the agricultural fields on the outside of St Helier which is one of Jersey’s few
organic farms, when it is against your states policy which is covered elsewhere in your plan.
It is against the statements where it states:-Building would not take place on:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Land of high environmental value.
Sensitive land.
Visually prominent
Exclusion of building on habitat sites
It would avoid ribbon development.

This proposal to build on Field Numbers 1186A, 1189 and 1198 goes against all of this.
Yes, you have to provide more housing but I would ask why you are not using:
1.
2.
3.
4.

The hotel sites that are becoming available
Empty States owned sites some of which have been vacant for years
Empty office space, and more to come
Empty shops, and more to come.

I understand there is a group fighting this cause and I would like to add my support to them in getting you to work within your own set out
guidelines.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KMA-2

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Fields 1189 and 1198 in particular are currently used by a local farmer whose cows produce organic milk.
Rezoning these fields does not meet with the Common Strategic Policy of protecting the Island's natural environment. It goes against the aims
of Future Jersey to protect and improve Jersey's rural environment and is also contrary to the Planning and Building [Jersey] Law to protect and
improve Jersey's physical environment and natural resources.
The Strategic framework , page 39. states that the agricultural industry is the custodian of Jersey's countryside and that it important to support
agriculture
Cows and dairy products [ especially organic Jersey milk ] are considered to form a major part of Jersey's identity. [ I have seen long live Jersey
milk on sale in Hong Kong ] The importance of this high quality export is also mentioned on page as being important for future economic
success 43 ]
Policy PL5 states that Agricultural land will be protected ,particularly where the land is of high quality and value to the agricultural industry , in
this case Organic Jersey Milk.
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[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 2, 3, 8, 9 & 10) - SR 26 - Provision of
affordable homes.

''Existing land stock is the lifeblood of the sector; Loss of high value land poses an immediate and long-term threat to the Agricultural Industry ;;
pages 164/165
La Grande Route Du Mont A L'Abbe is a narrow green lane , speed limit 15mph and currently not wide enough for 2 cars side by side - 1 must
pull onto the red bollard protected walk way for pedestrians and students walking to Haut Vallee school.
Proposed 52-76 new homes on these fields will probably result in up to 100 new cars sharing this road with La Grande Route de St John. In
addition, the proposed redevelopment of the Westhill Hotel into flats will probably result in 70 new cars also using this road . I believe this is
contrary to the Air Quality Strategy , probably counter to the Passivhous standards and also to the Sustainable Transport policy.
The proposed development on Field 1189 will be directly in front of a Grade 3 listed property [ Chestnut Lea] which is classed under HEO588 as
rural This rural classification will not be truthful with that number of houses in front of it.
Policy SP4 states that any development that affects a listed building will need to protect or improve the site and its setting . Policy HE1 also
covers this building of special interest.
Biodiversity Buzzards Marsh Harriers and Egrets have been seen in these fields during the winter months. There is a thriving Bat colony just
further north on La Grande Route Du Mont A L'Abbe , all of which will disappear if the proposed development goes ahead. This would be
contrary to Policy NE1

ANON-ZZ1R2K2C-9

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

1.
2.
3.

4.
5.
6.
7.

ANON-ZZ1R2KB9-F

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Field 530 should not be but on, it is vital for the wildlife and species that are already there. There's a natural stream and a pond, the
biodiversity is huge. The field is home to greater crested newts, frogs, bats, hedgehogs , wild birds, toads , squirrels and lots more.
The mental wellbeing of the current residence will be hugely impacted by the loss of this field. Building on field 530 is a terrible idea and
just a sticky plaster to the solution, the ramifications will be much worse long term.
We have a very big problem already with traffic at Five Oaks already as it is so densely populated and is quite dangerous already. But
adding to it will be a sure way to add to risk factor, especially the terrible access through the small private narrow drive of Welton drive . It
will become very unpleasant and unhealthy for the current parishioners already living in the area .
There has already been a development, Langley Gardens / Belvedere , this recent development has already caused an impact with traffic
being diverted to the roundabout which causes huge problems and delays already and made the roundabout dangerous .
With the JEP being developed and if fields 413, 415, 415A, 470 also go and then 530, the roads wont cope they cant at the moment .
In 1970 Five oaks was described as an over populated. There are so many red flags not to build in this area.
I think the loss of field 530 will have a huge impact to so many of the parishioners living close by . Just because its built up doesn't mean it
should be built on the people need to be considered .

General comments about Housing
The proposed re-zoning of fields within the “green zone” sets a precedent that will see the continued destruction of the Jersey countryside
around the St Helier and St Saviour pushing access to genuine green spaces further and further away from those who live in town. This plan
purports to value the countryside with references to Jersey’s National Park but this access will only be for those who live in the outlining parishes
or those who are able to take car or bus journeys to visit Jersey’s natural environment that was once in walking reach of those who lived in St
Helier.
In previous Island Plans there has been a general presumption against building on Green Field sites and this policy must remain in place until a
proper Population and Immigration Policy has been approved which takes into account the Impact of Covid on the Jersey labour market
especially as working from home now frees businesses up to employ staff working from “homes” outside of Jersey. Also, the impact of Brexit on
the ability of some sectors to recruit staff which will lead to a reduction in the number of businesses able to trade and the expected loss of at
least 6 large hotels with the loss of associated jobs could lead to a further reduction in the resident population. The introduction of more
automation and AI in the workplace over time will further reduce the need for locally based employees. Likewise, the new rules on corporation
tax agreed by the G7 nations recently will potentially have an impact in the future on Jerseys Finance industry and its staffing needs which is one
of the largest drivers of both immigration and rising house prices.
When estimating the number of homes needed the plan makes a number of assumptions such as assuming that only 5% of the required
housing will come from existing housing stock (is this figure actually based on anything?). The plan also assumes that only 70% of homes where
planning permission has already been given will actually be built, why make this assumption? Surely the States should be actively engaging with

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Housing | 92

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix - 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

those who have already had planning permission granted to pursue these building projects and likewise be making every effort to pressure
owners of disused and dilapidated properties to get them back into the property market before considering building on agricultural fields?
The plan states that the “estimated” housing shortage will be addressed by a number of different streams but if the States could maximise what
is deliverable from those that already have planning permission and the full amount from town capacity 4,850 house could be delivered without
touching the green fields. In addition, since the Bridging Plan was published the following hotels have also been put forward as housing sites
which are not taken into account in these figures – The Revere, The Stafford, The Apollo, The Mayfair and The Savoy which will further increase
the housing stock as well as reduce the permanent and seasonal housing requirements in the island.
The plan also completely excludes the possibility of building on sites where there are already disused or dilapidated green houses. Although
Jerseys “expert” planners refuse to see these as “brown field” sites I would venture that if you asked anyone else in the island outside the
planning team, they would agree that redeveloping a site that already has a falling down structure on it would be better than building on a truly
green field site were crops were grown or livestock grazed.
This week has also seen the decision by Motor Mall to close and sell or rent their premises to a “The Range” store. Surely if the site is no longer
needed for the purpose for which it was originally built, and planning permission given it should be treated as a brownfield site and ear-marked
for housing?
Having read through the list of fields chosen to be destroyed by the planners it is evident that the criteria used is totally bias to ensure that
those fields on the edge of town in St Helier and St Saviour come out with the highest weighting in favour of development whereas those in St
Ouen and St John have the lowest weighting. Those defined as in the “urban” environment are given the highest weighting which overrides any
other criteria so that the planners get the result they want even if the land is deemed “strategically” and “highly important” in terms of its
agricultural use. Even the old Longville Nursery site, which is largely a junk yard now scores two points lower than the 3 fields use for organic
milk production that are on the outskirts of St Helier.
This plan indicates that the decision on whether to re-zone and destroy these green field site must urgently be taken and cannot wait until a
Population and Immigration Policy is decided on because building work must start straight away and all this new housing both on existing and
green field sites is, in the plan, expected to be delivered by 2025.
The construction industry is already over stretched by current projects with calls from States Members not to include any more building projects
in the list of projects for the Fiscal Stimulus Fund which has already allocated the majority of the £22.8 million fund to new build or building
refurbishment projects. At present it is incredibly difficult and increasingly costly to find contractors and small builders to undertake works on
single property developments or extensions reducing the number of homes being built, extended or upgraded that could be used to meet
some of the housing demand. Surely the building industry does not have sufficient capacity to cope with building on all these green field sites in
addition to the numerous other large projects currently going on such as the redevelopment of the previously mentioned hotels plus Ann
Court, the gas works site, the West Hill Hotel, the former JEP site, the former JFTU site, the new Government Offices at Cyril Le Marquand House,
the new Hospital, the redevelopment of the old Hospital, the replacement of the crematorium and whatever unannounced plans are in store for
the old St Saviours Hospital. If it is not realistic to fit all this building in by 2025 why make the decision on this re-zoning now? Approve the rest
of the plan and hold the re-zoning until it is proven that the demand for housing will continue to expand after Population policy has been
agreed.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KY8-5

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Objections to development of Field G392A - Le Clos des Fonds.
I live on la Sente des Fonds and am objecting to rezoning and proposed development of 23-34 homes on the field in front of my property.
This would be detrimental to my current standard of living. I am filled with dread to think of the noise and filth from a building plot that would
take 1-2 years to build.
I have many issues such as privacy, noise levels on the building site and also when /if the houses are built. Weekend work would be a nightmare
- La Sente des Fonds is a small country lane, already every car entering and exiting Le Close des Fonds Estate passes my house. This is a small
lane of 8ft in width, it is not suitable for any more traffic. It would be a major issue to have access from the lane or coast road, to the new
proposed development. There must be another field that can be offered by the Parish of Grouville that will not upset so many parishioners.
This field is used for the growing of crops and has also had dairy cattle. It is the only green space along the coast road and should be enjoyed.
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[View full
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Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

This development would cause disruption to the quality of life and privacy and I would suggest another more sustainable site be considered.
I wish to continue to enjoy a rural quiet life.

ANON-ZZ1R2KB5-B

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Having lived on La Grande Route Du Mont a L’Abbe for 16 years the plight of these 3 fields is of particular relevance to me. It is unbelievable
that these fields are even part of the Island Plan as even this states that they are “Strategically important for nearby dairy” (field H1186a), “used
by adjacent dairy and Strategically highly important” (field H1189) and “Proximity of the dairy unit means this land would be classed as
strategically, highly important” (Field H1198). Two of these fields are directly used for grazing or hay production for one of Jersey’s only two
Organic Milk producers and situated adjacent the milking parlor for this farm.
I would also point out that these three fields are being packaged together by the Bridging Plan to form a single housing estate of between 52
and 76 houses however there is a large drop in level between field H1189 and H1198 which would prevent the housing all being on the same
level and field H1186a is separated from field H1189 by the entrance and driveway to the Chestnut Lea property and this access road has not
been offered to the Planning Department therefore field H1186a cannot form part of a single housing development along with its neighbouring
field.
Building on these fields would also go against statements made in other parts of the Bridging Island Plan where it states that building would not
take place on “land of high environmental value” or “sensitive land” or land “visually prominent” in the landscape and there would be an
“exclusion of building on habitat sites” all of which I believe can be said about this group of fields. The Plan also says it will avoid “ribbon
development” which is defined as “the building of houses along a main road, especially those leading out of a town or village”. Although you
are not proposing terraced houses along the roadside your intention is to densely fill in the areas running adjacent to both La Grande Route to
St Jean and La Grande Route du Mont a L’Abbe which if left unchecked will eventually extend the “urban Sprawl” all the way up to Sion. The
Plan also states its aim is “protecting and improving the natural environment” and that “Jersey’s countryside is a precious” asset. This is
obviously only true if the “natural environment” or “countryside” is not next to town where you seem to feel it could be “improved” by
concreting it over.
As well as providing grazing and grass production areas for an organic dairy herd and a shire horse the land provides a green corridor that runs
from Fern Valley and Bellozane Valley in the West across to Vallee des Vaux in the East. These fields have well established hedgerows and trees
which provide perches, shelter and nests for numerous bird species including 3 hawks which use the fields as hunting grounds. There are
numerous bats in the area which fly over the fields hunting for insects and also a thriving rabbit colony all of which will be lost if these fields are
destroyed and built on.
Since Jersey’s went into lockdown in early 2020 the number of walkers, joggers and cyclists using La Grande Route Du Mont a L’Abbe has
increased hugely as the fields along this “green lane” represent the beginning of the countryside to many town residents who wish to get out
into the rural environment without having to drive or take a bus to get there. It is essential for the well-being of town residents that they have as
close as possible access to the rural environment. This should not just be the privilege of those who can afford homes in the outlying parishes.
The impact on traffic on both the Grande Route De St Jean and La Grande Route Du Mont a L’Abbe has not been fully considered in
conjunction with other developments. Queens Road and the southern part of La Grande Route De St Jean are regularly gridlocked both during
morning rush hour, school pickup time and after 5pm when workers from St Helier head for home. These roads are already routes to and from
two primary schools and a secondary school as well as having B&Q, Sports Direct and the Powerhouse Retail premises directly feeding into
them. Add to this current level of traffic the additional vehicles heading to the new hospital at Overdale from anyone coming from the North or
East plus additional traffic if the Current Motor Mall premises are turned into another large out of town DIY store and the situation will be even
worse. If over 70 homes are built on these three fields and over 50 on the fields next to Haute Vallee it will become virtually impossible to get
out onto the main road from these estates or the schools for large periods of the day.
The level of traffic that already uses La Grande Route Du Mont a L’Abbe as a rat run to either come off the main road then fly down this road
(despite it being a 15 mile an hour green lane) and re-join the traffic via Clark Avenue or to drop down West Hill into First Tower is already
extremely high and travels at a dangerous speed. Even if the proposed estate does not have an exit onto La Grande Route Du Mont a L’Abbe
cars from the estate will still head North on the main road then turn left on Le Vert Chemin so they can fly down Mont a L’Abbe to avoid part of
the traffic queue on the main road or head for First Tower. Clark Avenue, West Hill and La Grande Route Du Mont a L’Abbe are all pedestrian
access roads for children and parents walking to and from Haute Vallee and increasing the traffic on these routes will increase the likely hood of
a fatal accident occurring as both West Hill and La Grande Route Du Mont a L’Abbe do not have any formal pavements.
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Increasing traffic on these roads will make it more dangerous and deter walkers and cyclist from using them, further denying St Helier residents
safe rural areas to exercise and relax in.

ANON-ZZ1R2KFV-G

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Please see other comments

[View full
response]

BHLF-ZZ1R2KH5-H

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Fields: H1186a, H1189, H1198, La Grande Route de St. Jean, St Heller (76 houses)

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 2 & 3) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

Field H1219, La Grande Route de Mont a L'Abbe, St Helier (54 Houses).
I was quite dismayed and disheartened to read the Island Plan which in my opinion is not representative of the island population. My husband
and I are both Jersey born residents and as you can see live a stones' throw from where the fields have been identified for development.
The plan fails to address the reasons why significant additional housing is required and when challenged on this point at the public forum in St
Helier we were told "that is not our department". This is a ridiculous response lo this key question as fundamentally this is what has created and
will continue to create the requirement for housing. No decisions, on such radical long term & irreversible housing plans should be made until a
sustainable immigration policy is agreed.
I object to all major housing developments on Green Zones -particularly where the majority of local residents are against it and where there are
alternatives. Historically areas were protected by the States for a good reason and there are plenty of alternatives for building across the island
which are not protected in this manner. There is no point in having Green Zone protection if the States members simply ignore it against the
wishes of the population. Why can't the States agree to build on disused glasshouses or brownfield sites rather than take the green zone fields
of a registered organic diary farmer. It seems madness! I know the Island plan is for the majority of housing and commercial offices to be
located in main town area but surely the residents of St Helier are entitled to some rural areas within the Parish?
These particular fields are working farm-land and have been for 1 00's of years. Such fields are a cornerstone of our Jersey history and heritage
which must be protected not built on. The planning department acknowledge the fields are strategically highly important to the Jersey herd and
its future. I have watched the Fields H1186a, H1189 & H1198 being farmed and due to the hard work of the farmer over many years they are now
categorized as 'organic'. They are also strategically important to the maintenance of the dairy industry and home to a wide variety of wildlife,
critical to the delicate environmental balance. We have an array of birds, bees and bats living in these fields.
La Grande Route De Mont A L'Abbe is a 15 mph, single track, quiet, green lane with no pavements so shared pedestrian access and limited
vehicle passing places as it is rarely wide enough for two cars to pass without one stopping. Families, children, cyclists, joggers, Haute Vallee
school children and dog walkers meander along the road as a quiet alternative to Queens Rd and La Route de St Jean with its fast cars and
single track pavements which only has a pavement on one side and is not wide enough for 2 people let alone a wheelchair or push chair to
pass. The suggestion that another 76 houses will be built here must be from someone who does not know the area as it will be seriously
detrimental to the lives of all the existing residents and users. Queens Road is already a daily traffic bottleneck
heading into town during the key parts of the day. These roads cannot safely cope with more traffic. This road will shortly attract more traffic
with the new hospital, the construction of a new Co-op in Sion and the plans for 'The Range' on the existing Motor Mall site. These traffic
changes cannot be determined at this time, but they will certainly not result in traffic reduction.
There are many other options available across the island for additional housing without extending St Helier further or eroding historic green
zones. Additional expansion of St Helier is simply undesirable, and I consider it is making the island 'unbalanced' from many perspectives as
between the Parishes. We should not be seeking to increase the population of St Helier to the detriment of other parishes nor should people be
forced to move to St Helier just to benefit from affordable housing. Permission is already approved for 51 flats on the site of the existing West
Hill Country Hotel in La Grande Route De Mont A L'Abbe which is between the two proposed sites. This area cannot take another 181 high
density properties along with the other pending changes many of which are not contemplated in the plan.
I do not support any of the proposals regarding new housing estates in the Mont A L'Abbe area which is not is keeping with the rural area. I
believe this proposal is damaging to me, the local community the environment, the legacy of the Jersey Dairy Herd and the island. It will have a
negative effect on the. quality of all the resident's lives both physically and mentally and should be permanently rejected. I can already see the
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upsetting effects this proposal and possible upheaval is having on many of our elderly and vulnerable neighbours. This is simply not the right
behaviour towards our senior members of society.
I am looking to the States to protect us all by continuing to honour the commitment made to us all when we moved to the area in the
knowledge the fields were designated as Green Zones and for the States to maintain the quality of life for the existing residents.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KY9-6

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

See attached document.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 1) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KY2-Y

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

I object to the development of 34 homes in the Field opposite my house as I have lived there for over forty years enjoying peace and quiet
country/life.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 1) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

In this field I have seen cattle also crops grown, flowers, vegetables and potatoes. To my knowledge this a very good land. It would be a
disgrace to build on it.as I have been brought up on a farm I have a lot of growing experience.
La Sente des Fonds country lane has been registered as an 8ft lane. This lane is heavily used by people with cars and vans and also with people
living in Clos des Fonds. Why build on good agricultural land as there are green houses which are derelict and have essential services like water,
electricity and mains drains.
I am eighty eight - 88 years of age and want to enjoy my retirement in peace and quiet.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KY1-X

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

I object to the development of 23 to 34 homes on the field in front of our house as I grew up there from a very young age and have enjoyed
living in the country. My issues are noise, dirt, privacy. The lane is a small lane but busy - traffic ACCESS to a new development would be a
major issue.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 1) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5K-M

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Objection to more development in this area, a quiet country lane, which does not have any access or infrastructure for 25-25 houses! & the
additional traffic which would result from a new development

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 1) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

ANON-ZZ1R2KK8-Q

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

There is no doubt that we need to build more housing in the rural parishes, and that communities such as those in and around St. Peter have a
huge demand for housing. There is all so no doubt that this area, close to the heart of St Peter’s Village, should be further developed. However,
every parish village needs (where possible) a green, open area at it’s heart, with outdoor community facilities for people of all ages to enjoy,
appreciate, and relax in. This is probably the last chance for St. Peter to deliver a proper sized Village Green. The proposal to develop field P632
should be rejected in favour of the field immediately alongside. The development of field P559 would create more homes, allow for better and
more creative traffic calming measures, while safeguarding forever a sensibly sized community village green in the heart of the parish.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K69-3

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Call for sites: Spatial planning

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 6) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

•

•

ANON-ZZ1R2KUK-M

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Urbanisation of rural Parishes such as St Ouen should not take place by cramming in developments which attempt to solve the
population/housing crisis, such as Field O595 and O594. The housing crisis should be considered along with a migration policy not solely
an Island plan.
Field O595 and O594 are in a sensitive green zone close to a listed historic farm. The agricultural site if considered a site for housing would
urbanise the area. It is far away from the main parish hub and in that respect, I question whether the field passes the criteria for the Spatial
Strategy Test? There is no infrastructure to allow for more cars in the area, it is already busy due to the proximity of the Hospice shop.

General comments about Places
I write to you about the recent news of Jersey’s Island Plan and the proposal to build a significant number of houses around the Five Oaks area.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Housing | 96

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

As you will appreciate, the Five Oaks area is already considerably built up and the infrastructure (particularly the roads) is near breaking point as
it currently stands without the potential for 200 new houses being built on Field S530 (Princes Tower Road) and Fields S413, S415, S415a and
S470 (opposite the old JEP site). We know Bagatelle Road is an extremely busy road and has one of the highest collision rates on the island and
the roads that feed off the Five Oaks round-about are grid lock at school pick up / drop off times and peak times throughout the day. I do not
understand how the Government and the Parish of St Saviour can feel this is appropriate for this location. I would question how much research
and thought has gone in to understanding the impact of these proposed new houses on the area. The increased number of cars travelling to
and from the area will add to the congestion on the narrow roads coupled with the current narrow pavements or in some places no pavements
is a disaster waiting to happen. As well as the pressure this will put on the infrastructure, there is also the decimation of green space and wildlife
habitat by removing the 24 vergees of fields. The removal of these fields will have a significant impact on the minimal green space left in the
area, wildlife present and the mental health of the parishioners living in the area. I cannot believe the Parish is willing to let this happen.
Whilst I appreciate there is a need for homes for families on the island, I think the Government should be looking at cramming in less one
bedroom flats that fit the bare minimum in planning requirements for the an extraordinary price and instead insist on these developments cater
for families and comfortable living for an affordable price.

ANON-ZZ1R2K3H-F

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

General comments about the Island Plan performance framework;
I am amazed that the the draft island bridging plan includes fields that have not been chosen and identified on their own merit for suitability by
planning officials, but rather that they comprise of fields that have been offered to planning by private landowners who will then presumably
make substantial financial gain with no thought as to the affect that the building will have on the surrounding area.
I am aware that certain Parishes are actively wanting to have new houses build. Why can these not be built on rather than a parish that is
already fit to burst like St Saviours.

ANON-ZZ1R2KUN-Q

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

General comments about the Island Plan performance framework;
The plan should NOT be based on land that is offered to the States for profit to the landowners. This is clearly resulting in unsuitable sites for
development as with Field 530 as a prime example. The method should involve a proper review of all sites especially starting with brown field
sites followed by suitable flat fields situated in lower density conurbations where those parishes actually WANT to increase their housing stock
and related infrastructure. Five Oaks area of St Saviours is clearly now over developed and already creaking. Princes Tower Road section from
Belvedere through to the Five Oaks roundabout is already gridlocked and very dangerous due to the high density of estates. This is already
increasing without the island plan proposals. The access road to Field 530 will be from Princes Tower Road further clogging up the approach to
the roundabout and causing more accidents and frustration.

ANON-ZZ1R2KU1-T

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Yet again Five Oaks is been targeted for more so called "development". Langtry Gardens and Belvedere were massive developments that have
put huge pressure on existing road infrastructure in and around the Five Oaks roundabout and having to deal with more traffic will be
unsustainable. I live on St Saviours hill and the traffic is already very heavy in all directions during peak times, on roads which were never
designed to deal with this use. Building these houses will require more schools which will in turn require more game and play areas which in
turn will produce more noise/light/sound pollution. When the CO-OP unveiled plans to build a new premises as well as a Business Park at the
old JEP site last November it did not make sense. There seemed no need for it since there is already a CO-OP at Maufant and a Morrisons at the
roundabout. There seemed no need for it, but it seems to make sense now. It's very unfair on Parishioners to have to put up with this constant
need to populate an already over populated area. Population/Migration control should be at the forefront of any Island Plan. Sticking a BandAid of a plan on this problem will not work and will not go away. More houses = more cars = more people = more people = more houses etc.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

ANON-ZZ1R2KUN-Q

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Brief summary:

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

St Saviours is already at busting point with the roads and roundabout around Five Oaks/Princes Tower Road already dangerous and not fit for
purpose. The current density of population combined with narrow and often clogged roads, a tiny and dangerous roundabout and virtually no
green areas left is leaving the current residents with a continually lower level of wellbeing and quality of life.
The proposed St Saviour developments around the Five Oaks area will make this even worse.
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Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

Specifically Field 530 is not appropriate due to the fact that it is a meadow, is a valley and is on a massive slope with all of the obvious problems
associated with developing that land safely, economically and in the wider interests of the current Five Oak residents.

ANON-ZZ1R2KAF-U

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

As you can see from my address, I live in Clos Paumelle, St Saviour and am now exceedingly concerned about the proposed building of new
homes in this area. We are already over-subscribed with housing and schools! The traffic on a school morning is horrific.and one of the reasons
that a new hospital will not be built here. To add further residences, population and cars to this area would have dire consequences. Where are
the children supposed to play or go to school? St Saviour’s School already has a waiting list now and the others in the parish do not have the
capacity for extra pupils. As for the traffic situation, we would probably come to a standstill! Other parishes are happy to have further building ,
so why oh why is poor St Saviour even on the list?
Please, please think again and remove St Saviour from the possible new build sites.

ANON-ZZ1R2KQ8-W

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

General comments about Introduction and strategic proposals MyGeneral Comments on the potential development, relate specifically to the
area around Five Oaks in St Saviour. Having been resident here for a number of years, it is very clear that this area is already, outside of St
Helier, the densest populated area on the Island. This is evident every morning when a 1.5 to 2 mile journey takes 40 minutes. Further adding to
the population in this area will only worsen this situation. This is already an area of the island that contains the majority of the schools, and must
accommodate the traffic that this brings every day.
I would also suggest this is one of the least invested areas in terms of community spaces, or outdoor facilities for children. Something doesn't
seem right to live in an area with so many homes and yet have to drive to a park for the children.

ANON-ZZ1R2K3H-F

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

General comments about Travel and transport
Five Oaks roundabout is no longer fit for purpose and able to cope with the current traffic.
Five Oaks roundabout must be one of the busiest places on the island. It has so many feeder roads in and out of it, the pub, garage, the new
Co-Op, the bank and several smaller shops and a zebra crossing. Driving around here is already very dangerous as is cycling and walking. There
are many incidents occurring regularly here, drivers are getting very aggressive as they are frustrated by the volume of traffic.
The pavements are, in places, not wide enough for two people and children are at risk of being clipped by wing mirrors as they walk down these
narrow pavements.
More houses will bring more cars and more people attempting to walk. It is already so dangerous and will only get worse.
In the morning, traffic backs up down Princes Tower Road and queuing and getting onto the Five Oaks roundabout can take 10-15 minutes. Cars
coming from the north blindly join the roundabout, often without slowing down, resulting in it being very slow to access from Princes Tower
Road.
The access road to Field 530 is via Princes Tower Road - completely unsuitable to have additional number of cars. Plus there will be more
houses from the redevelopment of the Cinq Chenes estate and possible the St Saviours Hospital redevelopment.
It is going to be so busy and an absolute misery for all those living here.

ANON-ZZ1R2KUN-Q

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

As in prior section re losing green fields, animals and natural habitat.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

ANON-ZZ1R2K3H-F

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

General comments about Natural environment

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

Field 530 is a valley running into a pond at the bottom surrounded by established trees and full of wildlife.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Housing | 98

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 1) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

The site seems extremely unsuitable for building as it would have to be levelled first. This would involve tonnes and tonnes of backfill brought in
by hundreds of lorries and all the noise and dust too.
Does this work, before development has even started, highlight what an unsuitable site field 530 is for building on. I can only imagine the chaos
that all these lorries would bring to the already congested Princes Tower Road and clogged Five Oaks roundabout.
Even a delivery van currently stopping around the Five Oaks area causes chaos or some roadworks - so imagine what lorry after lorry would
bring.

ANON-ZZ1R2KS8-Y

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

General comments about Natural environment
If field 530 is developed, a huge amount of habitat will be lost for a diverse amount of wildlife. This slopping field has a stream leading to a
pond at the bottom which is used by many birds and various other wildlife, hedgehogs, numbers of which are decreasing, use this area daily
along with various birds of prey. All this will be lost.

ANON-ZZ1R2KS8-Y

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

General comments about General development
I live on Princes Tower Road. The area surrounding field 530 is already saturated with residential housing and schools, resulting in heavy traffic
around the Five Oaks roundabout and feeder roads. On occasions in rush hour the traffic is so heavily backed up from the roundabout residents
are having to queue to exit their properties onto Princes Tower Road. Before we lose more green fields to housing for good, controls on
population numbers needs to be implemented as the size of the Island is not increasing.

ANON-ZZ1R2K3H-F

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

General comments about Introduction and strategic proposals
My main focus is the development of Field 530 and the detrimental effect it will have on the surrounding residents and wildlife, impact on traffic,
schools and how dangerous the roads will be. The increase in traffic in St Saviour will be affected by Field 530 and also the fields opposite the
old JEP site and the redevelopment of the Cinq Chenes estate.

ANON-ZZ1R2KXW-3

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Five Oaks Green Field Rezoning.
Our major concerns are the loss of large productive green fields to the agricultural industry once more, especially in such an already very built
up area where green space is vital to the nearby residents.
The already congested roads and with the opening of the new supermarket on the old J.E.P. site which will generate even more safety and
pollution issues.
With all primary schools in the parish already full children having to be transported to schools outside of the parish.
The whole infrastructure of the parish and island will soon crumble until an immigration policy is set in place.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6K-N

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Please register my objection to the attached element of the proposed new Island Plan, with submission reference IP - 178438356 (copy page
attached).
I object to the greenfield area in question being zoned for development on the grounds that the previous Island plan rightly focussed on
protecting greenfield sites, not zoning them for housing.
Furthermore the focus was and should continue to be on developing the brownfield sites around the island. I therefore have no objection to the
brownfield area on this site being zoned for development.
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[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 1) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

The greenfield area is precious agricultural land which should not be lost for the sake of a few houses. To include the greenfield area will make
the site far too large to cope with the added number of people and cars using Rue de Fauvic. The cross roads with Rue au Long already being
particularly dangerous.
Finally, any housing built on the greenfield area will have a detrimental affect on the quiet enjoyment and wellbeing of the existing residents
situated along La Grande Route des Sablons.

ANON-ZZ1R2KTG-F

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

I am commenting specifically on Field G392A in Grouville.
This is a green field site and regularly used for farming purposes. We need to protect these sites from development. The lane adjoining this site,
La Sente Des Fonds, is at the start of a series of lanes which in my opinion should be given 15Mph green lane status. To have another housing
estate bordering this lane is ridiculous when you have abandoned brownfield(glasshouse)sites such as at Holmegrown, which borders a little
used, but very good main road,
Rue Au Long,which would be able to give good services to the site if it were selected.
We definitely need affordable housing for our younger local generations to get on the housing ladder, but there seem to me to be plenty of
other sites that would be more suitable. Disused glasshouse sites, abandoned farmland, properties left empty and unused for years and years. A
walk round each parish with locals who know the local areas would be very beneficial to the authors of this island plan.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KP7-U

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Objection to the proposed rezoning of fields H1186a, H1189, H1198, La Grande Route de St. Jean, St. Helier.
These objections to the proposed development of housing on the above fields are being submitted by me both as a member of the Save
St.Helier Fields Committee and as a resident of Mont a L'abbe for the past 30 years.
Referring specifically to the Draft Bridging Island Plan, there are a few areas of concern which need to be addressed.
Page 330 - Existing Use.
The 3 fields are described as being "strategically important", even "strategically, highly important" in relation to the dairy industry. That being
the case, why are they even included in the Island Plan, when there are much less strategically important fields or derelict land available to build
on in other parts of the island. The fact that the fields are used by one of only two organic farms on the island, speaks for itself. Also the fact
that the dairy unit is adjacent to the fields is surely very important logistically. Jersey brands itself on its Jersey cows, and that specialism must be
allowed to flourish in an authentic way.
Page 331- Landscape.
Mention is made of "the potential to connect the woodland habitats in the two adjoining valleys to the east and west", namely Vallee de Vaux
and Fern Valley. These valleys are already accessible by various roads and lanes. Creating artificial pathways and areas of access simply negates
the natural landscape of the area, which is typical of the Jersey countryside. In effect, the St. Helier countryside starts at the boundary of field
1198, towards the West Hill end. To build an estate of houses on these fields will simply destroy a peaceful rural landscape and create a mini
concrete jungle, totally not in keeping with the local environment.
Page 332 - Planning and Design Issues.
Drainage:
There has been an issue with flooding in the past, with water gushing into the back garden of our house, from field H1186a. A massive soakaway
was built in the garden of the adjoining house, but who is to say that this flooding would not happen again, with the construction of over
adjacent 70 houses. All 4 properties at Chestnut Lea are not on mains drainage, but with just 4 properties we are able to manage the situation
with regular maintenance of the drainage pump which is in field H1189.
Highways/accessibility:
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La Grande Route du Mont a L'abbe is a Green Lane, supposedly with a 15 mph speed limit, but this is not always adhered to. To add 70 houses,
with potentially 140 cars, will add to the already heavy use of this road, particularly at peak times. It is a narrow road, and those of us who live
locally, respect the rules. To have cars cutting through the estate will just add to the chaos. As it is, the number 19 bus often has to negotiate
ongoing traffic from drivers who do not appreciate that they need to give way to the bus, and yet try to barge through, heading northwards.
The proposed development of 51 flats on the site of the Westhill Hotel will add to the volume of cars in the area as it is. In turn all these extra
cars will feed into the traffic chaos on Queen's Road, which nowadays is no longer confined to peak commuting hours.
Part of the attraction of walking along La Grande Route du Mont a L'abbe northwards, is that once you pass the Westhill Hotel on the left, you
can see the 3 fields on the right, and look forward to breathing in that fresh air. That rural aspect of this Green Lane will be lost for ever. Apart
from pedestrians, the road has become very popular with cyclists, especially following the initial lockdown, so their safety needs have to be
considered. The whole point of a Green Lane surely is to encourage walking, jogging and cycling, especially for the parishioners of St. Helier.
This experience will not be enhanced by breathing in excessive car fumes and having to dodge the extra car traffic.
Heritage:
Our house is on the edge of field 1189, and forms a little hamlet consisting of the main house, Dower House, Cottage and barn conversion. It is
a little oasis which passersby will stop to look at if they appreciate traditional Jersey architecture. It is Grade 3 Listed Building, described as an
early 19th century residential (rural house). By building 70 plus houses on adjoining fields, the rural status of Chestnut Lea will be removed for
ever. The main house is also described as being of architectural and historical special interest, with a marriage stone dated 1804. It is imperative
that Jersey retains and preserves the unique characteristics of its traditional architecture, and not let these old properties be swamped up by
modern developments.
Page 43 - Policy SP4 - Protecting and promoting island identity
The following observations refer to the need to preserve "Jersey's distinct landscapes" and "unique and precious assets".
To begin with, the biodiversity of the 3 fields in question is very special. Whether it is the birds or wildlife that inhabit the fields, the area is
enjoyed and appreciated by many, whether they are locals or visitors to the island. People will stop to take photographs of the Jersey cows,
birds or other wildlife and literally breathe in the fresh air. It is a popular area to take toddlers to see the animals, let alone to walk one's dog. In
fact it is an incredibly popular
dog-walking area for people from urban St. Helier. Similarly, older people who live towards the Haute Vallee school end, will stroll up towards
the fields, literally on their zimmer frame. It is a popular area to take a walk at lunchtime for employees from the likes of B&Q and Powerhouse.
Similarly children from Mont a L'abbe school, as well as adults with special needs are taken here, for the fresh air and appreciation of the
countryside. With all the current emphasis on well-being and mental health, the fields are like the lungs of St. Helier, still within walking distance
of town. Especially since the beginning of the pandemic, the area in the vicinity of the fields has attracted many walkers from town, let alone
joggers and cyclists. This trend has persisted until today, as this lovely piece of Jersey countryside is literally on their doorstep.
If this island is serious about preserving its distinct and unique Jersey Heritage, it can begin by saving these 3 fields from destruction, so that
they can be appreciated by many generations to come.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD7-F

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

I am also objecting to the 3 fields along la “Grande route de St Jean ”to be used for housing ( H1186A, H1189, H1198). Having not yet a policy for
Jersey island population, it is too early to destroy irrevocably Jersey agricultural, organic and daily farm fields etc…which are Jersey main identity,
and in fact they should be untouchable, being part of Jersey Heritage, tourism being lost already years ago.and finance not too good
either…Jersey is the small size island and should stay “Green”, it is a key word which has to be kept in mind.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

ANON-ZZ1R2KM5-P

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

H5 - Provision of affordable homes

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

I wholeheartedly disagree with the rezoning of green fields H1168A, H1189 and H1198 in St Helier while there are numerous brownfield sites that
could be better utilised for housing. The surrounding area already suffers from heavy traffic and these fields offer a space to breathe for those
of us who live on the outskirts of St. Helier. They are our gateway to the countryside and are enjoyed by the numerous walkers and cyclists who
use the green lane of La Grande Route du Mont a l’Abbe daily for recreation and exercise. Building on these fields would extend residential
development into the countryside and would detract from the character of the area whilst putting additional strain on existing roads and
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[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 1) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 6) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

infrastructure. The rezoning of any agricultural fields for housing strikes me as going against sustainability principles, so I believe a more creative
solution should be sought.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYV-3

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Its the only "green field" that is not built on from St. Clements to Gorey.
The field "site" is too small to accommodate 25/34 houses!
The Grouville school is "busting at the seams with pupils - there will potentially be 30 more school kids.
The construction will cause a lot of noise, dust and traffic to the lane.
The lane is too narrow.
It is a wetland and home to all sorts of seasonal birds and animals.
More brown sites need to be considered!!

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYD-H

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

St. Saviour has more than enough building in the Patier Road Five Oaks area.
You take your life in your hands walking up Patier Road. Also Five Oaks Roundabout is a nightmare without, any further pressure. Schools all
around, the whole area is a major accident just waiting to happen.
Don't let this happen!!

BHLF-ZZ1R2K4P-R

H5 Provision of
affordable homes

IP-178094584 Fields Nos O595 & O594 - St. Ouen
The following points are my main observations:
1.

2.
3.

4.
5.

6.

ANOZZ12KX2

ANOZZ12K29

The above plots are currently and continuously used as potato growing land and considered very good yielding ground by the current
growers company near by. You state in your current review that the fields have become isolated over time but their situation have not
changed and remain as still important productive land to the local potato growing company.
The irregular shape of the plot field no. O594 does not lend itself for efficient housing development and accessing the land is only at one
place to Rue de la Croix. This main road is narrow and heavily used by big tractors.
On the basis of matching the new houses to the existing 2 storey detached 3 bedroom houses built adjacent to Rue de la Fosse au Bois
such as in Clos Morel. i.e. 9 sq meter foot print with 9 sq meter garden. There could be two rows of 15 such houses and gardens accessed
by system of one way roads as illustrated in my accompanied Drawing 1 including pavements the properties would be built on the
rectangular part of the combined plots: Approximately 50m x 150m less surrounding roads and pavements (= 36m x 140.5m) divided plot
width 9 sqm + 15 houses per row. Two rows of houses = maximum of 30 houses total. The non-statutory part of field O594 could be used
for visitor parking and possibly children amenities.
This would in my view make a tidy and somewhat harmonious extension to the existing local buildings whilst maximising the number of
homes.
Having said all the above you could achieve a similar development possibly TWICE THE SIZE! ie. 60 houses on IP-178027077/171545657
(See drawing 2). Fields no. O622 which I am reliably informed by the same local grower, the soil is much poorer quality, light and stoney
ground and therefore poorer potato yield.
I trust these comments will be of use in your decision making.

NE1 - Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity

I write in strong objection to the rezoning of Fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198 for housing.

NE1 - Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity

General comments about Natural environment The prosed field 530 has a stream running through and a pond this feeds through to Swiss Vally.
It has been left natural for a number of years now which has bee a huge asset to the wildlife. We have spotted great crested newts also the agile
frogs , hedgehogs , bats, redquqirrels , huge amount of wild birds .

The destruction of habitat for birds of prey, rabbits, hedgehogs and red squirrels. A colony of bats, Green Lizards and Agile Frogs also call these
fields in Mont a l’Abbe, home. Once these treasures are lost, they are gone forever and our future generations will suffer.
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ANON-ZZ1R2KUN-Q

NE1 - Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity

General comments about Natural environment

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 2) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

NE2 - Green
infrastructure and
networks

As in the last section Filed 530 in St Saviours is a meadow that has a river/stream flowing through the middle of it down to the pond at the
bottom. There are diverse animal groups in the field, birds such as marsh harriers visit the field and the pond bordering the field is full of life.
The meadow is naturally sloping downwards and there is a huge fall in height from one side of the field to the other. It is essentially a basin that
will need backfilling with approx 500, 000 tons of stone. This will clearly destroy all wildlife, result in the death of animals, leave birds with no
home to return to and likely cause contamination to the water flow and all surrounding fields/ponds.

NE3 - Landscape
and seascape
character
Proposal 12 Green
infrastructure and
network strategy

ANONZZ1R2KJ6-M

PL3 - Local centres

Policy H5 - St Saviour

PL5 – Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

I am very concerned about the proposal to build a substantial number of new homes in the Five Oaks area of St Saviour, which is already heavily
built up and has a lack of green, open spaces. The distribution of proposed new homes across the Island is completely unfair - with St Saviour
taking the biggest hit by a large margin, while other parishes have none. In addition, the proposed sites in St Saviour are completely unsuitable,
due to their location, and should not even be being considered due to the fact that they are green field sites.
The Five Oaks roundabout and Bagatelle Road are already a nightmare, and are completely gridlocked during morning and evening rush hour,
and buses in the morning are routinely late due to the large amount of traffic. There is no way the parish infrastructure and roads could cope
with hundreds more new houses, and the hundreds of cars that they would bring.
The parish schools are already at capacity, with no room to be developed, and residents have already had to put up with the building of two
massive developments in recent years, at Belvedere and Langtry Gardens. The proposed housing developments on Field 530 and opposite the
old JEP site would have a massive impact on the quality of residents' lives, both while the development was taking place, and afterwards. It feels
as though St Saviour residents are being treated as second class citizens, and expected to put up with dangerously unsafe and busy roads,
building on green field sites, noise and traffic pollution, and urbanisation, while many parishes aren't even being considered for any new homes.

ANONZZ1R2KJB-Z

PL3 - Local centres

Policy H5 St Saviour

PL5 – Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

There should be no further developments in the area of Five oaks. There is already too much development and the roundabout and roads at
five oaks cannot cope with the proposed increase in traffic volume. Policy H 5 St Helier
The proposed housing development in the fields on La Grande Route de st Jean is an unwarranted use of good fields and should not be
allowed.

ANON-ZZ1R2KUN-Q

ANON-ZZ1R2KGJ-5

PL3 - Local centres

General comments about Places

PL4 - Smaller
settlements

As in previous sections

PL5 – Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

I wish to object to fields H1186a, H1189 and H1198 being included for housing.
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This will shut a valuable organic dairy farm, and increase urban creep along La Grande Route de St.Jean, taking some of the few remaining
green fields in St.Helier. Green agricultural space near town is very important and should be given the highest protection.
Also this are is getting far too developed, its pavement network is poor and will add to traffic congestion and car use, which is against States
policy.
I would also like the fields by Overdale hospital removed from development zone, as they provide an important green backdrop to town, and in
a prominent position, and are visually attractive. They are also good productive agricultural fields. If the hospital application fails, these fields
need continued protection. There is no need for them as hospital development zone, as Overdale is big enough, and the States own other large
enough sites elsewhere.

ANONZZ1R2K2C-9

PL5 – Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

General comments about Places

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendix 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes.

ANON-ZZ1R2KU7-Z

Strategic Proposal
1 - Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

Concern over too much building in St Saviour, traffic continues to be very heavy especially the Five Oaks area.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

ANON-ZZ1R2KUN-Q

Strategic Proposal
1 - Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

General comments about Introduction and strategic proposals

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

Comments are on the draft bridging island plan and specifically the effect this will have on St Saviours area, notably Field 530.

Strategic Proposal
2 - Understanding
the long-term
requirement of
Jerseys energy
market
Strategic Proposal
3 - Creating a
marine spatial plan
for Jersey
Strategic Proposal
4 - A west of island
planning
framework
Strategic Proposal
5 - An
infrastructure
roadmap for Jersey

ANON-ZZ1R2K16-U

Strategic Proposal
1 - Development of
a long-term

General comments about Introduction and strategic proposals
1.

Five Oaks is saturated with development1. Outside of St Helier its Five Oaks that would take the next biggest hit on rezoning - all within one
square mile
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Strategic Proposal
5 - An
infrastructure
roadmap for Jersey

4.
5.
1.
2.

3.
4.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJT-J

TT1 - Integrated
safe and inclusive
travel

ANON-ZZ1R2KXE-H

ANON-ZZ1R2KUN-Q

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 2 & 3) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

[View full
response]

Objection noted – (See Appendices 8 & 9) - SR 26 - Provision of affordable
homes.

Fact - at peak times the road infrastructure at Five Oaks and the roads connecting with the roundabout are operating way above capacity.
The result is congestion, delays, pollution and seriously compromised road safety
Key aims of this Bridging Plan include reinforcing local communities and local identity and fostering a sense of well-being. Shoehorning
more development into an already congested Five Oaks seems certain to deliver the opposite outcome. We have completely lost our sense
of community and identity
Pedestrians and cyclists less safe than in the past and congestion leads to poor road manners, unsafe driving, and an increased risk to the
pedestrians and cyclists that the Bridging Plan seeks to encourage
The rezoning of fields in the Five Oaks area could deliver up to 190 houses. What has not been factored into the Bridging Plan calculations
is that two other major housing developments (plus the JEP site) in this part of St Saviour are likely to proceed shortly. These are the
redevelopment of the Cinq Chenes Estate itself, which might yield an additional 100 affordable housing units (on top of the 126 homes
already on that site), and the redevelopment of the St Saviours Hospital site, which must have the potential to deliver 200 plus homes

H1 – Integrated safe and inclusive travel
Housing estate designs should include varied architectural interest (not like Clos Vaze) and be as carbon neutral as possible (i.e. Solar, etc.).
Covid showed the importance of outdoor space so balconies on flats should be required on all new properties.
H2 – Housing density

H3 – Provision of
homes

A large number of the planned new homes are in St. Helier. Adequate outdoor space for the community (particularly within walking distance for
families/children) is important as the housing in St. Helier becomes more dense.

H4 – Meeting
housing needs

H3 – Provision of homes, H4 – Meeting housing needs & H5 – Provision of affordable homes
A specific plan to build right-sizing homes is critical. Some older St. Helier residents live in housing that may be larger than their residential
needs but there is no appropriate, affordable and commensurate housing stock (Bungalows - no steps and small garden) for them to move to.
For example, I have been looking for rightsizing for an older family member with mobility issues. While they may be able to sell their house at a
good price there is nowhere appropriate and affordable to move to in the parish. Providing a financial incentive to move does not help if there
is no appropriate housing stock.

TT1 - Integrated
safe and inclusive
travel

With regards to the proposed developments around Five Oaks.

TT1 – Integrated
safe and inclusive
travel

General comments about Travel and transport

TT2 - Active travel

Minister’s detailed response

Promises to undertake special studies of Five Oaks have never materialised. The result is that land has never been allocated in this area for
community open space or community facilities despite the ever-increasing number of dwellings
Community facilities promised as an integral part of new developments have not been delivered, resulting in a fundamental mistrust by
local residents in the planning process
Unfair burden on a Parish that is already at bursting point with new homes and cars and majority of Island schools
Two MAJOR developments in last 10 years in same square mile - Langtry and Belvedere (200 homes)Infrastructure – roads

H2 - Housing
density

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Published
response link

There is already a huge issue with traffic. Allowing the proposed developments will bring a massive increase in traffic / transport issues. There is
no room to create a cycle / pedestrian route from Five Oaks to town without causing even more major issues to existing traffic problems. School
children are unable to safely walk / cycle to school due to the congestion on the roads. Speed limits would be no use due to traffic already
ground to a snails pace (which with the stop start motoring adds hugely to pollution). Traffic flow needs to be improved to keep traffic moving.
Jersey didn't have this traffic problem 20 years ago when the population was lower. Again this points to a population policy issue! Our
infrastructure was not designed for this volume of traffic.

Five Oaks roundabout is not a safe roundabout at the moment. With a further 500 properties in the area being built the extra strain will push
the safety issue over the edge. The roundabout is not fit for purpose in that it is far too small for the number of entrance/exits and the quantity
of traffic flowing through it. There are unfortunately regular accidents on and around the approaches to the roundabout. Even as the status quo
is now there needs to be a traffic smoothing solution put in and also the roundabout itself should expand. At key times of the day there are
long queues at the roundabout causing already a misery for those travelling through it. There are currently no alternative routes for cars
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[View full
response]

Objection noted (see Appendix – 4) -SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

[View full
response]

The draft plan has two strategic policies which seek to ensure that the needs
of the community can be met (which may take into consideration gender
specific needs), and also requires that development is designed to be
inclusive

travelling from St Martins/Grouville so when they combine with the residents of St Saviour there is traffic deadlock. All slowly resulting in a lower
level of wellbeing for all.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KEX-H

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

While I appreciate the need for more homes and affordable housing I think the amount of people in Jersey is becoming of huge concern as this
gives rise to this apparently urgent need for more housing. Immigration seems to be growing out of control. The population had expanded by
over 30,000 since I moved to the island in 1980 which is over 35% in 40 years. A growing population also needs more schools, amenities and
entertainment venues, etc. another strain on our infrastructure and economy.
This problem really needs to be addressed - how many can this island support?
I think it a very disturbing idea to consider taking our green field sites for housing, it could be the start of a worrying trend. Our farming
community should be protected and nurtured by encouragement and support not by removing existing farmland. What about utilising all the
existing brown sites first then, if absolutely necessary, the green sites that have not been used for a very long time and those that will cause the
least impact, distress and disturbance to any existing developments.
I bought my house in the St Martin’s Village development 20 years ago after over a year of careful searching to find a home I would feel
comfortable in for the rest of my life if I so chose. The Village is a lovely, quiet development of 33 properties and my home here suits me very
well. It has everything I need close by and enjoys a good bus service. One of the strongly recommended green sites for development in the
Draft Island Plan in St Martin are fields MN389 and MN390 that sit alongside St Martin’s Village and are farmed by a local resident. The
proposed plan could at least double it’s size which will completely destroy the quiet country ambience of the area with much more traffic on our
very small lanes and an extra unknown amount of residents to accommodate.
The thought of my settled, comfortable life being completely turned upside down is very distressing and causes me a lot of worry.
It seems to be more important to hide these new developments out of view to make the least environmental impact whilst not at taking into
consideration the devastating effect it will have on existing homes and the lives of residents living in those homes.
Please be thoughtful and extremely careful about how you could affect and change people’s lives.

General comments: Housing
ANON-ZZ1R2KGR-D

Proposal 19 –
Design for homes

I would like to see the development of a long term planning assumption include consideration of gender mainstreaming as a policy objective. I
would refer to the research undertaken on women and planning by the Royal Town Planning Institute in particular Part II which considered the
impact of gender based design, Covid-19 and barriers faced by women in the built environment and how to account for and consider these.
More information can be found here https://www.rtpi.org.uk/research/2021/march/women-and-planning-part-ii/

(See SP3 – Placemaking and SP7 – Planning for community needs)
I would repeat my comments and the need to consider women and our different lives and experiences in the planning process. Some excellent
and revelatory research has recently been undertaken which could act as a guide for considering the impact of planning on the day to day lives
of women.
https://www.rtpi.org.uk/research/2021/march/women-and-planning-part-ii/
"Gender-biased design is also evident in the built environment. The emergence of sprawling car dependent cities from the 1950s onwards has
been particularly problematic for women who overall, evidence suggests, drive less and rely to a greater degree on public transport and walking
compared to men (Criado-Perez 2019). This enduring focus on the private motor vehicle has implications on ease of access – to employment,
services and facilities, which are not always located a convenient walking, cycling or public transport distance from residential neighbourhoods.
In addition, with priority given to vehicle movement and access, less attention has been paid to the place function of streets and human
movement through them, resulting in (for example) narrow footpaths, inadequate street lighting and fragmented cycle lanes.
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[View full
response]

Noted: See SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan and SR 23 Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

[View full
response]

Noted. No evidence is provided to support the assertion that there is
insufficient value to enable the implementation of this policy. See also: SR 40
- Housing outside the BUA

[View full
response]

The re-use of outworn offices and hotels for housing is supported in the draft
plan and proposal 22 Future affordable housing provision, would enable
future affordable housing development on windfall sites, should this policy be
taken forwards.

In addition, the design of many of our public spaces has failed to consider the different ways they are used by men and women. Design
decisions such as the type of sporting facilities offered in public parks, the frequency of benches, the presence of playgrounds and the
installation of appropriate lighting all play a role in the use of public spaces by women and girls."

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

Housing
The Interim Island Plan's main focus is on the provision of housing, yet the States of Jersey have chosen not to declare a housing crisis. Other
policies simply attempt to mitigate the impact of housing and infrastructure provision on the real crises of biodiversity loss and climate change.
The plan should address these crises the other way round, with housing being a tertiary issue to the existential threats to humanity.
Housing problems can be addressed through other policy such as rent controls and tribunals, and dealing with under-occupation, and unused
houses, leaving the island plan to focus on development control, and island sustainability. It should not be a development led plan.
The 'call for sites', which is the driver of the selection of the development sites listed in the plan, is a poor way of selecting appropriate sites for
housing. It is opportunistic rather than strategic, and because of this it will fail to provide for adequate homes for people, instead, simply driving
the development of substandard, crowded housing.
As mentioned above, people should be provided with access to public open space and the opportunity to encounter nature in all future
development.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

8.10 In regard to housing within the countryside (thereby including the Green Zone and CNP properties) the DBIP states the following – we have
added bold type for emphasis.
“Proposals may be made for the redevelopment, demolition and replacement, of existing buildings in the countryside. In the case of existing
dwellings, the development of replacement buildings should not be larger than that being replaced in terms of gross floorspace, building
footprint or visual impact. Evidence should be provided to demonstrate that the redevelopment of the building will deliver environmental gain,
related to the repair of landscape character. This could be achieved through improvements in siting, design and use of materials in addition to
the specific enhancement of landscaping to better integrate the development into its landscape context. It should not facilitate a significant
increase in occupancy involving an intensification of domestic use as this would place more pressure upon a fragile environment, limited
infrastructure and services and be likely to increase trip generation.
Any proposed increase in the size of residential floorspace will require exceptional justification having regard to functional needs or necessary
improvements to the standard of accommodation and will need to be considered relative to the impact of any increase on local landscape
character. Consideration of functional needs or standards of accommodation should be related to the consideration of minimum internal space
standards and specifications for homes, as set out in supplementary planning guidance.”
8.11 The DBIP gives much less scope than the current IP in terms of redevelopment of existing buildings, as it states clearly that replacement
buildings should not be larger than those being replaced in terms of gross floor space. This effectively negates any possibility of replacing badly
built or visually inappropriate structures, as the replacement structure cannot realise sufficient value when considering that the purchase price is
likely to be mostly based on the size of the unit and its location, and that any replacement construction will need to factor in the significant
costs of environmental gain.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJD-2

H3 – Provision of
homes

Office buildings and hotels should be repurposed as affordable housing and there should be a very definite move away from the current trend
of attracting high net worth individuals who buy up enormous properties and the land surrounding them, floodlight every garden feature
(appalling for wildlife), construct enormous fences with security cameras then fly off in a private jet.
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ANON-ZZ1R2K7A-C

H1 - Housing
quality and design

H1 - Housing quality and design

[View full
response]

Policy H1: The need for better more residential space standards to
accommodate the increased needs arising from working from home demands
will be dealt with in forthcoming residential space standards SPG.

H2 - Housing
density

Housing should consider the needs of flexible working better, by providing a third living space after the living room and kitchen-diner: the
flexible home workspace.

Policy H2: Noted
H2 - Housing density

H3 - Provision of
homes
H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area
Proposal 22 Future affordable
housing provision

Policy H3: Noted
It's an unfortunate fact that to support modern populations we need to increase housing density. People should be encouraged to increase the
density of their properties, for example by converting outbuildings on old farms to extra housing space. This must not be done to the detriment
of design and to the availability of open space.

Policy H8: Noted

H3 - Provision of homes
Measures need to be put in place to monitor this to ensure the plan is being implemented: we are in a housing crisis, it's time to start treating it
like one.
I am opposed to any developments that might harm the island's famous farming industry.
H8 - Housing outside the built-up area
Housing outside the built-up area is an inevitable fact, and it's much better that it is built on presently residential land than built on an open
field. Instead, developers, where increasing the number of bedrooms on a site, should be required to give funds towards the construction of
active travel infrastructure (be it connecting to the site, or otherwise).

ANON-ZZ1R2KA9-E

H2 - Housing
density
H4 - Meeting
housing needs
H5 - Provision of
affordable homes
H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

ANON-ZZ1R2KA9-E

H2 - Housing
density
H4 - Meeting
housing needs
H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

H5 - Provision of affordable homes

[View full
response]

Noted - The Minister has identified within Policy H5 the mechanisms for the
provision of housing needs.

[View full
response]

Noted - The Minister has provided within Policy H4 the provision for meeting
housing needs.

[View full
response]

Noted - The Minister has provided Policy TT1 - Integrated safe and inclusive
travel to manage increased traffic flows.

The ratio of "affordable" to "open-market" is completely wrong. We should be building 4,500 3 bedroom units that can be made available on a
supported loan scheme with restrictions on onward sale. There are many young Jersey residents who will never qualify for the Housing Gateway
Scheme but who don't stand a chance of affording an open-market 3 bedroom home at current "open-market" prices. These proposals are no
more than a developers charter to make profit out of the release of agricultural land.
We must not build on good agricultural land or on any green field now or in the future. H8 I do not accept that brownfield sites or redundant
greenhouse sites have been given adequate consideration. The easy option is to build on green fields - it should not be the answer local
residents deserve better governance than this.

H4 - Meeting housing needs
We must stop allowing the top-end of the market dictate what is built on the Island. It seems quite OK for high-net worth individuals to build
and occupy 6-12 bedroom mansions while local families have to be "realistic" about their housing requirements. We need more 3 bedroom
units so that young couples can plan to have families not plan how they can ever afford a home big enough before they are middle-aged. We
should be planning ahead by dialling down on housing demand by control of immigration and closing the loopholes that allows licensed
individuals to purchase property without any qualifying period of residence which is causing inflation in the mid-range.

H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

ANON-ZZ1R2KA9-E

H2 - Housing
density

H2- Housing density
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[View full
response]

1.
2.

Traffic flows in and around housing development must be secondary to the safety of children. Safe access to shops and parks for pedestrians
and cyclists must be a priority.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNB-4

General
Comments

1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

ANON-ZZ1R2KCZ-H

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes
H6 – Supported
housing
Proposal - Future
affordable housing
provision

The draft Bridging Island Plan proposals map does not show all current housing developments, e.g. the most recent affordable housing in
St Martin is still shown as a green field. How many other developments are missing from the map?
Reference is made to protecting and promoting island identity but the proposals do little to grow and develop rural Parish communities.
The proposals focus on development within existing built-up areas and this is receiving, rightly, opposition from those parishes which are
over developed. Development could instead be based on an analysis of the area of each Parish compared to the current population, e.g. if
the Parish area is 8% of the island area but the population is only 4% of the island population then rezoning land in the Parish for the extra
housing would serve to grow the community around existing community facilities. It may require some 'green zone' land but this will have
less impact than removing an equivalent area of open/green zone land from one of the more urban parishes which are, by comparison,
over developed.
The proposals map seems to be based on those areas of land which owners wish to see developed rather than identifying the area around
the centre of each parish (school, parish/community, shop, church, pub etc) that should be considered for development in the longer term.
Affordable housing in these areas would grow the community and be sited within walking distance of the facilities needed thus reducing
car usage for such trips, and thereby contributing to carbon neutral targets.
Better use should be made of existing sites where development has been approved. The demand is for affordable housing so sites should
be used for this. As an example, there is a site with plans approved for a single dwelling of 8,000+ sq ft, now advertised for sale. There are
already many other properties of this size for sale but very few affordable homes for sale. A planning officer said the site was in the green
zone hence only 1 dwelling approved, but 8,000+ sq.ft is the equivalent of 8+ affordable family homes which are much needed. There are
probably other such sites across the island.
Without a population policy - including on the overall capacity for Jersey - all Island Plans are only 'short-term' as they need further
rezoning after a few years. This will be evident from a brief examination of the multiple propositions put to the States Assembly over the
last 40+ years as population has increased (a summary would provide helpful context for those not aware of changes over this timescale).
The proposed coastal park extends over land used for other purposes including agriculture and other developments. Whilst I understand
and support the need to protect the environment, I disagree with extending the 'coastal park' inland beyond the immediate
headland/unused areas. There is already protection against development for these areas e.g. green zone restrictions (see 4 above) and the
many other ecological/environmental studies now required prior to any planning application.
'Park' is usually understood as an area of public land - many of the areas marked on the map for the proposed coastal park are not in
public ownership so it is not a 'park' in the generally understood sense.

PLEASE SEE SUPPORTING EVIDENCE FOR FULL RESPONSE
The formal consultation on the Island Plan comes just over 6 months since the publication of the first Homelessness Strategy for Jersey
(November 2020). It is a timely opportunity to make links between the two policy frameworks.
In his response to the Homelessness Strategy, the Minister for Housing and Communities welcomed the “ambitious, comprehensive and
evidence-based framework …” and committed the Government to “working in partnership with the Board to deliver actions to support” its aims.
In this response we focus on three of the strategic aims which are relevant to the draft Plan:
•
•
•

Understanding and defining homelessness
Strengthening the role and supply of social housing
Providing a housing safety net for all

3.
4.

5.

[View full
response]

Clos Le Troquer will be amended on the proposals map
The rural extension sites identified in policy H5 will improve the vitality
and support local communities in many of the Parish villages. These sites
were carefully selected to be in areas that had existing facilities that could
accommodate and support increased housing supply.
The call for sites process identified willing owners but only selected
sustainable sites that met strict planning criteria
The development of new homes in the green zone is restricted under
policy H8 and is considered a sound a sustainable policy. The efficient
development of land is encouraged in those built up areas where they
can sustainably accommodate new development.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of
homes

The homeless strategy for Jersey is an important document and it should be
considered and referenced in the BIP as a key evidence document. The
proposed changes to the widen the access criteria for affordable housing to is
noted and this will be reviewed as part of the monitoring of the BIP.
The demand for family homes for purchase will be considered by the MHC
when reviewing the prevailing evidence of demand and then translated into
the final tenure mix for each site as part of the approved development briefs
to inform future planning applications.
Further information is set out in the Minister's statement response on Policy
H5 Tenure mix on affordable housing sites

Understanding and defining homelessness
(Extract from draft bridging Island Plan P188)
“In Jersey, there are particular challenges around the affordability of housing: in a small island, land has a higher value placed upon it,
construction costs can be comparatively high and on-average higher income levels have led to an expensive housing market. As a result, many
households cannot afford the cost of housing in Jersey and need assistance to meet their housing needs”.
We have identified in the Strategy that there is a lack of discussion on the issue of homelessness in Jersey. There are also wide-ranging views on
who Jersey’s homeless households are. As a Board, we are looking for opportunities to raise awareness of the issue and would appreciate some
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acknowledgement of it in this section of the Island Plan. Homelessness is the most acute form of housing need. A lack of affordable housing
options can either lead directly to homelessness or can hinder a household finding alternative accommodation.
Strengthening the role and supply of social housing
The Homelessness Strategy clearly recognises the role of social housing in providing for the most vulnerably housed and the need to increase
supply. This is only possible with the support of the Island’s statutory planning framework.
Caution with prediction of future housing need
(Extract from draft bridging Island Plan P189)
“The OAHN identifies the need for a minimum of 920 social rented and 1,100 affordable home ownership dwellings over the period 2021 to
2030. This would equate to a minimum of 276 social rented and 330 affordable ownership dwellings over a three-year plan period: or an overall
demand of approximately 1,000 affordable homes for a five-year housing supply.
Based upon the current evidence from the Gateway (February 2021) for affordable housing, there has been a shift towards affordable purchase
housing. The current needs indicate a split of 55% for affordable purchase housing and 45% for affordable rental housing.”
Some caution should be taken when considering predictions of future housing need which pre-date changes to the criteria for social housing.
The Homelessness Strategy calls for the recommendations of the 2018 review of the social housing register to be fulling implemented. This
would allow access to the Housing Gateway for additional households, such as childless couples and single people aged between 25 and 49. It
is also proposed that the income threshold for eligibility to social housing is increased. There is the potential for this to create a dramatic
increase in demand for rental accommodation.
As the Island Plan rightly recognises that the full impact of the Covid-19 pandemic is not yet know and we have entered a period of economic
uncertainty. The impact that this has on housing demand needs to be kept under review.
A lack of family-sized accommodation in the rented sector
(Extract from draft bridging Island Plan P189)
“The evidence also demonstrates a continuing need for one and two-bedroom units, where the elderly and smaller younger families, are
struggling to source suitable, affordable accommodation in the private sector. Demand for smaller homes is also driven by the number of
families who need to downsize as their circumstances change.”
Conversely, the review of homelessness identified a lack of larger family-sized accommodation in the rented sectors, both social and private.
This, when coupled with affordability issues intensifies the difficulties homeless families have in accessing suitable accommodation.
Further research may be required to inform future policies on accommodation size, particularly in the rented sector.
Affordable family-sized accommodation for rent can be difficult to deliver due to land values and the for a certain density of development to
enable financial viability. The proposed rezoned sites provide a fairly unique opportunity to develop family accommodation and we would ask
for consideration of the proposed 55:45 spilt in favour of homes to purchase to be reconsidered here. The current 20:80 spilt may be more
appropriate in order to maximise this opportunity for family-sized rental homes.
Right-sizing
(Extract from draft bridging Island Plan P191)
“As noted by the OAHN, there is a significant need for larger affordable homes. This need can, in part, be addressed through the more efficient
use of existing housing stock……
Enabling and supporting people to move from accommodation they are under-occupying into smaller accommodation more aligned to
household size - known as right-sizing - can help promote better efficiency in the use of the existing housing stock, and specifically help
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‘release’ larger, family homes. A package of policies is required to enable right-sizing, and to encourage the release of existing family homes:
planning policies, related to the use of land will need to work alongside housing policies relating to housing need and access.”
Although not a matter for planning policy, we feel that this is an appropriate place to highlight a housing policy issue which prevents rightsizing in the social housing stock.
The review of homelessness highlighted that longer-standing social tenants are paying rent at levels which are historically lower than the current
90% ceiling set by the Government. This discourages them from downsizing when family circumstances change, i.e., older couples and single
individuals have no incentive to leave a three or four bedroomed home as transferring to a smaller property would leave them with a larger
monthly rent bill. In turn, this reduces the supply of family properties and prevents best use of the social housing stock.
Obligations on private development
(Extract from draft bridging Island Plan P194)
“This Island Plan will meet the need to provide affordable homes through the use of government-owned land, the rezoning or allocation of land
and support for the direct provision of affordable homes delivered through Andium Homes.
Not all of these mechanisms are sustainable in the long-term and work will be undertaken to explore and develop alternative policy
mechanisms to enable future affordable housing delivery. This will need to include the provision of affordable homes as a proportion of open
market housing development.
It has already been demonstrated that the adoption of this approach would be viable in Jersey. Further work will be undertaken to research the
viability of policy mechanisms to capture value from the development of land to support the provision of affordable homes and to consider if
and when its introduction might be required and appropriate.”
We welcome the use of Government land to support the delivery of affordable homes in Jersey, but as the Plan recognises, this is only viable
whilst there are land opportunities and there are currently no confirmed timescales for these sites to be released.
The Homelessness Strategy highlights how the use of planning policies which require the provision of affordable homes as a proportion of open
market housing development. We are aware that this is something which has been much debated, with fears that any obligation which is too
onerous on private developers will stifle supply. However, it is hard to see how this can continue to be avoided in the long term if affordable
housing is to be provided in the volume needed and no other mechanism is put in place.
Provide a housing safety net for all, which is appropriate, flexible and able to meet the needs of everyone.
Supported housing
“New housing must meet the diverse, specialised needs of people with disabilities, those requiring some degree of care, and vulnerable people
in order to ensure equal access to housing and equitable social outcomes.
It is recognised, however, that supported housing can embrace the needs of other sectors of the community outside of the needs of elderly
islanders who require some form of support. It is difficult to identify and predict the demand for other forms of supported housing, particularly
as these needs can often be met within the existing home, as supported by the Jersey Care Model.”
Our work has highlighted the lack of definition on what is meant by homelessness in Jersey. We also wish to note here the lack of clarity on
what is meant by “supported housing”.
The homelessness review considers this accommodation type in its widest context, not only as something for the older population or those with
a physical disability. Supported accommodation is where assistance is provided to both maintain a household in their current accommodation
or to support transition to more independent living.
It is difficult to predict demand for models of accommodation and support, but our research has identified a number of gaps in current
provision which should be noted in the Island Plan. These include emergency provision for families, vulnerable young people and women. There
is also a need to provide suitable accommodation settings for those with more complex support needs. More often than not, these households
are unable to have their housing needs met within the existing home. We would like to see recognition of this in this section of the Plan.
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[View full
response]

All available Government owned sites have been identified through the
property Strategy and these will contribute to the supply of new housing over
the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal – Residential delivery
and management strategy and as a specific source of housing supply in table
H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their own meet the overall
demand for affordable housing, particularly in the parishes and rural villages
where there is a need for new homes to support the vitality of the villages and
rural communities. It has therefore been necessary to meet some of the
affordable housing demand on rezoned sites, some of which fall in the
current green zone.

[View full
response]

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes.
The comments on parking and residential design will be addressed under the
transport policies and policy H1 in the BIP

Development of such accommodation is often sensitive in nature and suitable locations may be difficult to identify and secure. Specific planning
policies are probably not required to support development. It may however be useful to review or provide flexibility in more general policies
which have the potential to hinder viability such as accommodation, open space and car parking standards.

ANON-ZZ1R2KXB-E

General
Comments

General comments about Housing
I object to all major housing developments in Green Zones.
The concept of the green zone is a well established part of the Island’s planning system. The designation reflects those parts of the Island which
have a largely intact landscape character and an important range of environmental features needing a high level of protection from
development.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6Q-U

H3 – Provision of
homes
H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

I object most strongly to the policy of taking more green fields, especially those recognised as good quality agricultural land (but actually any
agricultural land), for housing (or any other) developments. The thinking, every time the Island Plan is reviewed, seems to be: let’s just take a few
more fields that will solve the problem.
Whilst I recognise that there is huge demand for housing, and I have great sympathy with those who struggle to climb onto the housing ladder,
taking more agricultural land, every time the Island Plan is reviewed, simply cannot be sustained. We know the Bruntdland Definition of
sustainability but let me put it more simply: Sustainability asks if an action can be repeated indefinitely without adverse consequences for us or
those that come after us. It seems obvious to me that taking another field, and then another, cannot continue indefinitely as it would result in
the sub-urbanisation of our Island and the destruction of its character. Imagine the entire Island covered with buildings that is the ultimate result
of such a policy and this approach has defined every Island Plan for as long as I can remember, a conflict between the desire to preserve and
the constant pressure to provide more accommodation. This policy seems to contradict the very essence of the Plan’s central message, that the
character of the Island should be protected. My objection includes the apparent policy to allow development associated with the so-called Local
Centres.
A well-known authority on agricultural matters explained to me the importance of maintaining a “land bank” of workable arable fields and
pasture that sustains the viability of farming in this Island. He warned that, without restraint, a tipping point could soon be reached beyond
which farming would decline into irretrievable decline.
Not only is agriculture essential to our survival as a community, farming is also, without doubt, an essential ingredient of our Island culture.
Furthermore, the farmers are the custodians of our rural landscape. Without that custodianship the landscape character would, of course,
change out of all recognition. Taking more and more fields for development takes us closer, at every Island Plan review, to that point of no
return. I believe the farming industry should be encouraged and supported to produce for local consumption and export this seems to be a
matter of simple humanity over economic “reality” in order to sustain the agrarian landscape. In other words give the farmers financial support
to compete with subsidised agriculture elsewhere. Of course, the first step towards resolving this tension would be to establish a realistic
Immigration Policy. I recognise that this is not a Planning matter please tell your political masters that this is what they need to do to preserve
the Island’s character.
This brings me to my second objection:
Please stop inviting wealthy immigrants to come to Jersey and giving them carteblanche to do what they will with the land that they acquire.
Apart from being discrimination in favour of the wealthy, and against those less fortunate poor people (who contribute to the Island with their
hard work), the result of this policy is to take large areas of land for one household, that in different circumstances would have accommodated a
number of families in affordable housing, thus putting more pressure on demand for housing (and the land needed to accommodate it see
above). This exclusivity also tends to privatise large swathes of the Island’s landscape and prevent ordinary people from enjoying walking and
views of their countryside, because the first thing the paranoid wealthy does is build a high wall around the perimeter of his generously sized
property curtilage. I find it incredible that the States of Jersey has a dedicated department to promote this utterly odious and immoral policy.
Again, I recognise that this is not Planning policy but please pass on the message to those that procured and promote such an unsustainable
and unworthy policy.
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Some large in use agricultural fields have been selected to address the large housing needs. These have met with resistance from recent reports.
There seems to be little scope for "flexibility" as regards brownfield sites or sites which can be redeveloped to increase density values outside
the built up area. This leads to substantial increases in the small built up areas, and in particular young people will be forced to live in
increasingly dense apartment blocks in town, whilst (from the text above) elderly people will be living in considerably under utilised housing
densities in the countryside. For these reasons there needs to be a degree of flexibility in redevelopment of sites that are not just within the
builtup areas. In particular there seems to be an intransigence to building on brown field sites previously occupied by redundant Glass houses.

[View full
response]

Policy H8 but with link to Rezoning Request -IP-180267961 Houguemont
St Martin

Andium Homes is pleased to be able to make a response to the consultation on the Minister for the Environment’s Draft Bridging Island Plan,
(DBIP). We are grateful for the opportunity afforded to us to discuss relevant aspects of the DBIP directly with officers involved in managing the
consultation process. In preparing the response we have, understandably, focussed on the housing aspects of the DBIP.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comment and has provided a detailed response
elsewhere in this summary.

[View full
response]

The new housing design policies in the BIP will provide the framework for
ensuring better design and standards can be achieved on future housing
developments, including having more sustainable transport options.

Housing Provision.
Planning Guidance on Housing and parking standards are now seriously out of date. A draft replacement document for Policy Note 6 on
Housing standards was prepared some years ago (Tentatively titled PN1 if I remember correctly) which was, in my opinion, an excellent
document and would be a good starting point for new guidance, encompassing sustainability, parking and many other areas still relevant today.
As noted above, these are my personal views.

ANON-ZZ1R2KXN-T

H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDR-A
General
Comments

Old glasshouses are appropriate for development where they are located in
sustainable and appropriate locations suitable for residential developments.
Many older glasshouse sites are often in poor locations that would not be
suitable for development.

We aim to support Government in ensuring that the Island Plan ultimately approved by the States in 2022 is, so far as practicable, a robust and
meaningful document which helps to address housing supply until a fuller 10-year plan can be prepared. We are keen to contribute in a manner
which informs and enhances the housing policies in the DBIP and beyond. With that intention in mind, there are several issues that we believe
could be considered further for inclusion in the final version of the Bridging Island Plan. We make specific recommendations in those areas.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U
General
Comments

It also refers to release of greenfield sites for housing. This should be opposed. I couldn’t find a map of such sites. For six of them out of 15 to
be in St Saviour is clearly unreasonable & seems to accept urban spread. That in Grouville apparently is in a field adjoining Verona Stores.
However this location is close to Marais à la Cocque & may be at variance with this planning policy (See below). Happy to discuss.

Brownfield development is a majority element of the overall supply of
housing over the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal –
Residential delivery and management strategy and as a specific source of
housing supply in table H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their
own meet the overall demand for affordable housing, particularly in the
parishes and rural villages where there is a need for new homes to support
the vitality of the villages and rural communities. It has therefore been
necessary to meet some of the affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

ANON-ZZ1R2K78-3

General
Comments

Before vast tracts of agricultural land is rezoned and houses built, there has to be a population policy. The island cannot continue to creep out
into the country side.
Is it wise to base an island plan on issues that have arisen out of the pandemic and BREXIT when there is no knowing whether people will revert
to habits and behaviours pre-pandemic and pre-BREXIT. There are so many anomalies in this plan which leads me to think that it was produced
by individuals who do not reside in the island and have little or no knowledge about the island. My comments in sections Sustainability
Appraisal Report, Sustainability Appraisal: Technical Annex and Appendix 1 refers.
The preference seems to be to build houses rather than flats / apartments. The majority of Jersey married couples started, and have always
started, their homes together in such accommodation with no expectation of their first home being a house. Why do the young people of today
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Brownfield development is a majority element of the overall supply of
housing over the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal –
Residential delivery and management strategy and as a specific source of
housing supply in table H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their
own meet the overall demand for affordable housing, particularly in the
parishes and rural villages where there is a need for new homes to support
the vitality of the villages and rural communities. It has therefore been
necessary to meet some of the affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes
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have to have a house as their first property? The aspiration has always been to move up the ladder. This has always been difficult but achievable
and will continue to be so as the ageing population dies off.

Minister’s detailed response
See also:
SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

Put an end to luxury developments. They have had their day and the island cannot sustain this kind of activity. The island does not need any
more of these expensive homes. They are not being sold as is demonstrated in the for sale section of the JEP.
There are too many derelict / vacant properties that should be converted before land is rezoned.
Redesignate long unused office space to residential. Stop building new offices. If we are basing the island plan on issues arising from the
pandemic then it is obvious that we will shortly be swamped with office space as more and more people work from home.
St Mary is crying out to be able to develop affordable houses. Why are there no sites for this parish?

ANON-ZZ1R2KQW-V

Policy H3 –
Provision of homes

I do not think we should be re-zoning agricultural field for houses – First and foremost we should be looking at population control.

[View full
response]

Rather than re-zoning fields why are we not looking at “Brown” sites such as old green houses. I believed that these were previously part of the
Island Plan and were to be used rather than re-zoning but do not seem to have been mentioned. For houses that do need building we should
be looking at suppling affordable housing for the older generation of the Island, this would free up family homes and would assist first time
buyers to move on. Part of the problem has arisen because first time buyers cannot afford to move on and older people cannot afford to downsize as the cost to do this does not justify itI also do not think that St Martin needs to be changed to National Park. The farmers and landowners
manage their areas extremely well and I know it is a worry to Farmers/landowners that people will misunderstand the status and feel they have
the right to roam which will upset the cattle and could damage crops and cause a loss of privacy to some. Things work well in the Parish as they
are so please as is. As the cliché goes, if its not broke don’t fix it

Brownfield development is a majority element of the overall supply of
housing over the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal –
Residential delivery and management strategy and as a specific source of
housing supply in table H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their
own meet the overall demand for affordable housing, particularly in the
parishes and rural villages where there is a need for new homes to support
the vitality of the villages and rural communities. It has therefore been
necessary to meet some of the affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes
See also:
SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

BHLF-ZZ1R2KEC-V

General
Comments

June 2021
Some years ago I was privileged to have had an opportunity to work on a BBC project that filmed Redacted text and his traditional methods of
working horses on his farm. At the end of the project whilst chatting the subject came up of what in his opinion qualified one to be a Jersey
person. His prompt response was “it is a matter of choice…being born here is an accident of birth….to choose to live here and make Jersey your
home qualifies you as a Jersey person”
Please may I ask the reader to hold that thought [REDACTED TEXT] a moment…

[View full
response]

The new housing design policies in the BIP will provide the framework for
ensuring better design and standards will be required on future housing
developments, including having more sustainable transport options.
The housing mix will be developed to meet current evidence of housing need,
including the affordable housing gateway.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

Since attending the POSH public viewing of the Draft Bridging plan I have struggled to read through the complex and extensive range of
documentation.
The more I read, the more I speak with other islanders, the more I feel a sense of foreboding that the island is moving towards a perfect storm
of its own making.
Options offered simply do not marry with the FUTURE VISON FOR 2030
“to enhance Jersey as a special place, protect its environment and unique island identity; and provide the homes, employment and infrastructure
that sustain family and community life” John Young
We identify the need for 1000’s more homes due to a significant population expansion that has stealthily presented itself with the need for such
urgency that we are prepared to accept the lack of a Population and Immigration strategy that could inform us of what a sustainable and
sensible Island Plan should look like. How does this sit with the strategy quote “The bridging Island Plan is the right plan for Jersey now. It
provides a unique opportunity to ensure policies are attuned to the post-pandemic response and recovery period, and to prepare strong,
ambitious foundations for the Island’s next long-term Plan, from 2025.”
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Minister’s detailed response

We are doing so in such haste against a deadline that precedes the publication of the island census.
What are the lessons we have learnt during the Covid crisis that provides us with the results of how our behaviour has changed when enduring
lock down…surely data offers planners a unique insight to how we savour the space to walk ,cycle and live… …?
The bridging plan identifies the need to use agricultural land some of which would impact for example: one of only two organic farms on the
island.
The plan identifies the creation of 1000’s of homes at top speed at the cost of any desire to be sustainable and do so in an informed and
strategic manner.
How does this sit with quote: “Sustainable wellbeing 3.7. Jersey is one of only a small number of jurisdictions across the world that have made
an explicit and binding commitment to promote wellbeing in all their actions. Sustainable wellbeing is an holistic concept that uses different
tools to measure how well society is doing across the key areas that contribute to overall quality of life. It focuses on long-term progress rather
than short-term intervention, and measures”
JDC now appear to be building significant social housing projects and using the “minimum size” which is widely known to be a long way off an
ideal environment for people to live in that provides positive space for their children to kick a football and have light and space….a long term
environment that will impact social and mental health. For example: the shockingly small apartments built on the Waterfront, those planned for
the Mayfair project , Gas Works….
SOJ will undoubtedly accrue financial benefit from the sale of these properties that the lack of population of control has created.
We do so though without any apparent care for where we build, what we build and the longer term impact on the health and well being of our
island population.
Lots of little boxes to accommodate the demand is not the right thinking way to provide for and safeguard our island’s population’s long term
well being.
One wonders whether our planners and authors of these plans have walked the walk and looked at Dandara apartments that have no natural
light in bedrooms offering miniaturised spaces.
Have these same people walked the lanes around the areas that they demarcate for creeping development in to the countryside. Are they
aware that for example they will impact bat colonies that occupy the lanes of Mont a L’abbe.
Only recently one could witness 60 plus D’Auvergne youngsters merrily trouping down a green lane on La Grande Route du Mont a L’abbe
having visited the organic farm and tasted milk.
Will this remain a school activity when the lane is changed to accommodate the access to arterial routes moving North South and west to First
Tower?
How does this sit in the context of the bridging plan that speaks of sustainability, quality of life… that speaks of transport and infrastructure , that
speaks of the Jersey heritage and brand. That could choose to reset minimum building standards and dimensions. That sets out to strive for
quality and not quantity.
More than 500 pieces of land came forward to be considered for development. This profit fest appears to be feeding this perfect storm that the
island is rapidly heading toward.
Ownership of agricultural land that cynical speculators will benefit from due to the uplift in value created by the permission to change its use for
social housing is bordering on immoral.
With no capital gains tax this is a bounty opportunity that appears to have no consideration of long term impact on the quality and standard of
life that appears to be lurching towards a Monacoesque model of urban saturation.
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[View full
response]

Comments noted

To return back to Redacted textwords and sense of island pride I doubt he would be comfortable reading the new interim island plan and share
with me the deeply seated doubt and fear that we are irrevocably losing our way to the desirability in choosing to live here and choose to be be
Jersey residents.
end

ANON-ZZ1R2KT4-V

General
Comments

General comments about Housing
Denser building is detrimental to health and wellbeing. Where many people will not know their neighbours other than to wave or smile to,
building on top of each other is not the answer. Giving people a little space to breathe and privacy is more beneficial to a healthy thriving
community.
Building in already over developed areas due to the amenities already close by it putting severe pressure on several other resources. Coastal
areas should be protected for the enjoyment of many and not for those that can afford the over inflated price a view brings. Where possible
hotels should be constructed where an older one has fallen into much needed updating. Tourists would love to spend time in a gorgeous area
with views as would the residents like to enjoy en masse.
Many younger residents presently will never be able to own a property in their birth island as it is beyond reach for even those in a well paid
job. Population control needs to be undertaken as our island will end up with no green space or areas to grow, as development continues for
demand. We are going to loose our future workers who will leave the island and not return.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJ5-K

General
Comments

General comments about Housing Only when all the States-owned brownfield sites have been converted into housing stock should any
greenfield development be considered.

[View full
response]

All available Government owned sites have been identified through the
property Strategy and these will contribute to the supply of new housing over
the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal – Residential delivery
and management strategy and as a specific source of housing supply in table
H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their own meet the overall
demand for affordable housing, particularly in the parishes and rural villages
where there is a need for new homes to support the vitality of the villages and
rural communities. It has therefore been necessary to meet some of the
affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1G-C

General
comments

I am implacably opposed to the suggestion/proposal to build on prime agricultural land. If the planning department were serious about
providing affordable homes then it could stop any further applications for ‘luxury apartments’. While a new building strategy is being worked
out of the States could ratchet up the 10-year qualification period to 15 years. This would provide a certain amount of breathing space.

[View full
response]

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

[View full
response]

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

Policy H5 –
Provision of
affordable homes

Clearly the problem is not of planning’s making, it has been the complete absence of a sustainable/sensible immigration policy together with
economic factors (i.e. Base Rates) over which the island has little control which have combined to create the current excess demand for
accommodation.
I could ramble on for much more than this as it is a large multi-faceted topic but for the sake of brevity my objection are purely focused on
protecting the Green Zone for the purposes of the consultation

BHLF-ZZ1R2KPV-T

General
Comments

I write to register my objection to any further development on Green Field Sites in Jersey. Jersey has a world renowned zoo whose principle
function is assist animal and insect species endangered by the loss of their natural habitat around the world as a direct or indirect result of our
actions (e.g. deforestation and global warming). Jersey has an opportunity to build on its global reputation as a world leader by conserving its
ecological heritage while developing a housing model that is carbon neutral and meets the housing needs of people while preserving what is
left of the Islands greenfield sites.
In my humble opinion, in order to sustain the indigenous wildlife and plant life on the Island for future generations is to develop existing brown
field sites (to include renewable energy), vacant office space, unoccupied dwellings together with a strategic population and immigration policy
to limit the number of people residing in Jersey. A strategic population and immigration policy is key to managing the ever increasing demand
for housing without which the finite greenfield sites will be lost to future generations forever.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Housing | 116

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

[View full
response]

The BIP seeks to meet the Island needs in a sustainable way and will promote
and direct better living standards and well-being through new policies and
proposals, particularly in the residential sector. It is based upon the best
current evidence of need and Further information is set out in the BIP
evidence base and the Minister's statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and
demand and supply of homes

I appreciate that housing is a highly emotive and complex issue. Developing green field sites today will serve no purpose but to put off dealing
with the underlying issues for future generations to resolve, by which time it will be too late for our greenfield sites.

ANON-ZZ1R2K9B-F

General comments

This Bridging Plan and the supporting documents cover a vast range of requirements for the Island going forward and yet it is a plan for the
next four years. Jersey is where it is precisely because it has had a short term vision over the past half century and whilst it has since the 1970's
wanted to control net immigration it has not succeeded with any policy to achieve this objective.
I acknowledge a bridging plan is necessary in the short term but before proceeding to a further ten year plan a long term assessment for the
Island going forward is required. Population rise has been the cause of where we are and it is the main key to where and how the Island will
progress in the future.
I attach a note on the Island's development of the past fifty years, resulting from the rising population that supports the need to look well into
the future before proceeding as before.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KEC-V

General
comments

Some years ago I was privileged to have had an opportunity to work on a BBC project that filmed Redacted text and his traditional methods of
working horses on his farm. At the end of the project whilst chatting the subject came up of what in his opinion qualified one to be a Jersey
person. His prompt response was “it is a matter of choice…being born here is an accident of birth….to choose to live here and make Jersey your
home qualifies you as a Jersey person”
Please may I ask the reader to hold that thought [REDACTED TEXT] a moment…
Since attending the POSH public viewing of the Draft Bridging plan I have struggled to read through the complex and extensive range of
documentation.
The more I read, the more I speak with other islanders, the more I feel a sense of foreboding that the island is moving towards a perfect storm
of its own making.
Options offered simply do not marry with the FUTURE VISON FOR 2030
“to enhance Jersey as a special place, protect its environment and unique island identity; and provide the homes, employment and infrastructure
that sustain family and community life” John Young
We identify the need for 1000’s more homes due to a significant population expansion that has stealthily presented itself with the need for such
urgency that we are prepared to accept the lack of a Population and Immigration strategy that could inform us of what a sustainable and
sensible Island Plan should look like. How does this sit with the strategy quote “The bridging Island Plan is the right plan for Jersey now. It
provides a unique opportunity to ensure policies are attuned to the post-pandemic response and recovery period, and to prepare strong,
ambitious foundations for the Island’s next long-term Plan, from 2025.”
We are doing so in such haste against a deadline that precedes the publication of the island census.
What are the lessons we have learnt during the Covid crisis that provides us with the results of how our behaviour has changed when enduring
lock down…surely data offers planners a unique insight to how we savour the space to walk ,cycle and live… …?
The bridging plan identifies the need to use agricultural land some of which would impact for example: one of only two organic farms on the
island.
The plan identifies the creation of 1000’s of homes at top speed at the cost of any desire to be sustainable and do so in an informed and
strategic manner.
How does this sit with quote: “Sustainable wellbeing 3.7. Jersey is one of only a small number of jurisdictions across the world that have made
an explicit and binding commitment to promote wellbeing in all their actions. Sustainable wellbeing is an holistic concept that uses different
tools to measure how well society is doing across the key areas that contribute to overall quality of life. It focuses on long-term progress rather
than short-term intervention, and measures”
JDC now appear to be building significant social housing projects and using the “minimum size” which is widely known to be a long way off an
ideal environment for people to live in that provides positive space for their children to kick a football and have light and space….a long term
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[View full
response]

With regards to the comments on housing matters, the supporting BIP has
addressed all the relevant points made and all of the sites selected were done
so based upon being in the most sustainable locations and causing the least
impact and harm. Should any of these sites be taken forward then they will be
subject to further consultation and adjustment through the design brief and
development control process. With regards to the comment that some sites
will result in 'ribbon development', none are considered to fall into this
category and furthermore no specific sites identified in this representation.

environment that will impact social and mental health. For example: the shockingly small apartments built on the Waterfront, those planned for
the Mayfair project , Gas Works….
SOJ will undoubtedly accrue financial benefit from the sale of these properties that the lack of population of control has created.
We do so though without any apparent care for where we build, what we build and the longer term impact on the health and well being of our
island population.
Lots of little boxes to accommodate the demand is not the right thinking way to provide for and safeguard our island’s population’s long term
well being.
One wonders whether our planners and authors of these plans have walked the walk and looked at Dandara apartments that have no natural
light in bedrooms offering miniaturised spaces.
Have these same people walked the lanes around the areas that they demarcate for creeping development in to the countryside. Are they
aware that for example they will impact bat colonies that occupy the lanes of Mont a L’abbe.
Only recently one could witness 60 plus D’Auvergne youngsters merrily trouping down a green lane on La Grande Route du Mont a L’abbe
having visited the organic farm and tasted milk.
Will this remain a school activity when the lane is changed to accommodate the access to arterial routes moving North South and west to First
Tower?
How does this sit in the context of the bridging plan that speaks of sustainability, quality of life… that speaks of transport and infrastructure , that
speaks of the Jersey heritage and brand. That could choose to reset minimum building standards and dimensions. That sets out to strive for
quality and not quantity.
More than 500 pieces of land came forward to be considered for development. This profit fest appears to be feeding this perfect storm that the
island is rapidly heading toward.
Ownership of agricultural land that cynical speculators will benefit from due to the uplift in value created by the permission to change its use for
social housing is bordering on immoral.
With no capital gains tax this is a bounty opportunity that appears to have no consideration of long term impact on the quality and standard of
life that appears to be lurching towards a Monacoesque model of urban saturation.
To return back to Redacted textwords and sense of island pride I doubt he would be comfortable reading the new interim island plan and share
with me the deeply seated doubt and fear that we are irrevocably losing our way to the desirability in choosing to live here and choose to be be
Jersey residents.
end

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

General
Comments

The Jersey Island Plan is one of the most important policy documents which shapes our island. The Island Plan provides policy which is legally
required by the Planning & Building (Jersey) Law 2002.
The purpose of the Planning & Building (Jersey) Law 2002 is;
A LAW to provide the means to establish a plan for the sustainable development of land and to control development in accordance with that
plan, to prescribe the functional requirements of buildings and to provide the means to enforce those requirements, to provide the means to
protect, enhance, conserve and to use wisely the natural beauties, natural resources and biodiversity of Jersey and to preserve and improve
Jersey’s general amenities, to confer powers to acquire land for the purposes of the Law, and to make other provisions in similar respects.
This current plan - the Bridging Island Plan, fails to achieve these purposes of the Law. The Bridging Island Plan is a development plan, the focus
of which aims to solve the island's undeclared housing crisis, and whilst the plan tries to mitigate the impact of this development on biodiversity
and reduce the impact on climate, it fails to address these two existential threats to humanity; the biodiversity crisis and the climate emergency;

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

The plan is by definition a 'land use plan' and so specifically addresses landuse needs, including the development of housing, based upon the latest
evidence of need. Other non-land-use based policies, such as the use of
vacant homes and rent control can contribute to housing supply and
affordability, but these are outside the remit of the BIP and fall under the
control of the Minister for Housing and Communities.

Part 4: Housing | 118

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments
1.

2.

The biodiversity crisis, with a background extinction rate of wildlife species higher than at any other time in human history, will be
disastrous if it is not addressed. The wildlife of Jersey will continue to decline, making us more vulnerable to the impact of climate change,
and to new disease organisms and invasive species.
The climate emergency, is a threat which, if we do not face it fully, will result in the earth becoming largely uninhabitable to the human
race, in addition to many other species on the planet.

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

The Bridging Island Plan does not adequately address these two emergencies. It is very much a development led plan, and it must be re-written
in order to ensure that its focus is on sustainable development, with the reversal of biodiversity loss and the mitigation of, and adaptation to,
climate change at its core.
Without a population strategy, we can't solve the housing crisis, but we can at least take steps, to reduce the impacts of climate change and
biodiversity loss on future generations by building resilience into our infrastructure and development plans, and to do all we can to mitigate
climate impacts.
The Bridging Island Plan is a brave attempt, with limited resources, to fill the gap between the legal requirement to have a plan and having a
functional plan which addresses the biggest problems which our island face. The plan suffers from the lack of supporting documentation,
evidence and guidance to implement it.
The plan has significant missing policies, and it relies on proposed plans and supplementary guidance which do not currently exist. It is simply
unacceptable to base the island plan on a set of non-existent policies and guidance.
Significant questions remain, despite the publication of this policy document;
Timescale for publication of supporting documentation
The Plan must provide an answer to the critical question;.
What is the timescale for the proposed plans and supplementary planning guidance which lay behind the plan?
At several points the plan relies upon documentation which its states will be a priority, or will be provided at some, undocumented time in the
future. It is not good enough to publish a plan which relies on unwritten policy.
Light pollution
Light pollution is an increasing problem with significant impacts, particularly with the current architectural fashion to incorporate external
lighting and large windows which cause extensive light spillage.
This issue causes two enormous problems;
•
•

It is wasteful of energy which contributes to the climate emergency, and
It impacts on wildlife, exacerbating the Biodiversity crisis.

Policies must be developed to stop the increase in light pollution which blights the countryside.
•
•
•
•

Light pollution has a significant impact on wildlife.
Light pollution causes the urbanisation of the countryside.
Light pollution has a negative impact on human health and wellbeing
Light pollution masks the wonder of the night sky from people

1.

Any development proposing external lighting must provide a justification for such lighting, and only in extreme circumstances, necessary
for public safety, should external lighting be permitted.
Proposed developments with large windows and other factors which encourage light spillage must provide evidence that all light spillage
has been mitigated and reduced to as low as possible.

2.

Percentage for Art Scheme
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The percentage for art scheme has been largely unsuccessful, providing 'art' of dubious quality and value, yet this plan persists in requiring
developers to provide 'art' which no one wants, whilst the biodiversity and climate crises get worse.
A scheme which provides for a 'Percentage for biodiversity' must be included in this interim island plan, on the same basis that the "Percentage
for Art" scheme works.
Public open space
The creation of public open space, children's play space and space for nature should also be at the core of this island plan. Any development
which does not enhance one or more of these three essential issues must be rejected.
These issues are central to human health and wellbeing. Together with the climate emergency and the biodiversity crisis, human health and
wellbeing must be the drivers of development proposals.
The Interim Island plan proposed a number of sites to be developed, particularly for housing.
A set of criteria must be developed to evaluate each site in order to assess is suitability for development, and to understand the wider impacts
on landscape, human wellbeing, climate and biodiversity.
Each site must have a significant justification for development and a full assessment of the wider impacts of the development must be provided,
before any site is approved.
Several sites contribute to the impression of 'ribbon development' and destroy open space which currently breaks up the development pattern
of the island, Any site which contributes to the impression of ribbon development must remain undeveloped.
Housing
The Interim Island Plan's main focus is on the provision of housing, yet the States of Jersey have chosen not to declare a housing crisis. Other
policies simply attempt to mitigate the impact of housing and infrastructure provision on the real crises of biodiversity loss and climate change.
The plan should address these crises the other way round, with housing being a tertiary issue to the existential threats to humanity.
Housing problems can be addressed through other policy such as rent controls and tribunals, and dealing with under-occupation, and unused
houses, leaving the island plan to focus on development control, and island sustainability. It should not be a development led plan.
The 'call for sites', which is the driver of the selection of the development sites listed in the plan, is a poor way of selecting appropriate sites for
housing. It is opportunistic rather than strategic, and because of this it will fail to provide for adequate homes for people, instead, simply driving
the development of substandard, crowded housing.
As mentioned above, people should be provided with access to public open space and the opportunity to encounter nature in all future
development.
Coastal National Park
The increase in size of the CNP is to be welcomed, however, it fails to address the significance of our marine environment with adequate
protection.
A marine protected area, in line with the proposals from the Blue Marine Foundation, must be included in this plan.
The CNP boundaries do not provide sufficient protection for wildlife, despite one of the purposes of the CNP being to protect and preserve the
area's biodiversity.
The boundaries of the park should be amended with an ecosystem approach in mind, ensuring that semi-natural habitats are protected within
the park, rather than being dissected by arbitrary lines which are provided for the convenience of following boundary features such as roads,
rather than for the purpose of incorporating the extent of the habitats which the CNP is supposed to protect.
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The Boundaries should be re-drawn to include all important habitat types which fall in, or partially within, the current boundary proposals.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNX-T

General
Comments

Generally – there are approved unbuilt plans going back over 10 years. Why are developers not building these? Is it greed? If you have an
approved plan you should be forced to build it or sell the land with the approval within 2, maybe 3, years. That way you ensure increase in
supply rather than a drip feed.

[View full
response]

A high proportion of planning approvals on windfall sites are built and on
affordable rezoned sites compulsory purchase powers are in place should
they not come forward in a timely manner.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNQ-K

General
Comments

Background

[View full
response]

Comments and survey noted and support the development of Field J525.

As part of an island-wide public consultation exercise to approve a new Island Plan (2021 to 2030), Le Comité de la Commune Rurale de St Jean,
(the Comité Rurale) was elected to ascertain the opinions of the parishioners of St John and produce a report on behalf of the Parish to the
Government of Jersey.

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

At the beginning of the year, 1,237 questionnaires were delivered by the Post Office to all dwellings across the Parish. 218 completed
questionnaires were received. In March Covid 19 intervened and disrupted the Island consultation, the Parish’s response and the new Island Plan
legislation process.
Seven months later the Comité Rurale is now in a position to formally reply to the Government’s original Island Plan consultation invitation, and
its recently published document “Preferred Strategy Report Island Plan Review – Technical Evidence Base”.
The Comité Rurale has been able to compare this year’s findings with those from its last survey carried out in 2010 (for the current Island Plan).
While the general recognition and support for sustainable housing, economic and community development remained broadly similar over the
past decade, the growing awareness of the need for a global response to sustainability and climate change initiatives - right down to a Parish
and an individual - now underpins parishioners’ views on most subjects.
8th November 2020
(References in italics refer to the “Island Plan Strategic issues and options” summary consultation document (“IPSIO”), the Preferred Strategy
Report Island Plan Review – Technical Evidence Base, Appendix 2 (“PSR”), and other Government of Jersey policy documents.)
2020 Survey Headlines
•
•
•
•

Four out of five accept the need for more housing development in St John over the next ten years.
There is substantial support for creation of new affordable purchase and over 55’s dwellings.
The Parish should play a leading role in these developments.
The rural nature of the Parish countryside must be retained with the creation and maintenance of open spaces and over 90% of
parishioners support the planting of more trees.

In general, the opinions of St John parishioners are contrary to the views of some politicians who like to paint those in the countryside as overly
protective and obstructive of an Island-wide approach.
Housing (IPSIO Spatial strategy Question 2 - options 3-6, PSR Spatial Strategy, Planning for community needs, Placemaking, Responding to
climate change, Protecting and promoting island identity)
A clear majority (81%) accept the need for more housing in the Parish with just over half (53%) supporting the development of up to 100 new
dwellings.
A large majority of responses (83%) want to see the Constable and Municipality have influence to agree or reject development in the Parish.
There is wide support for the Parish to undertake projects to address the housing needs of affordable purchase/first-time buyers (78%) and the
over 55’s (80%) but not nearly so much for social rental dwellings (47%).
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The question of where additional higher priced dwellings should be created was also raised. There is most support for development of
redundant glasshouse sites and agricultural buildings in, or adjacent to, existing built up areas, followed by dividing up large existing dwellings
into multiple units and then building additional dwellings in the gardens of existing dwellings.
Call for development sites
It has been reported that over 700 sites have been put forward across the Island for possible development or protection. The Comité Rurale and
the Parish have not been informed of any in St John, with the exception of 3 private individuals who wish to build within the gardens of existing
dwellings and a proposal from Constable Chris Taylor for Parish projects to provide sheltered housing, affordable homes for the elderly and
first-time buyers, a memorial garden and car park and a Liberation commemorative wood.
A sustainable Parish economy (PSR – A productive diverse and sustainable economy)
There is a distinct disconnect between the support expressed by parishioners for local community retail outlets and services and the actual use
of them. This is clearly a matter to be addressed by the Government of Jersey and business owners, and not by the Comité Rurale.
Traffic, cycling, pedestrians and parking (PSR - Responding to climate change, Planning for community needs; Sustainable Transport Policy
2020)
The views of St John parishioners on traffic are evenly split – depending on where the respondents live - 48% support more traffic calming
measures and 47% are against.
However, the respondents want to see the introduction of pedestrian crossings near shops and schools (89%) methods to improve cycle and
walking safety (88%), extension of pavements and footpaths (75%) and safer bus stops (67%).
Only one in ten people reported public parking as being “very problematic” with the majority (54%) feeling the issue is either not very
problematic or not problematic at all. Comments relating to problems typically referred to school pick up and drop off times and funerals.
Conservation and Open Spaces (IPSIO – Question 25, PSR - Protecting and enhancing biodiversity and the natural environment, Protecting and
promoting island identity)
It is not surprising that in a rural Parish the people of St John show strong support for the creation and maintenance of landscaped areas (86% very important or important) and the planting of more trees (90%).
Nearly a third of respondents do not know where the area currently designated as a Coastal National Park is in the Parish and a large majority
(86%) support the development of offshore wind and tidal renewable energy schemes.
Comments
Respondents provided a large quantity of unstructured input via comments, however it is clear from the comments that there are key recurring
themes relating to quality of life and personal safety;
•
•
•
•
•
•

Traffic volumes and speeding
Extension of pavement and footpath networks and more bus shelters
Bus service frequency
Extension of mains drains and mains water provision
Extension of cycling and walking networks
Issues with light pollution and concerns about increasing levels in a rural parish, but also support for more street lighting in some central
areas.

(PSR- Placemaking, Planning for Community Needs, Responding to climate change; Sustainable Transport Policy 2020)
Proposals
Spatial Strategy - Housing & Future Development Sites

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Housing | 122

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

Affordable Purchase and Over 55’s dwellings
The survey confirmed continuing support for the Constable and Municipality to have influence to accept or reject development in the Parish for
these categories and to take a lead role in their provision, which should be formally acknowledged in the Island Plan.
Higher priced dwellings
The Island Plan Review and previous reports and census data have identified that the island has a substantial and underoccupied existing
housing stock, and also unfulfilled demand for all types of housing. The significant mismatch between current occupancy and potential capacity
is a product of many factors including current planning and housing policies, and regulations that deter potential landlords from offering rental
accommodation.
The preference of St John parishioners would be to prioritise the use of existing “built on”sites to provide the higher priced dwellings and this
would require amendments to the existing planning framework to promote and encourage use of the following development sites even when
listed on the register, ahead of green zone fields;
•
•
•

Redundant glasshouse sites and agricultural buildings in, or adjacent to, existing built up areas,
Large single dwellings that can be divided up to create multiple units,
Existing dwellings with gardens that can accommodate additional dwellings.

Creating sustainable Communities
The Constable and Municipality has a key role in improving the quality of life and personal safety of its parishioners, but has limited capability to
achieve significant environmental transformation without the support of all Government Departments. In particular, IHE and the Island Plan
should formally acknowledge the Government’s commitment to;
1.
2.
3.
4.

Maintenance and creation of open green spaces and tree planting
Extension of mains drains and water provision
The creation of joined up networks to encourage cycling and walking across all Parishes and the entire island
Improving pedestrian safety via measures including safe bus stops, pedestrian crossings and extending networks of pavements and
footpaths.

Appendix A
Parish Description
1. Planning Background
1.1 Island Plan Review Context
The Parish has actively participated in previous Island Plan Reviews and the current Comité Rurale was elected with a specific remit to engage
with and to ascertain the opinions of the parishioners of St John and produce a submission on behalf of the Parish to the Government of Jersey.
1.2 Village Description and History
The Village of St John is located in the north of the Island. It has grown from its original centre by the Parish Church which is situated near the
junction of the main east – west Island route and the north – south route from the north coast to St Helier, and has now spread eastwards. The
old centre contains the Parish Church, the Parish Hall and St John’s Parish School. Recent development has consisted of small residential estates
mostly to the east of the old centre and infilling the area between the Parish Church and the Recreation Centre.
The Village of Sion is located in the centre of the Island and is situated on the main north – south route to St Helier. It has a number of period
buildings including the former Sion Methodist Chapel, the United Reform Chapel and the period buildings around the central area near the
junction with Rue des Servais.
Recent development has been generally of small estates with the exception of one large development of affordable homes to the east of the
main road.
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1.3 Historical Growth and Recent Development
The growth of St John’s Village covers the period from medieval times to the present and this can be seen in the style of buildings closest to the
centres. The Parish Church dates from 1205, the Parish Hall from 1912 and school from1856.
Sion Village shows growth from the older buildings near the crossroads with Rue des Servais from 18th century to the present day. The former
Methodist and United Reform Chapels date from 1809 and 1826, the Cemetery from 1851.
The Parish of St John covers an area of 4,846 Vergees which constitutes 7.5% of Jersey’s land area. The census returns for Jersey show
population growth in the Parish as follows:Inhabited Male Female Total
Houses Population
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

1821 238 771 886 1657
1861 297 843 972 1815
1871 292 772 927 1699
1901 303 757 863 1620
1931 412 717 740 1457
1961 741 760 1501
1971 849 794 1643
1981 1019 1079 2098
1991 878 1199 1241 2440
2001 1289 1329 2618
2011 1184 1447 1464 2911

This figure for 2011 is 3% of the Island’s population of 97,857 at that time and had increased by 11% since 2001.
The latest available figures from the Parish are that in January 2020 there were 1,237 inhabited households.
1.4 Community Facilities
St John’s Village
St John’s Village has a good range of facilities including the Parish Church, a pre-primary nursery school for children aged from 3 - 5, a primary
school for children from the age of 5 – 11, a Parish Hall, allotments and a Recreation Centre. There are three public houses all of which serve
food, a medical and dental surgery, a hairdresser, a sub-post office, a pharmacy, a butcher, a convenience shop, two cafes, a kitchen studio, a
ladies fashion shop, a petrol filling station and a supermarket, all of which provide a service to the Village and the Parish as a whole.
This range of facilities and services helps identify the Village as an active community rather than just a settlement.
A small group of 22 houses for the over 55s is provided at Maison Le Vesconte, and there are 14 over 55’s houses in Pres de L’Eglise.
Sion Village
Sion Village has a range of facilities including the United Reform Church, a village shop and bakery which is due to be replaced by small
supermarket and petrol station, a retail shop, a garden nursery and a garage and petrol/filling station.
This range of facilities provides a service to the Village and the Parish as a whole. There is a recognisable sense of identity to the Village through
these services creating an active community.
Other Commercial Activities
The Parish also supports a light industrial centre at Mont Mado with a large number of commercial units.
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Comments noted and support for affordable housing proposal is welcome

[View full
response]

Reducing the amount of empty homes is an important part of the MHC's
drive to ensure that we use the existing housing stock efficiently and
effectively. This is partly addressed by the potential development of smaller
housing units on the rezoned sites for right/down sizers, who can then vacate
larger homes for families to occupy.

At Les Ruettes there are some large retail outlets.
In addition, the Parish supports two quarries, two harbours (Ronez and Bonne Nuit) and a number of large agricultural businesses.
Other Social Activities
The Recreation Centre is home to a shooting club, football teams, a youth (project) club, the Jersey Gymnastic Club to name but a few
organisations that use the facilities.
There are also motor-cross scramble and karting tracks in St John.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNJ-C

General
Comments

General comments about Housing
I read through the island bridging plan a few weeks ago. I work long hours and am a single parent so have very little time. My main thoughts
are:- please go ahead with the plans to build more houses. Everyone who lives nearby will try and stop it happening but there is a shortage of
housing in jersey.
Also it shouldn’t all be built in st Helier, which needs more green space. Perhaps the proportion of more affordable housing should be higher on
the new sites? - st Helier needs green corridors. For example, people cannot walk from town to Valle des Vaux without having to walk close to
fast moving busy roads.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KPQ-N

General
Comments

My comments are not directed at a specific item in the Bridging Plan. However, I think I make an important point nevertheless.
I would like consideration to be taken of the number of empty houses/properties that exist in Jersey. There may be plenty of good reasons why
this should be so: e.g.
•
•
•
•

Inheritance
Legal
Awaiting development
Simply neglected, allowed to go to ruin.

I live at the bottom of Rue de la Blanche Pierre, St Lawrence. I can go for a walk within 1 MILE radius from my house and count SEVEN
properties that have been empty, in all cases for years and in some cases many years. All are potentially somewhere that families could live, they
have been allowed to become dilapidated and could be contributing to the housing portfolio of the Island, reducing the need to build on green
field sites.
I use the following as examples, although the problem is island-wide.
1.

La Rue de la Blanche Pierre HILLAH, JE3 1EA This house has been uninhabited for years. I believe there may be a problem with it "slipping"
down the slope, but why is it never restored, or maybe sold so that it can be rebuilt and provide a home for a family.

2.

The roofless MOUNT GROVE. JE3 1EX. There is what amounts to a builders yard in an agricultural field (do they have permission to store
scaffolding?); an extensive heap of dumped spoil, 6 - 8 foot high; a roadside banque in a country lane that was destroyed and replaced
with a half-finished concrete wall and wire mesh barricades. A very big house, it could once have accommodated several families on a
temporary basis with nowhere else to go. Or be demolished to make way for perhaps 6 houses.

Mont Cambrai
3.

CAMBRAY. JE3 1JN Push open a wooden door in the wall and discover that it is empty, clearly not inhabited for years, garden completely
overgrown, although the house looks habitable. June 2021 – now being demolished to make way for a glass and concrete box for wealthy
residents and thus removed from the local market.

La Rue de Haut.
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Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

LES BARDEAUX JE3 1JZ. Empty, waiting for permission to smash it down and build xx flats. A perfectly good, habitable house, empty these
last 3-4 years. June 2021 - being demolished.

La Vallee de St Pierre.
5.

LA VIEILLE DEMEUTHE, JE3 1EG Bel Royal. Once the home of William Bedelle Aubin, renowned piano teacher. It seemed to have lodgers,
but now looks as though even they have gone. Very sad to see it in its present condition, a lovely old Jersey property.

La Route de St Aubin
6.

A house (KERITY?) JE3 1LN, beside Roberts Garage. Empty for some time, weeds growing, no activity, windows boarded up. Builders sign in
the porch.

La Route de la Haule
7.

BAY CROFT. JE3 1BA. Empty for years and allowed to rot, although it looks as though builders are gathering; materials are being left in the
grounds.

8.

Mont Cochon. HIGHLAND. JE2 3JB Derelict for years, boarded up. Extensive barns etc. Could be converted to affordable homes.

There are numerous other examples all around the Island, and it seems to just be accepted as "one of those things".
There are also family homes that have been bought by incoming wealthy residents, done up to a ridiculous degree and then put back on the
market at prices way beyond the reach of ordinary people, even those with professional jobs, who might otherwise be able to move out of their
current, less-expensive properties, thus freeing them up for people further down the scale.
Please can we DO something:
•
•
•
•
•

Tax empty properties
Capital gains for unreasonable price hikes
Increase Foncier Rate for empty property (the parishes must be losing thousands in rates)
Take them over to house people until such time as planning permissions are granted.
Do a survey, parish by parish, to establish the extent of the problem. (I offered to do this when Andrew Green was Minister for Housing!)

It cannot be beyond the wit of man to create a legal framework in which this sort of neglect is not allowed to happen.

ANON-ZZ1R2K7C-E

General
Comments

There is very little attention paid in the introduction and policy forming language to the necessity for food and clean drinking water, both
essential to life. The provision of food depends on more than farmed fields, but also our ecological supporters, wildlife. No bees, no pollination,
no food production. In the long term this makes our island overly dependent on agricultural products from across the sea. In a crisis, such as a
pandemic, or war, food supplies may not be forthcoming, fought over even. In such a circumstance we are immediately vulnerable if we have in
effect permanently built over green land.
We have seen green field sites developed so much in the past twenty years alone. St Martin’s school, Quennevais school, St Mary’s school, La
Rocquier School, Etc. Trinity houses, St John houses, Grouville, St Clement, houses, houses. Many green acres lost.
Such development is in effect irreversible.
It is understood that homes are required, but also noticeable from above how many sites, already contaminated, are not being considered.
Greenhouse sites (concrete bases), old quarries (why do we still allow quarrying?!), St Saviour’s hospital,
The answer may lie in education rather than further green field development. Educating those who can afford large homes to occupy them only
for as long as they have need, to house a family. There are privileged couples and individuals amongst our population occupying thousands of
square feet to be able to appear well off. This needs to be discouraged. Shamed even. In an island of our size a small home should be
considered the the best thing to own. Kinder to the ecology, the environment, the rest of humanity.
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Comments are noted. The land suitability model that has been developed was
based open the RAG rating and with reference to the comments on the
scoring, the various categories were weighted so that they were balanced.
The suitability score provided a "first sieve" of sites and not a detailed
assessment of each site that could then be used in the final site selection. This
initial review identified the most suitable sites that would then be subject to
more detailed analysis, including site visits, further desktop studies and
consultation with other stakeholders. The process is considered sound and
provided the basis for final site selections.

Building more will go against some of the primary aims of FUTURE JERSEY. How can you remove green fields and have more green space? How
can you improve well being when you increase built up area? Don’t do it.
Re-use, recycle, repurpose old buildings, old mess.
In response to the phrase ‘affordable housing’, there is a public call for that, but some fault lies with an unregulated estate agent system
artificially driving market conditions. Prices are being driven up beyond realistic valuations. The method used for pricing houses and apartments
is ridiculously arbitrary. This also could use attention.

ANON-ZZ1R2KEP-9

General
Comments

Call for Sites - Assessment for housing suitability
Due to the Covid 19 pandemic, it feels important to acknowledge that this Island Plan review has been/is being carried out under very difficult
circumstances, and is intended only as a ‘bridging’ Island plan. The comments offered here are made in the hope that they will assist this
process and help inform future planning policy.
The proposal to develop a Land Suitability model with a robust, clear and transparent rating system to assess potential housing sites is an
extremely important tool for managing future development and should be applauded. However, this has only been partly delivered in its
present form largely due to the introduction of an RAG ‘traffic light’ rating system which is overly simplistic and open to misinterpretation. (See
supplementary document: 'Housing land availability and assessment of Sites April 2021' which will be referred to by page number below).

SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes
The following issues relate specifically to the Land suitability model and its RAG rating system:
p.15: Spatial strategy
The term ‘edge of’ used in relation to spatial strategy assessment is open to misinterpretation; if used, a clear definition of its meaning needs to
be incorporated; ‘within a set distance of’ a BUA boundary is a clearer indicator. For example, Field 555 St Peter is given a spatial score of 3 within or edge of a local centre, yet it falls outside of and does not abut the St Peter’s Village BUA boundary. The UK Planning Portal defines
‘edge of centre’ as follows: "For retail purposes, a location that is well connected and up to 300 metres of the primary shopping area. For all
other main town centre uses, a location within 300 metres of a town centre boundary. For office development, this includes locations outside
the town centre but within 500 metres of a public transport interchange. In determining whether a site falls within the definition of edge of
centre, account should be taken of local circumstances."
Error p.15: "Sites have been graded according to the settlement hierarchy set out in table HSA2: edge of St Helier (primary centre) or secondary
centre (Les Quennevais) and can be integrated into the built-up area." - The explanation does not include the word ‘within’, only ‘edge of’.
pp.15-16: Accessibility
The intention for this category is clearly to measure accessibility determined by: "the ability to gain access to key facilities (such as a primary
school, local shop, and bus route)" (p.15), and a very thorough GIS map (Figure HSA3) has been produced. Yet the assessment criteria have
confused accessibility with suitability and spatial strategy; the map scoring system and title indicate both suitability and spatial suitability, but not
accessibility, whilst the assessment scoring system indicates accessibility rating. Furthermore, the scoring system on the GIS map and the scoring
system for assessment are not in agreement. The map clearly indicates eight suitability score categories, with half of these having ‘green’ status
of varying degrees (i.e. very high or high accessibility). The RAG ‘traffic light’ assessment has reduced this number to five categories, only two of
which score ‘green’, 4 and 5; i.e. whereas ‘green’ map scores represent 50% of overall categories, ‘green’ assessment scores represent only 40%
of the total. A further confusion in the RAG scoring is that by combining map category ratings, ratings above or below two figures appear. For
example, an assessment score of 3 indicates a medium accessibility rating (above 40-60), however, the corresponding GIS map score falls into
two categories, yellow 40 to 50 and light green 50 to 60. The accessibility rating should be scored either ‘between’ two figures or above or
below one figure and the map scoring and assessment scoring should match; meaning, either expanding the number of RAG assessment
categories to 8 or reducing the overall number of map categories to 5.
Error p.16: "low suitability rating (rating below 20), very low suitability (rating below 30)" – a 30 rating is higher than a 20 rating.
p.17: Landscape character assessment
The use of a ‘traffic light’ rating system (see Table HSA2) to determine which landscapes are more suitable for development cannot accurately
assess the complexities inherent in landscape character. Whilst the categorisation of sites according to the 'Jersey Integrated Landscape and
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The need for updated residential space standards to accommodate the
changing needs arising from working from home demands will be dealt with
in forthcoming residential space standards SPG-Parking Standards; Design for
Homes & Density.

Seascape Character Assessment May 2020 ' is sound, the landscape character assessment process is complex and cannot be reduced to a redamber-green (RAG) rating. It involves a holistic understanding of how a wide range of variables, both physical nature (land cover) and sociocultural-economic (land use) interact to create a place. Also, within each landscape character category there are examples of both developed
and undeveloped areas, yet traffic light rating does not differentiate between these, as evidenced by the need to split the 'Coastal Plain'
category into two parts in Table HSA2. Furthermore, in recognition of the complexity involved, a detailed supplementary document: 'Landscape
Sensitivity Assessment July 2020', has been produced to inform planned proposals to release greenfield land for residential development
around the edges of built-up areas, as part of the Island Plan Review. This detailed assessment should be extended to include brownfield sites
outside of the built-up areas.
Error p.17: areas of the ‘blue’ 'Coastal Plain B3' category in St Aubin’s Bay (Figure HSA4) have not been covered in Table HSA2.
Error p.17: Ouaisné has been misspelt in Table HSA2.
pp.17-18: Existing use of sites
This document states that: "existing land use is an important consideration for determining the suitability of sites for housing development"
(p.17). Yet there is no evidence to suggest that a rigorous existing land use classification system has been employed to analyse existing land use.
(This is supported by the inconsistent use of terms such as ‘brownfield’ and ‘greenfield’ which do not define land use). Land use classification
models are usually arranged in nested hierarchies, but in Table HSA2 ‘brownfield’, meaning only ‘previously developed’ (so not describing land
use) is compared with ‘glasshouse’ and ‘agricultural field’, which are very specific uses. Furthermore, open space/recreation/ community use are
all mixed within one ‘red’ category with no explanation given for any of these; does ‘open space’ refer to a park or a beach or something else?
UK NLUD 4.4 (see below) would classify these in the broadest category as ‘recreation and leisure’, with a sub category, ‘amenity space and open
space’, with further explanations such as garden, park or civic space. Another issue with the over-simplification brought by the RAG system is
that multiple existing uses on the same site cannot be accommodated.
As the demand for housing increases, the introduction of a rigorous land use and land cover classification system for managing future
development is essential. Adopting a standard approach offered by an existing national system informed by extensive research and
development, such as the UK 'National Land Use Database: Land Use and Land Cover Classification Version 4.4 February 2006' (NLUD 4.4),
could lead to greater transparency and a more efficient and consistent land use database for Jersey. A key feature of such a system is that it
establishes a clear separation between land use (i.e. the activity or socio-economic function) and land cover (i.e. the physical nature or form of
the land surface) as distinct dimensions of the land. A glossary of definitions also needs to be included as part of this and other documents; for
example, the meaning of the terms ‘brownfield’ and ‘greenfield’ are not clearly defined. (The UK Planning Portal Glossary defines Greenfield
Land as: "usually farmland, that has not previously been developed"; Brownfield land is defined as: "previously developed land which is or was
occupied by a permanent structure, including the curtilage of the developed land and any associated fixed surface infrastructure. Also known as
'Previously-Developed Land')".
Whilst the proposed model seeks to determine land suitability for housing as the outcome of the assessment of four criteria: spatial strategy,
accessibility, landscape character and existing land use, in reality, suitability has been decided by only one category, the spatial strategy, i.e.
whether or not the land is ‘integrated’, meaning whether it falls within or borders a defined built-up area (BUA).
The fact that: "the assessment awarded higher rates to brownfield land as it is deemed the most appropriate given the use of previously
developed land" (p.17) appears to have been completely disregarded; greenfield sites bordering BUAs have been favoured for development
over brownfield sites with ‘no integration’ (even if these scored highly in other categories). Appendix 1. shortlists 16 sites considered for rezoning
for affordable housing (only one of which is on brownfield land); however, Table HSA1 (p.10) indicates that the level of certainty of delivering rezoned greenfield sites for housing is low. Considering the high demand for housing, high scoring brownfield sites sited outside of the built-up
area settlements should also be considered. The introduction of a Brownfield land register similar to that introduced in the UK in 2017 could
clearly identify these sites and speed up their development for new housing.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJF-4

H1 - Housing
quality and design
H2 - Housing
density H9 - Rural
workers’
accommodation

General comments about Housing
For H1, H2: The SPG needs to be changed to increase the minimum space requirements. The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted people need
access to sufficient space. If not increase the minimum, state in the policy that new developments should greatly exceed the standards.
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The new housing design policies in the BIP will provide the framework for
ensuring better design and standards can be achieved on future housing
developments.

[View full
response]

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister
statement SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

Jersey should target a balanced open market sector with house prices within reach of its citizens. The use of affordable housing is a bandage to
the problem.H9: The caveat of a 10 year business trading is counter to diversification of the rural economy. This should be removed and
replaced with better nuance surrounding business plans and meeting rural economy needs.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K93-Z

H1 - Housing
quality and design
H2 - Housing
density

Building of new homes
1.
2.
3.

H3 - Provision of
homes
H4 - Meeting
housing needs

4.
5.

New homes should be built that are affordable. Creating neighbour problems by rushing new builds is not the answer, it never has been.
New homes should not in any way affect existing housing in a detrimental way such as privacy, putting windows facing existing houses &
increasing traffic so as to have cars running constantly on the road or waiting for long periods.
There are many properties in St Helier that have been overdeveloped with extention after extention, having windows facing neighbours,
not sufficient parking in the area. And a lack of light in windows. Overlooking neighbours windows and garden so no privacy.
Why not have a policy to tidy up existing housing in St Helier that would also increase occupancy. Just creating new homes is not sufficient,
redevelopment of existing poor housing should come first.
The basic need for any home owner is to own their own property and not have it intearfeared with by neighbours encroaching or privacy
issues. This needs to be addressed so people are not in conflict over space & privacy.

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

ANON-ZZ1R2K9G-M

H1 - Housing
quality and design
H2 - Housing
density

General comments about Housing
I disagree with the Island plan in this respect - population controls should be put in place to avoid St Brelade and the Island becoming over
populated and avoid ruining the island and it’s landscape with all this construction.

SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

H3 - Provision of
homes
H4 - Meeting
housing needs
Proposal 22 Future affordable
housing provision

ANON-ZZ1R2KM7-R

H1 – Housing
quality and design
H4 – Meeting
housing needs
H5 – Provision of
affordable homes
Proposal 19 Design for homes

H1 (Proposal & Policy)I support the drive to design homes in the best possible manner but the Policy seems to refer only to the internal
workings of the dwellings and not place enough emphasis on the place that the homes should contribute towards. Recent developments have
provided homes that reflect GoJ standards - based on Parker Morris standards which is to be applauded given how other jurisdictions have
moved to market based design - but the place that is created by larger developments lack imagination and character. And those environments
are far too dominated by private cars - either moving them or parking them. Many of the sites identified for housing are of such a scale as to
determine the quality of a neighbourhood and those developments should be used to make those places work better for all who experience
them and especially those who live and play there.
Architects and designers who are involved in the development of housing sites should be required to pay as much attention to the place they
are trying to create as well as just delivering units of accommodationH4It is not clear from the Policy how a varying mix of tenure will be judged
as being appropriate or otherwise or how applications for planning permission might be determined in the context of the Policy. Given that the
Policy seems to identify a need across all tenures it is not clear how the need for non-qualified accommodation be addressed through the
Planning process and other legislative controls.

[View full
response]

Policy H1, the importance of place will be included in the forthcoming
residential design guidance.
Policy H5, affordable housing will only be controlled on the rezoned sites and
those other private or Government owned sites being developed by the
approved affordable housing providers. The identified demand for affordable
housing is to be determined through the Government of Jersey Housing
gateway and parishes have been contacted so that all Parish related
applicants can be captured on the gateway list.

As there are no substantial sites identified in the Draft Plan for open market housing will there ever be a critical mass of development that
triggers a requirement for any windfall sites to contribute to affordable housing demand?
Overall whilst the Policy supports the provision of homes, feel like it relates only to housing as provided through the Housing GatewayH5In light
of the Propositions lodged by various State Members relating to identified sites in their particular Parish - which are those in the Greater St
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Policy H1 & H2
SPG adoption will be a high priority and work is underway to have this in
place as soon as possible.

Helier area - there could be a situation where the rural Parishes provide any new housing sites. This would be at odds with the strategic aims of
the existing urban centre being the centre of growth. On a site specific issue, it did not appear clear how the demand for affordable homes in
individual Parishes had been established in order to support the sites identified so as to contribute to "enabling individuals and families to stay
within their established neighbourhoods or local networks".

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

H1 – Housing
quality and design
H2 - Housing
density
H3 – Provision of
homes
H8 – Housing
outside the builtup area

Volume Three – Housing: Policies H1 - Housing quality and design & H2 - Housing density:
The AJA recommends SPG guidance needs to be swiftly established and communicated for consultation. Previous SPG delivery has been either
non-existent or slow in implementation leading to confusion with applying it to Planning applications. This is paramount for the industry to
identify the markers for design in Town and the reasonable expectation of support for proposals efficiently and timely, in order to provide the
supply to meet the need.

Construction Capacity
This point is noted and recognised as a challenge which will need to be
addressed though policies outside of the BIP including encouraging modern
methods of construction and housing and work law changes.

Policy H3 – Provision of homes:

Policy H8
The development of new homes in the green zone is restricted under policy
H8 and is considered a sound a sustainable policy. The efficient development
of land is encouraged in those built-up areas where they can sustainably
accommodate new development.

There is a multitude of Population statistics established in the dBIP preambles - with anticipated population growth through either natural
growth or net inward migration. Reference is made to skills and education, but little attention is given to the lack of skilled labour and trades
within the construction industry. The very industry challenged with providing the homes required. A significant number of homes are identified
to be constructed in the period of the plan alongside a significant uplift in general construction works across the Island as households post
Covid are re-evaluating their needs. The influx in a large number of recent significant public construction projects in the pipeline for the
redevelopment of Fort Regent, the new Hospital, St Helier waterfront amongst others will place an even greater strain on the existing
construction labour resource. Brexit has had a significant impact on the rising cost of construction materials and the scarcity of available labour
on the Island is driving labour costs upwards. The difficulty in recruiting off-Island workers to come and work/live in Jersey is compounded by
the lack of a population and migration policy and lack of the financial incentives that were available historically. There is a requirement surely as
part of the Island Plan review process to look at the holistic situation in order to achieve the best value for affordable homes. If we don’t
generate an environment where our children and our children’s children can afford to live and work on-Island then we are surely damaging and
discouraging the very resource that will be required and necessary to pay for the rising elderly population on the Island in the future.
Policy H8 – Housing outside the built-up area:
The AJA is disappointed draft BIP does not provide any solution for home-owners ’trapped’ in large houses within the GZ, preventing them
dividing to provide either multi-generation homes or smaller individual dwellings that would increase housing stock. In the same way that
conversion of traditional farm buildings is supported. The reasons appear to derive from a strategic assumption it’s bad to travel, which is
becoming increasingly flawed by overlooking advent of alternative “active travel” modes such as electric bikes.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2
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Housing H1 – H9 (177-202)
As part of the Lichfields commission relating to the Bridging Island Plan, local architectural Practices were asked to comment on what the
potential impact of a number of new onerous polices within the BIP would have on large commercial and residential developments. The
following questions were raised and commented on accordingly.
1.

How do you think Government can address the supply and affordability of homes?

•
•
•

By recognising there is an actual Housing Crisis, quantifying it across all departments and then making an action plan to resolve it.
By treating housing like infrastructure- if we need it, we build it- as a priority
Of course, there are a multitude of Gov.je policies to underpin this- 5 Strategic Priorities etc.

[View full
response]

The comments made by local architectural Practices on what the potential
impact of a number of new onerous polices within the BIP would have on
large commercial and residential developments are noted, but the policies are
considered sound and capable of delivering an effective Plan. See SR 66 Developer viability and deliverability

A general question to clarify is how the definition of "large scale" is defined, as there seems to be inconsistency through the DIP.
2.

Do you think the target delivery of 2,650 open market and 1,500 affordable homes before 2025, as outlined in the Draft Island Plan, is
adequate and achievable?

•

Probably not. The current Island Plan has failed to deliver the targeted number of homes, so can’t see this one being any different,
particularly when considering my comments to item 1, above.

3.

What key planning challenges and barriers to development, if any, have you identified and how might these be eased?
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By requesting the Planning Minster heeds the independent advice of the Posi Report and champions a more positive and proactive
Planning Department and process
By finding a mechanism to promote better design and associated robust consents. At the moment, particularly in the case of larger housing
schemes, it feels like it is more of a box-stacking exercise with façade dressing. Stacking flats on top of each other and over-provision of
expensive lifts. More imaginative solutions are needed.
By stalling the DBIP by 6 months and allowing meaningful community engagement, and a holistic review of the current housing crisis in the
form of a public Housing Forum (again…was it 1998?) where the community, policy and decision makers all meet.
This would reveal that policies are being rushed through without the public having any understanding of the associated unwritten SPG’severyone is in the dark!
And the updated Willie Miller UCA could be properly verified, as it is recommending height restrictions and numbers of storeys, but the
storey heights are not stipulated, i.e., commercial/residential/clinical? Also, there is no urban analysis to back up the guidelines, egg TVIA’s
etc.
The DBIP needs to be stress-tested in relation to the Construction Industry stealth taxes such as mandatory PFA, CILS, GHE Highways
POA’s, etc. Could these combined taxes reduce architectural quality, increase the cost of new homes or simply make schemes unviable and
so reduce the much needed supply? Or all 3?

H1 – Housing quality and design
Design for homes: Concern that the BIP is still promoting high density schemes in urban areas, we need to be mindful that this pressure doesn’t
create large urban ghettos that were unsuccessfully prevalent in the 1960’s. Existing service infrastructure also will need to be revised to ensure
that sufficient facilities are available. How is this going to be adapted? GoJ funding or via more taxes for developers?
COVID had taught us that residential with insufficient amenity doesn’t provide ‘healthy living’ what is being set out to prevent developers
promoting schemes within private amenity spaces?
Page 179 suggests 2.5m minimum ceiling heights to enhance spacious and comfortable dwellings, for high density dwellings this will increase
mass height and material cost to developers. Where is the evidence to back this request up? This can also be achieved by maximising daylight
and other subtle design approaches.
Page 182 states that the Minister for the Environment will develop and publish planning guidance to establish minimum density standards for all
of the islands built up areas. When is this being provided? After the BIP is adopted?
Policy H2 – Housing density
7,900 homes suggested over a ten-year plan period from 2021-2030, how will Planning seek to achieve this when large density schemes are
subject to lengthy third party appeals. The 2011 island plan suggested 2,450 homes isn’t the latest BIP too ambitious and non-achievable?
The majority of high density schemes being constructed are by Andium Homes which are for social housing what is being done to enable
affordable homes to be made available?
Policy H3 – Provision of homes
The current Island Plan has failed to deliver the targeted number of homes, how realistic is the supplying 4,150 homes in 4 years?
It is increasingly more difficult to obtain planning permission for large scale developments with local neighbourhood objections and the ease of
third party appeals that set back projects 5-6 months until the appeal is completed. Are these factored into the figures?
Additionally, with the current backlog of planning applications standing at 500 when the peak of the pandemic was standing at 300, how are
planning going to ensure that applications are determined in a quicker manner to achieve this demand?
How will the planning department be assessed against if the number of approved applications for provision of homes are not meet in 4 years?
What happens if they don’t meet their goals?
Are the planning application committee members aware of their responsibilities as part of the planning process to ensure that the required
home numbers are delivered and reduce the number of developments being refused. There too many schemes that achieve the island plan
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policies but are refused based on pressure from the public and neighbours from their Parishes. When the island plan is adopted by the
politicians the Committee members must be aware of the BIP policies and the housing targets required.
Policy H4 – Meeting housing needs
Based on additional new requirements for additional consultancy services, rises is planning application fees and other ‘tax levies’ the cost for
building is increasing and the developers will only pass this onto buyers so the cost of buying property increases. How can affordable housing
be achieved?
Page 191 – How legal is the right for GoJ to buy a site with planning permission if a developer has not commenced works after 3 years of
approval? This doesn’t appear to be appropriate and again shows that Andium Homes are snapping up all the development sites!!!
Policy H5 – Provision of affordable homes
A substantial amount of land in St Saviour is being suggested. Why isn’t this being equally split with other Parishes? The urban sprawl is
increasing from town.
9.0 DELIVERY OF HOMES
9.1 The DBIP sets ambitious targets for the delivery of new homes, and acknowledges that short supply is affecting house prices and the quality
of life for islanders.
9.2 On P185 of the DBIP it is noted that the “emergent” recommendations of the Housing Policy Development Board will inform detailed policy
recommendations, amongst the most relevant to the Plan being the concept of “Right-sizing”. Whilst nice in theory, detailed discussions with
estate agents might provide experiential evidence of the practicalities of dependence (albeit partial dependence) on this concept to address the
housing shortage.
9.3 It is assumed that the vast amount of the housing shortfall will be able to be achieved within the BUA.
9.4 Whilst there has been some success in increasing housing densities in the Built-Up Areas (mostly in St Helier), the open planning system
and, in particular, the ability for objectors to lodge third party appeals, means that increased densities are in practice difficult to achieve.
9.5 The DBIP acknowledges that for Town in particular, increased densities will require investment in public amenity infrastructure, yet there is
no indication as to how this might be achieved. This, added to the fact that many areas of Town are historic and likely to be included within
proposed conservation areas, means that increased densities are going to be very difficult to deliver.
9.6 Two more aspects of the DBIP will frustrate the drive to increase densities. The Plan now includes a significantly amended Policy H1 (Housing
Quality and Design) which seems to be designed specifically to lower densities, and Policy GD2 - Community Participation, which requires larger
scale development of 10 or more homes to be supported by the results of community consultation. Whilst in itself this is possibly a noble and
polite intention, it will inevitably affect densities as, without wanting to appear flippant, turkeys do not vote for Christmas.
9.7 It should also be noted that both Policy H1 and GD2 are dependent upon guidance that has yet to be published for consultation, or even
prepared to draft stage (to the best of our knowledge).
9.8 On p181 of the DBIP the following is stated
“As set out in the Island Plan’s spatial strategy, development of the highest densities should be located at the most accessible and sustainable
locations, focusing growth in the island’s existing built-up areas, and Town in particular. This is where homes are better related to workplaces,
schools, shops and local services, where the need for travel is reduced, and where there are likely to be more sustainable travel choices.”
9.9 Development of new homes within the Green Zone and CNP remains predicated against in the DBIP because this is deemed to be contrary
to the sustainability aims of the Plan, in particular due to the envisaged implications for increased vehicle journeys and lack of community and
retail facilities.
9.10 Given that significant increases in density are unlikely to be fully achievable with the BUA’s, for reasons explained above, it would seem that
the potential for delivering homes in the number required needs to be explored in a more open manner.
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A central philosophy of the BIP is an increased protection of the coast and
countryside, with an increase in the size of the Coastal National Park and
specific policies on biodiversity, geodiversity, green infrastructure and
networks, landscape and seascape character.
The proposed sites have been put forward on the basis that they are in
sustainable locations where they can meet some of the overall demand for
housing and support the vitality of the parishes and their communities. The
sites, should they developed, will also be subject to meeting all of the natural
environment policies in the Plan.

9.11 It is constantly stated that it is “unsustainable” to create new homes in the countryside. This makes no sense for the following reasons.
9.11.1 Large areas of the Green Zone are within very easy access of public transport routes.
9.11.2 The notion of unsustainability relates principally to trip generation. A better public transport system would address this issue.
9.11.3 The gradual and inevitable replacement of carbon-based fuel driven vehicles will result in zero carbon emission trips, particularly in light of
the very low carbon emission electricity source. Of course, one needs to take into account manufacturing carbon requirements of private
vehicles but this is a separate matter.
9.11.4 There are, in fact, many community facilities in green zone areas (including very good primary schools), and part of the plan states that
rural diversification and stimulus of rural services is a desired outcome.
9.11.5 The re-use or redevelopment of redundant buildings within countryside areas for housing (or, indeed, for employment uses) is surely
more “sustainable” than creating new housing on re-zoned sites.
9.11.6 There remain significant employment opportunities outside of Built-Up Areas. Is it more sustainable to require that someone who works in
St Martin live in St Helier? Or that a rural based business should have its administration base in St Helier?
9.11.7 The intelligent and appropriate re-use or redevelopment of countryside buildings can provide more housing, and more diverse housing,
in a brown field context with minimal impact upon the visual and ecological character of the countryside.
9.11.8 The current and proposed policies which dictate against new units of accommodation in the countryside effectively create a two-tier
system whereby the rich live in the countryside and the less well-off live in urban areas.
9.11.9 The notion of sustainability continues to be applied in a half-understood and ill-considered fashion, with no basis in research or placespecific context.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KST-U
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A growing number of people are becoming concerned at the continued building on Jersey’s green fields at the cost of local wildlife, biodiversity
and Jersey farming. At the moment, you can still see birds of prey and red squirrels in and around St Helier fields. If you go for a walk at dusk
you’ll see hedgehogs and rabbits come out to forage and hear the evening songbirds, including the farmland Skylark. A colony of bats live
along Mont a’ l’Abbe and we should also mention Jersey’s green lizards, agile frogs and wild orchids. Once these treasures are lost they are
gone for good and will be lost to future generations.
The new Island Plan is currently under consultation and the Planning Team are canvassing opinion on future construction in Jersey. You can
help to preserve Jersey’s countryside by sending a brief email to the Planning Team saying that you object to more building on Jersey’s green
fields. The States need to provide affordable housing and you only have to look around to see the huge amount of development already in
progress on the island. In the current plan, there are significant number of proposed developments on green field sites but many local people
feel there are other ways the States Of Jersey can generate sustainable growth with more carbon neutral considerations that benefit everybody
islanders, wildlife and the environment.Covid-19 has brought about a revolution in the way we work and many companies are employing their
staff to work from home to reduce the need for business premises resulting in a surplus of floor space in existing office buildings. This space
could be converted to living accommodation at affordable prices. Also, there are a significant number of brown field sites around the island and
dilapidated properties lying empty which many people feel should be redeveloped.
Planning permission has already been given for developments that will provide 4,850 new homes without the need to touch agricultural land
and green fields, not taking into account further sites that have been proposed for housing (The Revere, The Stafford, The Apollo, The Mayfair
and The Savoy hotels to name a few).Therefore, there is no urgency in the rezoning of green fields until the States have agreed a Population
and Immigration Policy that sets out a coherent, sustainable strategy on the future provision of housing in Jersey. However, the deadline to have
your say is only days away (12th July) so time is running out. You can help by sending a brief email to the Planning Team which says.
With reference to the island plan consultation I would like to register my objection to more construction on Jersey’s green field sites until
redevelopment of all existing brown field sites are exhausted”.
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H2 - Housing
density

Managing development – Housing
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Managing development

H8 – Housing
outside the builtup area
Proposal 20 Minimum density
standards

The last paragraph on page 178 states that higher density of development will be encouraged in the island’s built-up areas, which the Trust
considers to be a somewhat blunt approach given the sensitivity of some urban areas, especially in St Helier. The Trust suggests that the St
Helier Urban Character Appraisal by Willie Miller Urban Design should be referenced here and that it should be emphasised that the density and
design of new housing development should be appropriate to urban character and the historic environment.

The Willie Miller UCA is a key document that will inform the density of
development in town.
Policy H1 - Housing quality and design: Comments noted, and fuel poverty
and carbon neutrality will be addressed in the forthcoming SPG

Policy H1 – Housing quality and design
It is important to emphasise context, impact on neighbours, beauty, spatial quality and surrounding character. In addition such development
needs to reduce fuel poverty and deliver carbon neutrality.
Proposal 20 – Minimum density standards
The Trust questions whether the emphasis on minimum density standards, in the absence of any mention of maximum standards, is appropriate
and conducive to ensuring the provision of adequate living conditions. The Trust would prefer the proposal to reflect the more nuanced
wording of Policy H2, and refer to appropriate density rather than minimum standards.
H2 – Housing density
This policy is similar to the current policy GD3, which requires that the highest reasonable density is achieved for all developments,
commensurate with good design. The challenge appears to be enforcing the link between density and good design. There should be a
requirement to consult the Jersey Architectural Commission on larger developments, for their advice to be published and for the planning
process to take their recommendations fully into account. The policy should also make specific reference to protect the special interest and
settings of listed buildings, as well as provide adequate provision for communal open spaces and urban biodiversity.

Policy H2 - Housing density
The proposal for minimum density standards is to be applied to the built-up
areas and will be driven upon best design and informed by the character and
context of the area. By using land efficiently, it will protect green fields from
unnecessary development.
Housing demand: Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and
the Minister's statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and
supply of homes
Housing provision & Policy H5 site selection process
The call for sites process identified willing owners but only selected
sustainable sites that met strict planning criteria.
Key workers: There is a demand for rural workers accommodation and a
definition of key workers is to be developed which may include rural workers
Policy H8: The request that the policy clarifies that environmental
gains/benefits should include biodiversity enhancement will be reviewed.

Housing demand
The Trust reiterates its concern that without a comprehensive population policy it is not possible to ascertain the amount of new housing
needed or to keep the demand for new housing in reasonable check. It also questions whether it is appropriate at this stage (without yet
understanding the full impact on migration and housing need of the current pandemic) to provide for more homes (4,150) than the anticipated
need (3,875 including key worker homes). It should be noted that this represents a material increase of around 10% of the island’s housing
stock. The Trust is also concerned that the economic effects of the resulting construction boom, and the commensurate additional pressures on
infrastructure and government services including transport and education, have not been adequately addressed and considered in depth in the
plan.
It would be helpful if the table on page 186 was expanded to include the individual sites the Bridging Plan is taking into account, and the
housing mix, especially in terms of one or two bedroomed units vis-a-vis larger family homes.
Housing provision
The Trust questions the methodology used to identify the sites proposed in Policy H5. It is understood that these sits came forward following a
call for sites from landowners and developers. Whilst this might have the advantage of sites being known to be available, this approach does
not necessarily result in the most appropriate sites (i.e. appropriate in terms of location, infrastructure, landscape and environment) being
proposed.
In relation to housing outside the built-up area, the Trust requests clarification in terms of what is meant by “functional needs”, and questions
why visitor accommodation and offices appear to be exempt from demonstrating economic redundancy.
The Trust suggests that, in relation to the removal of restrictive occupancy conditions on rural workers’ accommodation, such accommodation
could be made available for key workers if it is no longer required for agriculture or hospitality.
H8 – Housing outside the built-up area
The Trust would request that the policy clarifies that environmental gains/benefits should include biodiversity enhancement
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H2 - Housing
density

Housing density, page 181
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The new housing design policies in the BIP will provide the framework for
ensuring better design and standards can be achieved on future housing
developments.

Policy H2 - Housing density
H3 – Provision of
homes

On the evidence of the adverse impact that some recent high-density housing development schemes in St Helier have had on their
surroundings, we have major reservations about the validity of the density-led approach advocated in this policy. We believe the rationale for
this approach, as expressed in paragraph 4 of the introductory text, is unrealistic and unjustifiably optimistic. This states:

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister
statement SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes
See also:

‘a positive design-led approach to increasing the density of new development, within its context, will ensure that the identity and character of
each place is enhanced and, where relevant protected’.

SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

Some recently completed development, and the form of some recent planning applications, seem to pay little heed to these policy aspirations.
The elephant in the room, we believe, is that St Helier contains over 1500 listed buildings, while a very significant proportion of the town
undoubtedly merits conservation area status. In our view, the ambitions in other parts of the plan to cherish and enhance the character and
heritage of the Island are suppressed when proposals for large-scale housing development are being considered.
POLICY H3 - In terms of future housing demand (page 187) we are in accord with the views expressed by the National Trust for Jersey in its
submissions, viz:
“The Trust reiterates its concern that without a comprehensive population policy it is not possible to ascertain the amount of new housing
needed or to keep the demand for new housing in reasonable check. It also questions whether it is appropriate at this stage (without yet
understanding the full impact on migration and housing need of the current pandemic) to provide for more homes (4,150) than the anticipated
need (3,875 including key worker homes)”.

ANON-ZZ1R2KFE-Y

H2 - Housing
density
H3 – Provision of
homes

ANON-ZZ1R2KXE-H

General comments about Housing

[View full
response]

The infrastructure needs of St Helier have been reviewed in the infrastructure
capacity study
(https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Planning%20and%20building/R
%20Infrastructure%20Capacity%20Study%20Report%202020%20ARUP.pdf).
Furthermore, an Education Department review on the primary school
provision in town is underway and this will inform the needs for future
education requirements over the next plan period.

[View full
response]

Demand for housing is driven by forces outside of the control of the BIP and
the Plan has put forward a planning assumption to respond to this.

The proposals for considerable development in St Helier do not account for localised infrastructure (especially primary schools). Where sites
have been noted that suggest that the nearest primary school is X or Y, but they do not take into consideration that the sites for these primary
schools have no room for expansion. The catchment areas could be manipulated, to re-designate where students go, but with a focus on
reducing car movements schools need to be within walking distance of a toddler. building large developments with high density housing on
south St Helier is some distance even now from the nearest primary school. More consideration of this needs to be taken in the overall
development of St Helier. Similar pressure exists in St Saviour, St Brelade and St Clements.

H2 - Housing
density

Whilst many would argue there is a housing crisis, I would suggest this issue is more due to the desire to massively increase the population.
Why do we need to grow the population when the island is a fixed size with no further room to develop without the loss of green space?

H3 - Provision of
homes

Affordable housing shouldn't be needed if people were educated to a higher standard and made better use of their situation. By providing
more affordable housing, we are in danger of playing up to the situation.

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

H4 - Meeting
housing needs

Housing prices will continue to rise where there is demand. Growing the population will require housing, therefore increased demand. If you
want to control the cost of housing then do something about the demand by reducing the demand, not by sacrificing green space and adding
pressure to the current infrastructure (health / education.)

SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan
SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

ANON-ZZ1R2KGJ-5

H3 - Provision of
homes
H4 - Meeting
housing needs

All housing should be in built up areas, concentrating on Brown field sites, followed by higher rise sites in St. Helier. All vacant States owned
property should be rezoned for affordable, first time buyer or downsizing homes, no States sites should be treated as a cash cow, by developing
high range homes. Vacant or development of tourism and agricultural sites should be resisted, unless continued use is impossible, then only
allowed for affordable or 1st time homes.
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All available Government owned sites have been identified through the
property Strategy and these will contribute to the supply of new housing over
the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal – Residential delivery
and management strategy and as a specific source of housing supply in table
H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their own meet the overall
demand for affordable housing, particularly in the parishes and rural villages
where there is a need for new homes to support the vitality of the villages and
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rural communities. It has therefore been necessary to meet some of the
affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.

H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area
Proposal 22 Future affordable
housing provision

ANON-ZZ1R2KSF-D

H3 - Provision of
homes

The term affordable is a misnomer. Housing in jersey is not affordable for the majority. Building on green zones with “affordable” housing is not
a strong enough case. Be creative and find ways to use the extensive unused property or develop existing. It will cost more but only in the short
term.

[View full
response]

The control and access to affordable housing is defined by the Minister for
Housing and Communities through the Housing gateway and covers both
affordable rental and purchase properties which are based upon affordability
criteria set out by the Minister.
All available Government owned sites have been identified through the
property Strategy and these will contribute to the supply of new housing over
the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal – Residential delivery
and management strategy and as a specific source of housing supply in table
H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their own meet the overall
demand for affordable housing, particularly in the parishes and rural villages
where there is a need for new homes to support the vitality of the villages and
rural communities. It has therefore been necessary to meet some of the
affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.

The loss of existing homes by compulsory purchase at Westmount cannot be justified and the development will avoid the potential provision of
further much needed housing stock in the general area.

[View full
response]

The compulsory purchase of a small number of homes is related to the
development of the new hospital site and the numbers are not significant in
overall supply terms over the BIP period.

10) Finally, with regards to Housing more generally, I wholeheartedly support the need for the Island to provide much more Social Housing and
Affordable Housing across the Island. The target for 4000 new homes is a good start but does however merely scratch the surface of the very
real need. Many more homes will be required. All Parishes must share responsibility for this initiative. It is entirely wrong for the burden of any
expected new housing supply to be shouldered only by the already densely populated Parishes. There must be a way devised to share the
burden across the Island (perhaps on a pro-rated basis ?).

[View full
response]

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

H4 - Meeting
housing needs
H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

ANON-ZZ1R2KR1-Q

H3 - Provision of
homes
H4 - Meeting
housing needs

BHLF-ZZ1R2K9E-J

H3 - Provision of
homes
H4 - Meeting
housing needs
H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

ANON-ZZ1R2KT4-V

H3 – Provision of
homes

Population needs to be addressed before building and guessing the amount of properties required.

[View full
response]

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

ANON-ZZ1R2KKT-K

H3 – Provision of
homes

The existing Island Plan, 6.33 in Table 6, showed a requirement for 4,000 homes over the period 2011 to 2020 (on the basis The States Strategic
Plan 2009 - 2014 establishes a clear objective that all Island residents be adequately housed and the assumption a MAXIMUM inward migration
at a rolling five year average of not more than 150 heads of households pa, which equates to overall increase 325 persons each year ).

[View full
response]

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

However the housing requirement, set in the OAHN report, recognised that the population growth has been significantly higher the anticipated
additional 325 peoples and potentially one large failing in the government system/ process which has caused a net shortfall of 1,800 homes in
the 10 year plan.
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HOUSING DEMAND

The Island Plan failed the housing requirement in a CLEAR objective by 45% !! and partly, the lack of a total effective “Migration Policy” not
followed by the various States Deptments in the last decade.
The resident population in 2000 was 88,400 persons and in 2019 with 107,800 persons.
In the last 5 years in the only figures which are available (2015 -2019) from States of Jersey Statistics Unit has Net inward migration average 1220
persons pa and Total Annual change 1380 persons pa.
The “failed” Island Plan housing sector is already leaving the island starting on the back foot, with total known 1,800 home shortfall but that is
made worse because the Bridging Plan delivers on the Government's Common Strategic Policy building up to 1,500 new affordable homes by
2025 . The Housing crisis will get worse and not helped by lack of any proper “Migration Policy” to be fully evaluated and then agreed.
The resident population has increased 21% (11,600 persons ) exponentially in last decade and this NOT sustainable on any on the critical
indicators: water, sewage, pollution, traffic, housing etc but yet the Island is signed up to carbon neutrality by 2030 ?!
The lack of a detailed critical piece of information and States Depts have made their own assumptions, in form significant policies. ‘Preferred
Strategy Report’, which set out the assumptions upon which the new bridging plan will be based concludes that its own “analysis" currently
suggests that inward migration to Jersey in the next five years will be around half the level seen in the last five years, which was an additional
1,370 people a year. So, the new plan is based on net population growth of 800 people a year, 700 of that through migration and 100 through
natural growth. The claimed assumption are based on recent migration trends and the likely impacts of Covid and Brexit. That equates to a
population increase of 3,200 between now and 2024. Provision should be made for around 3,750 homes, up to 2024.
The “failed” Island Plan housing figure has been because the inward migration level was been actually at 1,380 persons pa, despite with
assumption of 325 persons pa, by an incorrect increase of 400%!!
The Bridging Plan is based on a total population growth 800 people assumption but it is evidentially provided the actually persons to be 1,380
pa in last decade and therefore the correct assumptions in Bridging Plan are flawed by 50%. Or consecutive the Island Plan assumption
computer models will also again be subject to the garbage in, garbage out outcomes.
The Bridging Plan main assumptions should be updated, especially the Migration Policy which is supposed to be aligned and informing the new
island Plan, which need to put through process a detailed sensitivity analysis and with the outcomes transparently share with the public / key
stakeholders/ Independent Planning Inspector’s.
The world has many changes at the moment, which the affects population persons in real time and while policy makers/ Govt carry on in their
own silo's. John Rochester, Mourants Partner, in his opinion in the last month Business Article stated that the channel islands are a prime
example of these desirable locations in the world and there so already evidence of inward migration which leads to long term population
growth with an impact on the housing market. i.e An architect's practice has just recently moved its office from Hong Kong because of political
worries and island Government has allowed “J” status but the local property market prices are already significantly increasing and next the
inflation rate will increase soon
The new Island Plan, draft Migration Policy and Carbon Neutral Strategy, the main Govt assumptions / policies are all CONFLICTED and it is NOT
SUSTAINABLE.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDR-A

H3 – Provision of
homes

General Comments about Housing
DETAILED RESPONSE HOUSING DEMAND

H4 – Meeting
housing needs
H5 – Provision of
affordable homes
H6 – Supported
housing

Andium Homes agrees that the demand for homes on which the housing aspects of the DBIP are based are reasonable as they are founded on
the evidence from the Affordable Housing Gateway and the Objective Assessment of Housing Need report (OAHNR) prepared by Arc4 and
Published in January 2019.
The OAHNR recognised that the Gateway is not accessible to certain groups of the residentially ‘Entitled’ population, most notably childless
singles, and couples under the age of 50 or those with a household income of more than £40,000 p.a. The Gateway criteria are under review by
the Minister (Action 3B – Creating Better Homes).
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Andium's support for the methodology and conclusions reached on the
estimates of housing demand from the evidence presented in the BIP is noted
and welcomed.
Recommendation 1 – Flexibility to respond to demand
Comments noted and the estimated of demand will be regularly reviewed as
part of the monitoring of the BIP.
Recommendation 2 – Widening of Gateway criteria
Comments noted. This is managed and controlled by the Minister for Children
and Communities.
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Recommendation 1 – Flexibility to respond to demand

Proposal 22 Future affordable
housing provision

Recognising that demand can change in response to a number of influences we recommend that the demand for homes be regularly reviewed
by the Minister for Housing & Community’s Strategic Housing & Regeneration Team, as set out in his ‘Creating Better Homes Action Plan’ so
that action can be taken to either release more land for affordable housing or vary the mix and tenure of developments already planned.
Recommendation 2 – Widening of Gateway criteria
To improve equity and more accurately demonstrate housing need, we recommend that the eligibility criteria for access to the Affordable
Housing Gateway be widened to include groups of the population who are presently excluded, in particular, childless couples and single people
under the age of 50.
PROVISION OF LAND FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING
PROPOSED REZONED SITES
There is good evidence that land re-zoned by the States in previous Island Plans is not always developed in a timely manner and therefore that
it can fail to meet the needs of those residents that the States had in mind when the decision to re-zone was made, e.g. Field 785, St Ouen.
The act of rezoning is in effect a one-off decision which immediately uplifts the value of the land from its former use value, solely benefitting the
landowner. However, rezoning places no obligation on the landowner to release the land for development immediately or even within the
period of the relevant Island Plan. We have commented in the past that the decision to rezone the land needs to carry with it an expectation as
to when the site must be developed, so that it addresses the need for homes in a timely way. If the landowner has not done so, then either the
rezoning decision should be revoked and an alternative site brought into play, or the site acquired by the compulsory purchase powers set out
in the Planning Law.
It is encouraging therefore that the DBIP does recognise the previous difficulties and makes proposals by imposing time limits on development
and compulsory purchase options, which make it more difficult for landowners to resist timely development.
The list of proposed sites does include sites in the rural Parishes such as ‘Ville du Manoir’ in St Peter, which have already been through extensive
planning consultation, including the preparation of development briefs, designs, and a public planning inquiry. However, development of these
sites has not been approved because the proposed use of the land for housing falls outside of current Island Plan Policies H1 and H5 in
particular. These sites have generally been proposed solely for first time buyer rather than social rented homes.

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

PROVISION OF LAND FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING
PROPOSED REZONED SITES
Recommendation 3 – Acceleration of Parish led developments
Comments noted. The establishment of development briefs will provide clear
guidance that should ensure that they can progress through the development
and building control process in an orderly manner
GOVERNMENT SITES
Recommendation 4 – Certainty over the release of Government owned sites
Comments noted. The certainty on the of release of surplus Government
owned land for housing development is subject to the outcome of the
property strategy. It is anticipated that by the time of the BIP adoption, the
timescales on specific site availability will be known.
Recommendation 5 – A Better Homes Taskforce
Comments noted. It is understood that the MHC is progressing on this matter
as one of the actions identified in the Housing Action plan.
Recommendation 6 – Affordable Homes from private developments
Comments noted. This proposal is a key longer term policy option to deliver
affordable housing and Andium's support is welcomed.
AFFORDABLE HOUSING FROM PRIVATE DEVELOPMENTS
Recommendation 7 – Appoint an agent to manage affordable homes
generated by private developments
Comments noted. There is a requirement that all rezoned sites are managed
by approved affordable housing providers. With regards to Andium
managing all affordable purchase sales, this will be reviewed/controlled by
the MHC.
AFFORDABLE HOUSING SITES – TENURE MIX

Recommendation 3 – Acceleration of Parish led developments.
Recommendation 8 – Review the proposed tenure mix on rezoned sites
We recommend that consideration be given to prioritising well advanced Parish led sites, recognising the work that has already been
undertaken and the greater certainty about the benefits they will have in terms of both affordable housing and Parish vitality.
GOVERNMENT SITES
Providing affordable housing on sites acquired from the market in competition with developers who are building homes for other tenures can
be a challenge. The provision of land from other sources can therefore be an important enabler in the provision of affordable housing and
avoids constant default to rezoning. This is recognised by the Minister who advocates the long-term release of surplus government land at
Action 2c of his ‘Creating Better Homes Action Plan’.
The States has a significant number of sites in its ownership which would be suitable for the development of Affordable Homes. These are set
out in the DBIP and in Creating Better Homes. Establishing certainty about the long-term release of surplus Government sites can only be
helpful in informing other decisions, such as the need to rezone land on the edge of the built-up area or around secondary settlement areas,
such as the Parish village centres.
Affordable homes can be developed more cost effectively if sites can be acquired from Government rather than providers, such as Andium,
having to compete against other developers in the marketplace. It is also important to recognise that all new rental homes produced by Andium
Homes ultimately remain public assets and the rental income generated helps Andium ensure that sustainability of its £30m annual return to
Government. Further, Income Support payments made to affordable housing providers such as Andium on behalf of those tenants who claim
that benefit, are retained and reinvested in housing and do not leak out to fund private buy-to-let landlord investments.
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Comments noted that a higher proportion of homes on rezoned sites should
be for affordable rent to replace older Andium housing stock being sold
under the Jersey Homebuy scheme. The development of new homes to
replace the Andium sales of older rental housing stock is not supported and
the tenure split must be based upon overall housing demand from the
housing gateway. It is recognised however that the current split is based
upon imperfect information as the demand for affordable purchase is not a
net figure and needs validating to ensure that all applicants are eligible.
It is therefore proposed that to provide to provide future clarity and certainty,
the proposed tenure split of 55%/45% is removed from policy H5 and
replaced with a more flexible approach that is based on a future fully audited
(net) demand for affordable purchase and affordable rent from the
Government of Jersey housing gateway. This will be managed by the Minister
for Housing and Communities and provided to the Minister for Environment
when consulting on and publishing future development briefs for the Policy
H5 rezoned sites.
Recommendation 9 – Flexibility in the tenure mix on rezoned sites
Comments noted, the tenure split will be informed by the prevailing evidence
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To give maximum certainty, each site could be transferred to the nominated provider up front with a suitable development agreement which
sets out, inter alia:

of demand and other relevant information deemed appropriate by the MHC
to inform the development briefs.

The basis on which Government may continue to use the site and for what period;
The minimum development criteria for the land;
The anticipated date the site will be available for development and the date by which it should be developed;
The role of the Minister in approving that the minimum development criteria have been met prior to the development commencing;
Any residual land value and how and when this is calculated;

KEYWORKER HOMES
Recommendation 10 – Improved residential offering for Key Workers
Comments noted. The MHC is leading on a key worker policy that will work
with the affordable housing providers to develop new tenure offers to
support key workers.

•
•
•
•
•

There is precedent for such mechanisms which worked well in respect of the development of Ann Court and more recently The Limes.
Recommendation 4 – Certainty over the release of Government owned sites

Recommendation 11 – Transfer of Westaway Court
The release of all Government owned sites, including Westaway court will be
subject to the outcome of the property strategy.

We recommend that Government indicate in the final version of the DBIP when it expects the surplus Government sites detailed in the Plan will
be made available to give certainty to providers.
Recommendation 5 – A Better Homes Taskforce
The timely release of land for affordable housing is crucial and we recommend the formation of a ‘Better Homes Task Force’ to ensure that
rezoned sites and surplus Government sites proposed for affordable housing development in the DBIP are made available, and that the
compulsory purchase powers proposed in the Plan are used where necessary.
AFFORDABLE HOUSING FROM PRIVATE DEVELOPMENTS
The DBIP proposes to include a proportion of affordable housing provision via open market developments. This is customary practice elsewhere
and was previously proposed as a policy in the 2011 Island Plan, although it was subsequently withdrawn from the final approved 2011 Island
Plan following significant resistance from the construction industry.
The majority of the homes developed by Andium will be affordable homes and this proposal is not therefore a concern to us. Andium would be
pleased to work with Government to determine how affordable homes delivered by this route should be treated in terms of their tenure,
management in the case of affordable rental, or should they be first time buyer homes, how they are sold and re-sold via shared equity
schemes and the long-term equity share secured.
Previous proposals for this policy have allowed for the payment of an infrastructure tariff or commuted sum in lieu of providing actual homes,
where this may not be appropriate or viable.
Andium Homes is the only affordable housing provider with any experience of selling affordable homes and we have undertaken these
processes for both the Jersey Homes Trust and States of Jersey Development Company in the past.
Recommendation 6 – Affordable Homes from private developments
We recommend that the proposals to require private developments to contribute to the provision of affordable housing is retained in the DBIP
and the policy activated as soon as possible.
Recommendation 7 – Appoint an agent to manage affordable homes generated by private developments
We recommend that affordable housing from private developments would be best suited to affordable purchase homes and that as the only
provider undertaking such sales, Andium Homes should be engaged as agent, to ensure the homes are sold at appropriate prices to Gateway
approved first time buyers, and that resales are appropriately managed, so that future owners receive the same benefit.
AFFORDABLE HOUSING SITES – TENURE MIX
The DBIP proposes that all affordable housing sites will provide 45% of the homes as affordable rental and 55% as Affordable Purchase. All
homes will be allocated to applicants on the Affordable Housing Gateway. To be truly effective this should be consistent across all providers and
all sites.
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From discussion with the DBIP team, it is understood that this ratio was arrived at in reference to the current Affordable Housing Gateway
waiting lists. However, it is apparent that simply using the published Gateway waiting lists will not have accounted for the fact that on an annual
basis Andium Homes sells up to 60 of its existing rental homes to Gateway First Time Buyers. In so doing these sales meet the demand for 300
homes over the period being catered for in the DBIP and circa 600 homes to 2030.
This additional supply of first-time buyer homes creates a commensurate reduction in the existing stock of rental homes. For this to be
sustainable these rental homes must be replaced.
The sale of existing units provides Andium with essential income but also provides a valuable means of refreshing and realigning the rental
portfolio on a continuous basis.
The proposed rezoned sites will in most cases provide an opportunity to develop new 2 and 3 bedroom houses which cannot easily or
affordably be developed on urban sites or sites which have to be purchased from the marketplace. The rezoned sites therefore present an
opportunity to replace 2 & 3 bedroom rental houses already sold to first time buyers and allow further sales on a small number of sites such as
Grasset Park, Oak Tree Gardens and Town Mills.
These former rental homes can be made available at prices significantly below the market rates that brand new homes attract, improving
affordability for purchasers.
Recommendation 8 – Review the proposed tenure mix on rezoned sites
To avoid a potential undersupply of social rented properties and in particular family houses, we recommend that the mix on the proposed
rezoned sites should be reconsidered to take into account the sale of existing rental homes to first time buyers. One option might be to
maintain the 80% rental and 20% affordable purchase ratios set in the 2014 Island Plan Review, for sites rezoned at that time. This would
increase the supply of new rental homes by circa 160 homes.
Demand for affordable rental and purchase homes can be sensitive to economic conditions and in particular the availability of mortgage finance
for affordable purchase schemes.
Recommendation 9 – Flexibility in the tenure mix on rezoned sites
We recommend that some flexibility in the tenure mix may be necessary over time, to ensure that prevailing housing needs are met. The
Minister’s Strategic Housing & Regeneration Team provide a workable mechanism for assessing requirements and advising the Minister.
KEYWORKER HOMES
Andium Homes has been at the centre of the move to provide a better accommodation offering for Key Workers for some considerable time,
culminating in the delivery of two schemes for Key Workers in 2019 and 2020 at Plaisant Court and Hue Court in St Helier.
Access to and security of good quality affordable rental accommodation is often cited as a barrier to the recruitment of Key Workers. Whilst the
Government retains a small stock of accommodation primarily for Key Workers at the Hospital, there is insufficient accommodation and once
occupied it tends to be occupied long term. There is scope for extending the rental offering to Key Worker which could be a fixed term tenancy,
which either allows time for Key Workers to establish themselves in the Island and secure alternative accommodation, or the tenancy term could
be linked to the length of their employment contract.
Until now Key Worker schemes have focused on meeting the needs of Health Service Key Workers, but it is likely that there will be other
specialist workers in the public sector who could or should also be considered as Key Workers. We look forward to the completion of ongoing
work to define which types of employees are considered to be Key Workers, something which will assist in determining the overall housing
needs of this cohort in the longer term.
Andium Homes sells homes, both newly built homes and some of its existing rental homes to approved first time buyers using our unique
Andium Homebuy Shared Equity Scheme, and subject to supply being adequate, there may be opportunities to extend affordable purchase
opportunities to Key Workers.
Recommendation 10 – Improved residential offering for Key Workers
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Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

To enhance recruitment processes and encourage Key Workers to put down longer term roots and settle in the Island, we recommend that
wider accommodation offerings be made available for Key Workers, including fixed term tenancies which reflect employment contracts and in
the longer-term, opportunities to purchase.
The DBIP indicates a shortfall of some 270 key worker homes, which supports the OAHNR recommendation of 25 new key worker homes a year,
over the period 2021 - 2030. Such provision will be in addition to the overall housing target.
Westaway Court is a surplus Government owned site identified for affordable housing and it is understood that the site may have a covenant
restricting its use to ‘Health related activities’.
Recommendation 11 – Transfer of Westaway Court
We recommend that Westaway Court be released to Andium Homes at the earliest opportunity, specifically for repurposing or redevelopment
as a new Key Worker development.

ANON-ZZ1R2KKT-K

H3 – Provision of
homes

The existing Island Plan, 6.33 in Table 6, showed a requirement for 4,000 homes over the period 2011 to 2020 (on the basis The States Strategic
Plan 2009 - 2014 establishes a clear objective that all Island residents be adequately housed and the assumption a MAXIMUM inward migration
at a rolling five year average of not more than 150 heads of households pa, which equates to overall increase 325 persons each year ).

SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan
However the housing requirement, set in the OAHN report, recognised that the population growth has been significantly higher the anticipated
additional 325 peoples and potentially one large failing in the government system/ process which has caused a net shortfall of 1,800 homes in
the 10 year plan.
The Island Plan failed the housing requirement in a CLEAR objective by 45% !! and partly, the lack of a total effective “Migration Policy” not
followed by the various States Deptments in the last decade.
The resident population in 2000 was 88,400 persons and in 2019 with 107,800 persons.
In the last 5 years in the only figures which are available (2015 -2019) from States of Jersey Statistics Unit has Net inward migration average 1220
persons pa and Total Annual change 1380 persons pa.
The “failed” Island Plan housing sector is already leaving the island starting on the back foot, with total known 1,800 home shortfall but that is
made worse because the Bridging Plan delivers on the Government's Common Strategic Policy building up to 1,500 new affordable homes by
2025 . The Housing crisis will get worse and not helped by lack of any proper “Migration Policy” to be fully evaluated and then agreed.
The resident population has increased 21% (11,600 persons ) exponentially in last decade and this NOT sustainable on any on the critical
indicators: water, sewage, pollution, traffic, housing etc but yet the Island is signed up to carbon neutrality by 2030 ?!
The lack of a detailed critical piece of information and States Depts have made their own assumptions, in form significant policies. ‘Preferred
Strategy Report’, which set out the assumptions upon which the new bridging plan will be based concludes that its own “analysis" currently
suggests that inward migration to Jersey in the next five years will be around half the level seen in the last five years, which was an additional
1,370 people a year. So, the new plan is based on net population growth of 800 people a year, 700 of that through migration and 100 through
natural growth. The claimed assumption are based on recent migration trends and the likely impacts of Covid and Brexit. That equates to a
population increase of 3,200 between now and 2024. Provision should be made for around 3,750 homes, up to 2024.
The “failed” Island Plan housing figure has been because the inward migration level was been actually at 1,380 persons pa, despite with
assumption of 325 persons pa, by an incorrect increase of 400%!!
The Bridging Plan is based on a total population growth 800 people assumption but it is evidentially provided the actually persons to be 1,380
pa in last decade and therefore the correct assumptions in Bridging Plan are flawed by 50%. Or consecutive the Island Plan assumption
computer models will also again be subject to the garbage in, garbage out outcomes.
The Bridging Plan main assumptions should be updated, especially the Migration Policy which is supposed to be aligned and informing the new
island Plan, which need to put through process a detailed sensitivity analysis and with the outcomes transparently share with the public / key
stakeholders/ Independent Planning Inspector’s.
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The new housing design policies in the BIP will provide the framework for
ensuring better design and standards will be required on future housing
developments.

The world has many changes at the moment, which the affects population persons in real time and while policy makers/ Govt carry on in their
own silo's. John Rochester, Mourants Partner, in his opinion in the last month Business Article stated that the channel islands are a prime
example of these desirable locations in the world and there so already evidence of inward migration which leads to long term population
growth with an impact on the housing market. i.e An architect's practice has just recently moved its office from Hong Kong because of political
worries and island Government has allowed “J” status but the local property market prices are already significantly increasing and next the
inflation rate will increase soon
The new Island Plan, draft Migration Policy and Carbon Neutral Strategy, the main Govt assumptions / policies are all CONFLICTED and it is NOT
SUSTAINABLE.

ANON-ZZ1R2KQV-U

H4 - Meeting
housing needs
H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

GD5 (Demolition & Replacement of Existing Buildings) & H8 (Housing outside the built-up area)
I am very concerned that , whilst the demand for housing in Jersey continues to escalate, the proposed new planning policies that seek to
control new housing development are becoming ever stronger and that the government is therefore effectively choosing to ignore the very real
problems that Jersey faces.

See also SR 44 - Demolition

In particular Policy GD5 now requires applicants to reach such a high bar, in terms of providing compelling 'scientific' evidence of a building's
unsuitability for retention, that few schemes are likely to be approved on this basis. This new policy now applies not only to whole buildings but
even to 'parts of' an existing building
Whilst it is accepted that the Island Plan as a whole seeks to concentrate new housing within an increasingly dense 'Built up area' there is also
significant potential in Jersey to relieve housing demand by improvements to the housing stock within the Island's other protected planning
zones .
For example, Jersey has an abundance of ugly, poorly built and designed post-war housing (particularly small bungalows from the 1960-80s)
within the countryside areas, often on large plots. In my view these houses are a visual 'blight' upon the countryside and should be allowed to
be replaced with much more attractive, better constructed and more energy-efficiency houses for those with growing families who can afford a
better quality home, thereby releasing their existing houses for those one step further down the housing ladder.
However, with the proposed revisions to the Island Plan, such proposals would be unlikely to obtain planning consent.
I do understand that the justification for these policies relate to a desire to minimise the island's carbon footprint. This is a laudable aim but it
must be considered in relation to the very particular challenges that Jersey faces - i.e: a serious house shortage on a very limited landmass
leading to unaffordable housing for a large proportion of residents.
In my view, given Jersey's very unique set of problems, we should instead concentrate our efforts to reduce carbon emissions in other ways (Eg:
encouraging and supporting changes to the day-to-day lifestyles of islanders, micro-generation of energy, integrated transport networks, tidal
power schemes, electric car infrastructure etc etc) rather than contributing to the social problems and inequities of the island by restricting a
perfectly reasonable method of supplying good quality new homes to the market through what appears to be a virtual moratorium on
replacement buildings.

ANON-ZZ1R2KFQ-B

H4 - Meeting
housing needs
H5 - Provision of
affordable homes
H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

Personally I think it ridiculous to even consider building on green agricultural fields when there are still brown field sites available. Old glass sites
for instance while many are too isolated there are others for instance near Maufant village which are close the all amenities and services and
with a good bus route that have been derelict for to y knowledge at least 30 years. If the owners of such sites is not interested in selling to the
States for affordable housing development (not the usual "luxury" houses) perhaps they should be given a say 5 year time scale to submit their
own development plans and failing to adhere to that time scale then the site could be compulsory purchased for housing. Surely this has got to
be better than building on a green field. Everyone should be honest it is highly unlikely that a derelict greenhouse site will be returned to
agriculture. I realise that no one like the idea of compulsory purchase as it is upsetting (my own family had to do this) but the state we have
found ourselves in means that perhaps this might be the only option.
The other thing the planners should try to avoid is more ribbon development as has happened in Guernsey, where it is very rare to be able to
glimpse a view across open fields, our Guernsey friends comment on how lucky we are in Jersey that ribbon developments do not seem to have
take hold as they have there.
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Old glasshouses are appropriate for development where they are located in
sustainable and appropriate locations suitable for residential developments.
Many older glasshouse sites are often in poor locations that would not be
suitable for development and the glass removed under the disuse and repair
planning condition.
Brownfield development is a majority source of the overall supply of housing
over the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal – Residential
delivery and management strategy and as a specific source of housing supply
in table H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their own meet the
overall demand for affordable housing, particularly in the parishes and rural
villages where there is a need for new homes to support the vitality of the
villages and rural communities. It has therefore been necessary to meet some
of the affordable housing demand on rezoned sites. Compulsory purchase
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orders are available to the Minister should sites not come forward in a timely
manner.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes
SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

ANON-ZZ1R2KKS-J

H4 – Meeting
housing needs

I am Jersey-born and I am being evicted from my private sector rental flat in the next 2 weeks after 10 years residence. I can no longer compete
in the private sector, being single, in poor health & on benefits. Despite being a 'highest priority' applicant for social housing for the past 4
months & having registered my interest in 15 vacant Andium 1-bed flats in the past 2 months alone, I have received no offer of social housing
and will therefore be homeless by the end of May. I will either have to pay to put much of my furniture into temporary storage (and Income
Support have said they will NOT cover this) or I'll have to dump it, only to then have to buy it all anew if and when Andium eventually offer me a
1-bed flat. Furthermore, once I am homeless, and despite having continuously rented 1-bad flats for the past 28 years, Income Support
Determining Officers may force me to take a bedsit rather than a 1-bed flat. This 'bedsit policy' has never been debated and approved by the
States but is being used specifically to prevent much of Andium's ageing stock of bedsits/studio flats from becoming unoccupied.

[View full
response]

The housing mix on all sites identified in the BIP will be developed to meet
current housing needs as evidenced, including the housing gateway which will
identify affordable housing need.
Further information is set out in the Minister's statement response on Policy
H5 Tenure mix on affordable housing sites

Yet another tenant in the same building as me who was also given notice to quit at the same time as me was offered a new build Andium home
at Le Squez after just a month or so on the waiting list. Why? Because that tenant had an adult daughter who still qualified as a 'child' for
Gateway purposes and was therefore eligible for a 2-bed home rather than a 1-bed home and Andium has been deliberately oversupplying 2
and 3-bed homes at the expense of 1-bed homes. For example, at the recently-completed Samares nursery development, only 20 homes out of
200 new builds (10%) were 1-bed rentals & I suspect many of those were allocated to Andium residents at Le Marais forced to move out due to
refurbishment. It is the same as Le Squez phase 4 - only 17 out of 151 homes being built now are 1-bed rentals.
Yet by far the greatest need is for 1-bed flats. There are currently 3 times as many Band 1 Gateway applicants waiting for 1-bed homes as there
are waiting for 2-bed homes. Yet Andium offered only 4 x 1-bed flats to let through its lettings page last month, to satisfy 244 Band 1 applicants.
This shortage of 1-bed flats is also replicated in the private sector, with market rentals somewhere between £1,200 to £1,350 per month. Yet
Income Support caps the housing component at just £910 per month for a 1-bed privately rented flat and it has become normal not to increase
this cap with inflation unless a 4-yearly election is on the horizon.
The Planning system is not purely to blame for the reason why I am about to become homeless in my mid-50's - other policy mistakes
contributed to this tragedy too. However, this is a consultation on the Island Plan and it is quite clear to me that decisions taken several years
ago by Andium & the Govt. of Jersey to undersupply on the type of homes where demand is traditionally always greatest were rubber-stamped
through the planning applications process without the public even being made aware of the long-term consequences.
As an absolute minimum, future planning applications MUST state whether the proposed homes are designed for owner occupier or rental and
whether for private or social housing use. I am astonished that this is not already the case. Needless to say, future housing developments must
prioritise 1-bed rental flats for the next few years in order to avoid many more blameless islanders ending up without any home like myself.
Having lived (and still living) through this housing nightmare created by past policy errors, I am convinced vulnerable lives will be lost as a direct
result. I just hope my life is not one of them (although it is doubtless ruined and my future destroyed).

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNX-T

H4 – Meeting
housing needs

General comments about Housing

[View full
response]

The plan has no explicit policies to sub-divide larger homes into multiple
smaller units. The development of mixed developments that meet the needs
of all parts of the community is supported by Policy H4 - Housing mix.

[View full
response]

The challenge of meeting housing need is not confined to ensuring an
adequate supply of homes. Planning policy within the plan ensure looks to
ensure that the size and type of housing being delivered is appropriate and
meets the community’s identified need, particularly in relation to affordability,
which remains a critical challenge in Jersey.

P185 – Housing Supply. I am against the focus on converting large houses into multiple units. There should be an adequate supply of all sorts of
houses, and reducing the number of larger houses with pleasant gardens etc is detrimental to the overall character of Jersey. I keep going back
to my main theme: reduce immigration, instead of trying to cover up the lack of population control by focusing on building/converting houses
which will never be enough if the immigration persists.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNB-4

H4 – Meeting
housing needs

Better use should be made of existing sites where development has been approved. The demand is for affordable housing so sites should be
used for this. As an example, there is a site with plans approved for a single dwelling of 8,000+ sq ft, now advertised for sale. There are already
many other properties of this size for sale but very few affordable homes for sale. A planning officer said the site was in the green zone hence
only 1 dwelling approved, but 8,000+ sq.ft is the equivalent of 8+ affordable family homes which are much needed. There are probably other
such sites across the island.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

H4 – Meeting
housing needs

There are good things, but almost all with caveats

[View full
response]

•The explanation of how the ageing population & family breakdown contributes to housing demand. Despite changes to the Housing & Work
Law this shows that housing demand will continue to grow even if population growth is zero.
•Conversion into housing of some States property is to be welcome. Critical again is where, so St Saviour’s Hospital probably no. Any housing
which increases vehicle movements worsens the position.

ANON-ZZ1R2KKS-J

H4 – Meeting
housing needs

I am Jersey-born and I am being evicted from my private sector rental flat in the next 2 weeks after 10 years residence. I can no longer compete
in the private sector, being single, in poor health & on benefits. Despite being a 'highest priority' applicant for social housing for the past 4
months & having registered my interest in 15 vacant Andium 1-bed flats in the past 2 months alone, I have received no offer of social housing
and will therefore be homeless by the end of May. I will either have to pay to put much of my furniture into temporary storage (and Income
Support have said they will NOT cover this) or I'll have to dump it, only to then have to buy it all anew if and when Andium eventually offer me a
1-bed flat. Furthermore, once I am homeless, and despite having continuously rented 1-bad flats for the past 28 years, Income Support
Determining Officers may force me to take a bedsit rather than a 1-bed flat. This 'bedsit policy' has never been debated and approved by the
States but is being used specifically to prevent much of Andium's ageing stock of bedsits/studio flats from becoming unoccupied.

Minister’s detailed response
See
SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan
SR 27 – Policy H5 – States owned land

[View full
response]

The need of 1 bed flats is noted. The type and size of future housing
developments will be directed by policy H4 - Housing mix and will be based
upon the latest evidence of need from various sources, including the
Government of Jersey housing gateway list which is controlled by the Minister
for Housing and Communities.
See: SR 24 - Right-sizing

Yet another tenant in the same building as me who was also given notice to quit at the same time as me was offered a new build Andium home
at Le Squez after just a month or so on the waiting list. Why? Because that tenant had an adult daughter who still qualified as a 'child' for
Gateway purposes and was therefore eligible for a 2-bed home rather than a 1-bed home and Andium has been deliberately oversupplying 2
and 3-bed homes at the expense of 1-bed homes. For example, at the recently-completed Samares nursery development, only 20 homes out of
200 new builds (10%) were 1-bed rentals & I suspect many of those were allocated to Andium residents at Le Marais forced to move out due to
refurbishment. It is the same as Le Squez phase 4 - only 17 out of 151 homes being built now are 1-bed rentals.
Yet by far the greatest need is for 1-bed flats. There are currently 3 times as many Band 1 Gateway applicants waiting for 1-bed homes as there
are waiting for 2-bed homes. Yet Andium offered only 4 x 1-bed flats to let through its lettings page last month, to satisfy 244 Band 1 applicants.
This shortage of 1-bed flats is also replicated in the private sector, with market rentals somewhere between £1,200 to £1,350 per month. Yet
Income Support caps the housing component at just £910 per month for a 1-bed privately rented flat and it has become normal not to increase
this cap with inflation unless a 4-yearly election is on the horizon.
The Planning system is not purely to blame for the reason why I am about to become homeless in my mid-50's - other policy mistakes
contributed to this tragedy too. However, this is a consultation on the Island Plan and it is quite clear to me that decisions taken several years
ago by Andium & the Govt. of Jersey to undersupply on the type of homes where demand is traditionally always greatest were rubber-stamped
through the planning applications process without the public even being made aware of the long-term consequences.
As an absolute minimum, future planning applications MUST state whether the proposed homes are designed for owner occupier or rental and
whether for private or social housing use. I am astonished that this is not already the case. Needless to say, future housing developments must
prioritise 1-bed rental flats for the next few years in order to avoid many more blameless islanders ending up without any home like myself.
Having lived (and still living) through this housing nightmare created by past policy errors, I am convinced vulnerable lives will be lost as a direct
result. I just hope my life is not one of them (although it is doubtless ruined and my future destroyed).

ANON-ZZ1R2KQW-V

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

General comments about Housing
I do not think we should be re-zoning agricultural field for houses – First and foremost we should be looking at population control.

H8 - Housing
outside the builtup area

Rather than re-zoning fields why are we not looking at “Brown” sites such as old green houses. I believed that these were previously part of the
Island Plan and were to be used rather than re-zoning but do not seem to have been mentioned. For houses that do need building we should
be looking at suppling affordable housing for the older generation of the Island, this would free up family homes and would assist first time
buyers to move on. Part of the problem has arisen because first time buyers cannot afford to move on and older people cannot afford to downsize as the cost to do this does not justify itI also do not think that St Martin needs to be changed to National Park. The farmers and landowners
manage their areas extremely well and I know it is a worry to Farmers/landowners that people will misunderstand the status and feel they have
the right to roam which will upset the cattle and could damage crops and cause a loss of privacy to some. Things work well in the Parish as they
are so please as is. As the cliché goes, if its not broke don’t fix it

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Brownfield development is a majority element of the overall supply of
housing over the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal –
Residential delivery and management strategy and as a specific source of
housing supply in table H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their
own meet the overall demand for affordable housing, particularly in the
parishes and rural villages where there is a need for new homes to support
the vitality of the villages and rural communities. It has therefore been
necessary to meet some of the affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes
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ANON-ZZ1R2KF4-E

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Affordable housing is greatly needed however this cannot be prioritised over protecting green spaces and farmland. Developing farmland for
housing should only be considered after all other options of island wide brownfield and previously developed sites have been utilised. This
should include removing height restrictions to allow more homes into a smaller space and redeveloping underused commercial sites. The needs
of people, no mater how great, are transient, however once concreted over these fields and green spaces are lost forever, to the detriment of all
future generations.

[View full
response]

The control and access to affordable housing is defined by the Minister for
Housing and Communities through the Housing gateway and covers both
affordable rental and purchase properties which are based upon affordability
criteria set out by the Minister.
All available Government owned sites have been identified through the
property Strategy and these will contribute to the supply of new housing over
the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal – Residential delivery
and management strategy and as a specific source of housing supply in table
H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their own meet the overall
demand for affordable housing, particularly in the parishes and rural villages
where there is a need for new homes to support the vitality of the villages and
rural communities. It has therefore been necessary to meet some of the
affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KFU-F

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Proposal 22 – Future affordable housing provision

[View full
response]

The proposal will be subject to a full viability review and wider consultation,
including with the industry, which will then determine if the policy can be
supported and adopted into future planning policy.

2.17 The introduction of an affordable housing requirement is similar in principle to the Sustainable Communities Fund or any other
development levy or contribution which is a fixed contribution (fixed either based number of units, gross development value or other cost
indicator). In this context, we reiterate our concerns above regarding the introduction of a SCF (paras 2.3-2.10 above), namely that:
1.
2.

3.

SR 66 - Developer viability and deliverability

It is difficult in principle to introduce fixed development levies in Jersey owing to the significant variation in development sites which often
have varying costs and have widely varying land values
There is currently no evidence that most developments in Jersey are likely to be able to accommodate a fixed development contribution,
and this is before factoring policy requirements of the BIP (such as those related to biodiversity, emissions standards, water supply and
percentage for art) which would significantly add to build costs and
There is no evidence that fixed contributions will be reflected in lower prices bid/paid for land in the same way which occurs in England
given the fundamental differences in economic, tax and planning landscapes between England and Jersey.

2.18 Should the States wish to revisit the scope to introduce affordable housing requirements in the future we would reiterate the
recommendations included at Appendix 2 para 4.4 (which set out the suggested amendments which need to be made to the viability evidence
to ensure its robustness). In our view, addressing these recommendations in full would lead to the conclusion that the implementation of a fixed
levy is not possible. However, should the States wish to consult on an affordable housing proposal in the future, then these recommendations
should be addressed in any evidence which is published.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K46-X

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes
H6 - Supported
housing

Field 410, La Rue des Buttes, St Martin (IP-173522035)
The site scored 15 points (3,5,5,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment {April 2021). As such, it is one of the 16 recommended
sites for re-zoning for affordable housing and the Affordable Housing Site Assessment prepared indicates it could achieve between 23 and 34
dwellings on it.

[View full
response]

H5 Rezoning request
This site is identified in policy H5 and the comments of support are noted. SR
26 - Provision of affordable homes.

A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a-wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
The owner of the site, The Sir David Kirch Charitable Trust, is however insistent that the site is administered by the Parish of St Martin and the
dwellings are allocated (either for sale or for rent) to right sizers meeting the Parish's selection criteria including residents of the parish, those
with strong parish connections, those who have made a contribution to the community and those with social need. The Parish has confirmed it
has a long waiting list in this regard. Delivery of rightsize homes will release family homes onto the market for which there is the greatest need.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
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[View full
response]

H5 Rezoning Request -IP169319596 - O594 O595

reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including for right sizers on Field 410, is reinforced. Failure to do so will
result in unmet need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population
demographic to sustain its ageing population.

ANON-ZZ1R2KX1-W

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Submission attached for Fields O594 & O595 on behalf of the Parish of St Ouen.

This site is identified in policy H5 and the comments are noted. Responses to
the following specific points are as follows;
a.

b.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Ensure that the Parish is consulted about any further Supplementary
Planning Guidance for the site.
Response: All Key stakeholders, including the Parishes will be consulted
with as part of the development of design briefs (SPG's) for each site
Better understand how a ‘right-sizing’ policy would be applied and how
this would be applied through a definition of affordable housing.
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c.

d.

e.

Response: Work on a right sizing policy is being led by the Minister for
Housing and Communities and will be consulted with all Key
stakeholders, including the Parishes
Request that priority is given to any new affordable homes to St Ouen’s
parishioners.
Response: Access to all affordable homes, including any Parish priorities,
will be controlled and managed though the Government of Jersey
Affordable Housing Gateway, managed by the Minister for Housing and
Communities.
Request that the requirement of Policy H5 for a 45% social rented
allocation is reconsidered, as this does not reflect housing need in the
parish.
Response: The tenure split on rezoned sites will be prescribed in future
planning briefs for each site and based upon the prevailing evidence of
need from the housing gateway, including specific Parish demand levels.
Recognise the Parish of St Ouen as an approved Government of Jersey
affordable housing provider.
Response: The list of approved affordable housing providers is controlled
through the income support law under the control of the Social Security
Minister.

See also: SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2KTD-C

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

Fields 1189(IP-175468055), 1198 (IP-171892140) & 1186A (IP-175184359) La Grande Route de St Jean, St Helier.
Fields 1189 and 1198 scored 17 points (4,5,6,2) each in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment
(April 2021). Field 1186A scored 14 points (1,5,6,2). However, it is not understood why this field scored only 1 point for spatial score, when the
other two scored 4 points in this category. It is therefore assumed this is an error and this site, too, should have scored 17 points, therefore
amongst the highest scoring of the recommended fields to be re-zoned.

[View full
response]

H5 Rezoning Request -IP176021004
This site is identified in policy H5 and the comments of support and the joint
development of the fields is noted
See also: SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

The three owners of these fields are happy to join together to ensure that the land is re-zoned for affordable housing so that they can be
developed comprehensively as a single site, therefore best serving the interests of the community.
However, of greater significance is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging
Plan (BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of
housing figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing
sectors, reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing.
The Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
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[View full
response]

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Fields 1189, 1198 & 1186A, is reinforced. Failure to do so will
result in unmet need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population
demographic to sustain its ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KGW-J

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

We dispare at how much further the over development of our Island can go! when you have covered our lovely Island with concrete, vehicles
and gross over population with all it entails, and in 5-10 or 15 years time, you will need to repeat it all again, what then? There will always be
housing needed, no matter how many estates are built, there can be no end, surely that is just common sense. We must look to the future and
stop destroying our beautiful fields and green spaces before it is too late. Our Island has already been spoiled by over population and far too
much building, and too much artificial light. Where are the starry nights, definitely not here at Five Oaks, we have no night it is just never dark!
Constant light and disturbed sleep is not good for our mental well being, added to this our main road is a nightmare of traffic, and add several
hundred more houses, average two cars per family!! We already have frequent log jams getting out of your drive during the school run.

SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan
SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

PLEASE think carefully about the over development of our Parish and Island and let us keep what we have left for our children.

ANON-ZZ1R2K8V-2

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

I totally support the need to increase the number of affordable housing however see a few huge problems with the approach taken:
•

•

•
•

BHLF-ZZ1R2K8N-T

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

[View full
response]

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes.
Over 150 homes are proposed to be developed to support the Parish villages
on rezoned sites under policy H5.

[View full
response]

Brownfield development is a majority element of the overall supply of
housing over the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal –
Residential delivery and management strategy and as a specific source of

the choice to selected very large areas to accommodate as many houses as possible seems only driven by the 'practicality of building new
settlements, and not to balance the quality of life of the community. When increasing the number of people living in one settlement, in
such big numbers, creates social problems, not only in those locations, but in the surrounding areas as well. What seems practical in theory
will add much more pressure in many services, roads and social
the choice of the fields themselves is questionable, with some of the fields still being used for agricultural purposes. There are many fields
not being used and not in such good conditions around the island. I can only guess it's a politically driven decision and it's not
contemplating what your community feels/things
the location of the fields suggested are not spread across the island, it's a shame to see some parish were not allocated any affordable
homes. I believe every parish should be considered.
the lack of consideration for old green houses being used for affordable housing, with so many old and dangerous neglected around the
island it's a shame that we can't make better use of them

With reference to the island plan consultation I would like to register my objection to more construction on Jersey’s green field sites until
redevelopment of all existing brown field sites are exhausted.
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housing supply in table H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their
own meet the overall demand for affordable housing, particularly in the
parishes and rural villages where there is a need for new homes to support
the vitality of the villages and rural communities. It has therefore been
necessary to meet some of the affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2KCM-4

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

I also object to other sites in the green zone and those of good agricultural land being taken for housing. It seems that planners just want to
take the easiest option, forgetting that this will mean destroying the countryside and the Island's character. There are other sites available which
might be more challenging but would prevent the continuing erosion of the countryside. I am sure there are also many smaller plots/empty
properties etc which could provide much needed housing.

[View full
response]

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement
See also: SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

Also, because a land owner wants to sell to a property developer does not mean it is the right course of action. A willing seller should not be a
criterion for this.
I welcome the Plan's policy not to allow glasshouse sites - in use or disused - to be being earmarked for housing. I agree that the owners were
only given permission to build glasshouses because this was agricultural land. If there is no longer need for the glasshouses the land should be
returned to other agricultural or horticultural use. Another thing the States and planners could do to help meet housing need is to stop allowing
wealthy people to move here and build massive homes, spoiling coast and countryside. Some of these sites would be suitable for apartments or
one and two-bedroom homes - to help meet the housing need. The site of the Bouley Bay Hotel is just one example - the site at Grève de Lecq
another. The key to meeting housing need is, of course, to control all immigration - something the States have failed to do for years. This is a
point I would like the authors of the Plan to make to States Members, thus making all their aims more achievable.
•It also refers to release of greenfield sites for housing. This should be opposed. I couldn’t finda map of such sites. For six of them out of 15 to
be in St Saviour is clearly unreasonable & seems to accept urban spread. That in Grouville apparently is in afield adjoining Verona Stores.
However this location is close to Marais à la Cocque & may be at variance with this planning policy(See below). Happy to discuss

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

[View full
response]

ANON-ZZ1R2KFV-G

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

It is imperative that local industry, especially those that are at the islands identity forefront, should be maintained. Building upon essential dairy
land should not be allowed until other avenues have been exhausted namely the re-purposing of old greenhouse sites. It is illogical to build on
worked agricultural and pastoral land in some vain effort to try and force farmers to bring derelict glasshouse sites and unused land back into
working condition. Furthermore dairy farms in particular should not be impacted due to the difficulty of re-locating a herd of cattle and the
need for pastoral land close to the milking parlour. Additional weight should given to those sites that champion unique and environmentally
sympathetic farming practices such as organic farming.

[View full
response]

BHLF-ZZ1R2KS9-Z

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

With reference to the island plan consultation I would like to register my objection to more construction on Jersey's green field sites until
redevelopment of all existing brown field sites are exhausted

[View full
response]

See SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes
SR 26 - Policy H5 - Provision of affordable homes

See SR 26 - Policy H5 - Provision of affordable homes

Brownfield development is a majority element of the overall supply of
housing over the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal –
Residential delivery and management strategy and as a specific source of
housing supply in table H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their
own meet the overall demand for affordable housing, particularly in the
parishes and rural villages where there is a need for new homes to support
the vitality of the villages and rural communities. It has therefore been
necessary to meet some of the affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDW-F

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

With reference to the island plan consultation I would like to register my objection to more construction on Jersey’s green field sites until
redevelopment of all existing brown field sites are exhausted This has to stop before Jersey is lost to buildings
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Brownfield development is a majority element of the overall supply of
housing over the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal –
Residential delivery and management strategy and as a specific source of
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housing supply in table H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their
own meet the overall demand for affordable housing, particularly in the
parishes and rural villages where there is a need for new homes to support
the vitality of the villages and rural communities. It has therefore been
necessary to meet some of the affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

ANON-ZZ1R2KJP-E

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

All my comments are in this section:

[View full
response]

1.
2.

To avoid losing more fields and open space build in Town areas where it will not interfere with flights up to 15 storeys.
Before permitting the reduction in hotel numbers insist on a replacement of at least that number of hotel beds elsewhere and any consent
to be conditional on the replacement prior to the loss of existing.
3. Remove the blanket permission on domestic garages being used or converted to other uses.
4. Provide in all Town Parishes, at least, specific van/lorry parks and ban on all land the parking of vans or lorries including private roads used
by more than one family or company.
5. Provide cycle tracks around the Island and where in place ban cyclists from using the roads.
6.
Make pedestrian areas solely for pedestrians and ban cyclists from riding there.
7. Ensure garages and parking spaces are of adequate size for the modern car.
8. Increase the number of parking spaces in all developments and redevelopment to a minimum of 1 space per bedroom.
9. Reduce the maximum speed on the Island to 30 mph, increase the green lanes to 20 and thus have 2 defined speed limits throughout the
Island.
10. Change the Law so that where a planning application is referred to a Planning Inspector or similar the decision reached is final and not
subject to the Planning Minister's decision.
11. Retain the existing Green areas and forbid any form of constructed development on them.
12. More effort should be used to enforce compliance with current and future planning conditions and regulations with prosecutions being
the norm where there is a breach after one warning.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KS9-Z

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

With reference to the island plan consultation I would like to register my objection to more construction on Jersey's green field sites until
redevelopment of all existing brown field sites are exhausted'.

Brownfield development is a majority element of the overall supply of
housing over the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal –
Residential delivery and management strategy and as a specific source of
housing supply in table H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their
own meet the overall demand for affordable housing, particularly in the
parishes and rural villages where there is a need for new homes to support
the vitality of the villages and rural communities. It has therefore been
necessary to meet some of the affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

[View full
response]

Brownfield development is a majority element of the overall supply of
housing over the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal –
Residential delivery and management strategy and as a specific source of
housing supply in table H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their
own meet the overall demand for affordable housing, particularly in the
parishes and rural villages where there is a need for new homes to support
the vitality of the villages and rural communities. It has therefore been
necessary to meet some of the affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2K8X-4

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

With reference to the island plan consultation I would like to register my objection to more construction on Jersey's green field sites.

[View full
response]

Brownfield development is a majority element of the overall supply of
housing over the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal –
Residential delivery and management strategy and as a specific source of
housing supply in table H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their
own meet the overall demand for affordable housing, particularly in the
parishes and rural villages where there is a need for new homes to support
the vitality of the villages and rural communities. It has therefore been
necessary to meet some of the affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K1G-C

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

I am implacably opposed to the suggestion/proposal to build on prime agricultural land. If the planning department were serious about
providing affordable homes then it could stop any further applications for ‘luxury apartments’. While a new building strategy is being worked
out of the States could ratchet up the 10-year qualification period to 15 years. This would provide a certain amount of breathing space. Clearly
the problem is not of planning’s making, it has been the complete absence of a sustainable/sensible immigration policy together with economic
factors (i.e. Base Rates) over which the island has little control which have combined to create the current excess demand for accommodation. I
could ramble on for much more than this as it is a large multi-faceted topic but for the sake of brevity my objection are purely focused on
protecting the Green Zone for the purposes of the consultation

[View full
response]

Brownfield development is a majority element of the overall supply of
housing over the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal –
Residential delivery and management strategy and as a specific source of
housing supply in table H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their
own meet the overall demand for affordable housing, particularly in the
parishes and rural villages where there is a need for new homes to support
the vitality of the villages and rural communities. It has therefore been
necessary to meet some of the affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6Z-4

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

With reference to the island plan consultation I would like to register my objection to more construction on Jersey's green field sites until
redevelopment of all existing brown field sites are exhausted'.

[View full
response]

Brownfield development is a majority element of the overall supply of
housing over the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal –
Residential delivery and management strategy and as a specific source of
housing supply in table H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their
own meet the overall demand for affordable housing, particularly in the
parishes and rural villages where there is a need for new homes to support
the vitality of the villages and rural communities. It has therefore been
necessary to meet some of the affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6T-X

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

With reference to the island plan consultation my husband and I would like to register our objections to more construction on Jersey's green
field sites until redevelopment of all existing brown field sites are exhausted.

[View full
response]

Brownfield development is a majority element of the overall supply of
housing over the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal –
Residential delivery and management strategy and as a specific source of
housing supply in table H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their
own meet the overall demand for affordable housing, particularly in the
parishes and rural villages where there is a need for new homes to support
the vitality of the villages and rural communities. It has therefore been
necessary to meet some of the affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2KN3-N

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

We are the owners of Field 632 in St Peters, which has been earmarked in the draft island plan for affordable homes (pages 352 to 355), and
confirm that we are willing sellers.

[View full
response]

H5 Rezoning Request - support
This site is identified in policy H5 and the comments of support are noted

The description about the ‘Existing use’ on page 325 is wrong and this needs to be corrected for the following reasons:
See also: SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

We have not used this field as part of our dairy farm in recent years and it is currently used by the pigs.
We have downsized our operations considerably over the last 3 years.
We have reduced our milking herd from 70 to 10 cows, reduced our pigs from 30 sows to 2, and our beef herd from 65 to 6.
We closed our farm shop in July 2019 and stopped selling wholesale in October 2019.
We now only supply our milk raw from a dispenser and only need the land on the side of the road where the farm is situated.
We have ample agricultural land for our needs, all on the same side of the road as the farm and so this is much more practical. In total we
own over 125 vergees of land.
We have also demolished the majority of our farm buildings as we are currently building 11 houses.
We do not believe that these fields are desirable to other dairy/other farmers because we tried to sell an 18 vergee field (P657/8/760),
which is an excellent large easily workable field, on the other side of our farm, by tender with Maillards in late 2018, and did not receive a
single enquiry or bid. This clearly demonstrates that there is no demand for agricultural land in our part of the island. The Parish had
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[View full
response]

H5 Rezoning request - support

originally planned to incorporate a small part of Field 559 St Peter as well into their site plans for 65 homes, which has been voted on and
approved 3 times by the Parish.
We confirm we would be happy for Field 559 to also be used for affordable homes.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYC-G

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Field 392A, La Grande Route des Sablons, Grouville (IP-175859990)
Andium Homes has secured and option to buy the above property using a presale agreement but will only exercise this if approved for
rezoning by the Planning Department.

This site is identified in policy H5 and the comments of support are noted
See also: SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

The site scored 15 points (3,5,5,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021). As such, it is one of the 16 recommended
sites for re-zoning for affordable housing and the Affordable Housing Site Assessment prepared indicates it could achieve between 23 and 34
dwellings on it.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, has previously been submitted to re-zone this land
in response to the Call for Sites which has also been enclosed as part of this submission to ensure it is made available for the Inspector’s to
review at the Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
In terms of affordable housing this Bridging Island Plan is extremely important and needs to have adequate provision to address the current
pressing issue such as supply of new homes to avoid the previous under-provision of homes by the 2011 Island Plan which then was only part
resolved by the 2014 Island Plan Review. It has been apparent from previous Island Plans, the benefit of the decisions made are not experienced
until the later periods of the 10 year term so it is vitally important to ensure that there is a long-term view on supply and that demand issues are
regularly reviewed. There have been encouraging developments, in the recent publication of the Minister for Housing & Communities (the
Minister), 'Creating Better Homes Action Plan'.
Andium Homes recognises the importance of both the Bridging Island Plan and the Minister Action Plan in respect of strategic land use, in
particular the allocation of adequate land for affordable housing.
The 635 homes Andium Homes currently has in development cannot meet all the demand for affordable housing evidenced by the Affordable
Housing Gateway. Therefore, this site is particularly important to in part achieve the demand for housing identified by the Affordable Housing
Gateway, the OAHNR, the Housing Policy Development Board Report March 2020 report and the more recent Creating Better Homes Action
Plan published by the Minister.
It is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is made available to satisfy them in
the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of dwellings that are required as well as
establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and where the housing requirements will
be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021- 2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
Andium Homes well recognises the challenge of providing such a significant number of new homes in an environment where land is
constrained and quite understandably there is a desire to limit the encroachment of development into the countryside alongside a need to
protect Jersey's unique historic built environment and character, particularly in the town of St Helier.
The challenges of developing in and around existing developed land and the existing built-up area are significant, particularly for the
development of any significant number of family houses, which this site would provide.
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H5 Rezoning request - support

The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Further to the above, this report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the
successful re-opening of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide
more than 6000 additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening
affordability in the housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age
in-migrants to encourage post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Field 392A , is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet
need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYG-M

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Fields 415A & 470, La Grande Route de St Martin, St Saviour (IP-178913357)
The site scored 16 points (3,5,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).

This site is identified in policy H5 and the comments of support are noted

As such, it is one of the 16 recommended sites for re-zoning for affordable housing and the Affordable Housing Site Assessment prepared
indicates it, together with the adjoining fields 413 and 415, could achieve between 68 and 102 dwellings on it.

See also: SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes
SR 28 - Tenure mix on affordable housing sites

A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021- 2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
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clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land for open market housing, including Fields 415A & 470, is reinforced.
Failure to do so will result in unmet need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a
population demographic to sustain its ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYN-U

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Fields 413 & 415, La Grande Route de St Martin, St Saviour (IP-177076108)
The site scored 16 points (3,5,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021).

This site is identified in policy H5 and the comments of support are noted

As such, it is one of the 16 recommended sites for re-zoning for affordable housing and the Affordable Housing Site Assessment prepared
indicates it, together with the adjoining fields 415A and 4 70, could achieve between 68 and 102 dwellings on it.

See also: SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021- 2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
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housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the BIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the BUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the BIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Fields 413 & 415, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in
unmet need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to
sustain its ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYR-Y

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Field 632, La Route de Manoir St Peter, (IP-175190706)
Andium Homes has secured and option to buy the above property using a presale agreement but will only exercise this if approved for
rezoning by the Planning Department.

This site is identified in policy H5 and the comments of support are noted
See also: SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

The site scored 15 points (3,4,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment (April 2021 ).
As such, it is one of the 16 recommended sites for re-zoning for affordable housing and the Affordable Housing Site Assessment prepared
indicates it could achieve between 39 and 59 dwellings on it.
A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, has previously been submitted to re-zone this land
in response to the Call for Sites which has also been enclosed as part of this submission to ensure it is made available for the Inspector’s to
review at the Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
In terms of affordable housing this Bridging Island Plan is extremely important and needs to have adequate provision to address the current
pressing issue such as supply of new homes to avoid the previous under-provision of homes by the 2011 Island Plan which then was only part
resolved by the 2014 Island Plan Review. It has been apparent from previous Island Plans, the benefit of the decisions made are not experienced
until the later periods of the 10 year term so it is vitally important to ensure that there is a long-term view on supply and that demand issues are
regularly reviewed. There have been encouraging developments, in the recent publication of the Minister for Housing & Communities (the
Minister), 'Creating Better Homes Action Plan'.
Andium Homes recognises the importance of both the Bridging Island Plan and the Minister Action Plan in respect of strategic land use, in
particular the allocation of adequate land for affordable housing.
The 635 homes Andium Homes currently has in development cannot meet all the demand for affordable housing evidenced by the Affordable
Housing Gateway. Therefore, this site is particularly important to in part achieve the demand for housing identified by the Affordable Housing
Gateway, the OAHNR, the Housing Policy Development Board Report March 2020 report and the more recent Creating Better Homes Action
Plan published by the Minister.
It is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is made available to satisfy them in
the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of dwellings that are required as well as
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establishing a transparent (and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and where the housing requirements will
be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
Andium Homes well recognises the challenge of providing such a significant number of new homes in an environment where land is
constrained and quite understandably there is a desire to limit the encroachment of development into the countryside alongside a need to
protect Jersey's unique historic built environment and character, particularly in the town of St Helier.
The challenges of developing in and around existing developed land and the existing built-up area are significant, particularly for the
development of any significant number of family houses, which this site would provide.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the BIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Further to the above, this report therefore notes that the BIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the
successful re-opening of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the BIP should be planning to provide
more than 6000 additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening
affordability in the housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age
in-migrants to encourage post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Field 632, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet
need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYX-5

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

Field 530, Princes Tower Road, St Saviour (IP-177734520)
The site scored 16 points (3,5,6,2) in the Housing Land Availability and Site Assessment {April 2021).

This site is identified in policy H5 and the comments of support are noted

As such, it is one of the 16 recommended sites for re-zoning for affordable housing and the Affordable Housing Site Assessment prepared
indicates it could achieve between 60 and 90 dwellings on it.

See also: SR 26 - Provision of affordable homes

A suitable and more sophisticated site-specific case, tested against a wider array of criteria, was however submitted to re-zone this land in
response to the Call for Sites and does not require re-making. It is assumed this case will be made available for the Inspector’s to review at the
Examination in Public and which will further reinforce the case to re-zone the land based on these criteria.
However, additional to this is the historical under-provision of homes by successive Island Plans and everything tells us this Draft Bridging Plan
(BIP) will also fail to deliver. The Pioneer report dated 6th July 2021 provides a damning verdict on the States' supply and demand of housing
figures in the Draft Bridging Plan which they say will fail to meet the actual need and demand for housing across all the housing sectors,
reinforcing the need to re-zone this site, together with the need to re-zone more land for both affordable and open market housing. The
Pioneer Report is submitted as an accompanying document with this submission, which is in response to the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
As the Pioneer report concludes, it is a fundamental role of the planning system to assess all housing requirements and ensure sufficient land is
made available to satisfy them in the plan period; in that regard the adopted plan should provide a clear analysis of the type and tenure of
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[View full
response]

The recommendations of the HPDB are a key piece of evidence that has been
referenced in drafting the bridging Island Plan. As stated, the rezoning of
fields for affordable housing supply (recommendation P1) has been covered
by policy H5, but it is incorrect to say that the affordable housing contribution
recommendation P3 is not included as it is set out in Proposal – Future
affordable housing provision. The Encouraging conversion of large residential
dwellings into multiple dwellings (recommendation P2) is allowed within the
built-up area, however it is restricted in the countryside policy areas to homes
for independent living or households that require a high degree of care
and/or support. This is considered proportionate at this time.

dwellings that are required as well as establishing a transparent {and monitorable) cumulative development trajectory that illustrates when and
where the housing requirements will be met.
It is therefore of concern that the BIP, whilst acknowledging there is a net shortfall of dwellings, is being brought forward inclusive of very
cautious assumptions regarding migration, inappropriate proportions of affordable and open market housing, insufficient emphasis on the
provision of 3+ bedroom dwellings for sale (both affordable and market) and without re-zoning (i.e. allocating) enough sites outside of the
BUA's to ensure the pace of development is maintained and all housing requirements are met.
In particular the numerical analysis within the BIP and the under-pinning evidence base does not adequately explain how the 1,800 shortfall has
been calculated nor why an 800+ population growth assumption is an appropriate starting point or why a 200 dwelling deduction to reflect
supply via non-development policies is realistic. In that regard it can be generally concluded that the target of an additional 4150 dwellings in
the 2021-2025 five-year period is too low with too much emphasis on the provision of small, 1 and 2 bedroom, Category A affordable housing.
This report therefore notes that the SIP was drawn-up against the background of economic forecasts which pre-date the successful re-opening
of the economy as a consequence of the vaccine programme and suggests that the SIP should be planning to provide more than 6000
additional dwellings in the 2021-2025 five-year period as failure to do so will result in unmet housing demand, worsening affordability in the
housing market and a lack of housing availability which may prevent the Government securing sufficient working age in-migrants to encourage
post-pandemic economic growth and recovery.
The individual studies and current Gateway statistics all confirm that the primary affordable housing need is for subsidised dwellings for sale and
that the main requirement is for family dwellings with 3+ bedrooms which it would be inappropriate to provide within dense urban locations. A
clear distinction should therefore be made within the SIP that whilst smaller dwellings for rental can be primarily located within towns additional
sites should be re-zoned for larger dwellings outside of the SUAs.
In addition, the suggested 55%:45% tenure split in favour of affordable purchase housing on re-zoned sites should be amended to 75%:25% as
the demand for affordable purchase is 3 x greater than the need for affordable rental.
The majority of new dwellings should be provided for open market dwellings, and this should be at least 70% of all new dwellings in accordance
with the Governments evidence base rather than the erroneous conclusion in the SIP of 64% as that conclusion is derived by conflating an
affordable conclusion based on 1000+ migration assumption with an overall calculation based on 800+.
The history of the Island Plan very strongly suggests that the most successful strategy is to re-zone (i.e. allocate) sites rather than rely on windfall
etc and failure to specifically re-zone sufficient sites underlies the existing shortfall which the BIP seeks to remedy and, if this mistake is
repeated, will fail to address the requirements identified. It is therefore vital that the SIP re-zones sufficient sites to ensure the pace of
development required to maintain the necessary trajectory.
Therefore, on the basis of this clear evidence, the need to re-zone land, including Field 530, is reinforced. Failure to do so will result in unmet
need yet again and cause inflationary housing prices in all sectors and, depressingly, a failure to provide a population demographic to sustain its
ageing population.

ANON-ZZ1R2KCD-U

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

The Housing Policy Development Board (HPDB) final report dated 16 April 2021 recommended three planning measures to facilitate new
housing supply and affordability. However only one of these (P1) appears to have been included in the 2021 Draft Bridging Island Plan rezoning of land for specific residential classes.
Policy H5. Neither P2. Encouraging conversion of large residential dwellings into multiple dwellings or P3. Affordable Housing Contribution have
been included.
HPDB also identified issues with housing Jersey’s Ageing Population - Older people over 65 make up c. 17% of Jersey’s population but account
for about a third of all homeowners on the island and live in a quarter of the homes in Jersey. Estimates show that there will be c. 11,000 more
pensioners living in Jersey by 2035. - There are currently two key issues relating to Jersey’s ageing population and its interaction with a
sustainable housing market:

SR 24 - Right-sizing
•
•

There is significant under occupation of housing (living in accommodation with two or more ‘spare’ bedrooms) among older people.
The supply and options of housing for older people, are limited in Jersey, with a particular lack of extra-care style accommodation, which
anecdotally, acts as a barrier to rightsizing into smaller properties.
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Inclusion of all 3 of the recommendations of HPDB would assist with our housing shortage and the provision of further housing of the right type
for the over 60's would encourage right sizing and the release housing for young families. Another method of assisting the housing crisis which
currently does not exist in the Island is the idea of co-housing which is becoming more popular in England. It allows a group of people to come
together to buy land and build or share a larger property together which they could not afford to do alone - sharing facilities such as laundry,
gardens, guest suites, etc. Some build new and others convert larger properties. However, it is not without it’s difficulties and usually entails a
lengthy planning and procurement process and it is does require the support of planning policy for implementation.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KUA-A

H5 Provision of
affordable homes

I'm pleased to see that the sites suggested in Appendix 1 for affordable housing development are all adjacent to existing settlements and that
the necessary infrastructure, if not already in existence, can be extended to serve them. The loss of agricultural land is lamentable, but infilling
and extension are preferable to the creation new settlements. It's unfortunate that the density of housing has to be so high, but it saves fields.
Provided adequate outdoor space for informal recreation and for children to play is included, then high density developments are more
acceptable than the alternative.

Minister’s detailed response
SR 40 - Housing outside the BUA

[View full
response]

Brownfield development is a majority element of the overall supply of
housing over the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal –
Residential delivery and management strategy and as a specific source of
housing supply in table H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their
own meet the overall demand for affordable housing, particularly in the
parishes and rural villages where there is a need for new homes to support
the vitality of the villages and rural communities. It has therefore been
necessary to meet some of the affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes.
All housing developments will need to meet the best standards of design as
set out in policy H1, at appropriate density levels for their location.

ANON-ZZ1R2K9N-U

H7 - Key worker
accommodation

There should be a legal requirement, in submitting any significant plan or projects to the States, for a full assessment of the additional labour
inputs needed, and whether these inputs are additional to baseline employment in the Jersey government, and also an assessment of labour
inputs needed in consultancies onshore or offshore. This would be accompanied by an assessment of any additional housing needed on the
island for either the identified planning personnel, or those identified as carrying out ,regulating or running the project.

[View full
response]

Comments noted. The Objective Assessment of Housing Need Report
(https://www.gov.je/Government/Pages/StatesReports.aspx?ReportID=4193)
sets out the future housing needs of the Island and includes as part of the
methodology an economic input using various migration assumptions to
maintain a workforce to support and grow the Island's economy and for then
estimating future housing demand.

[View full
response]

Policy H9

Furthermore any requirement that all permanent employees of the Jersey government or States should live on the island should be scrapped.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVM-Q

H9 - Rural workers’
accommodation

Policy H9 -Rural workers' accommodation
This Policy is very similar to the policy in the previous Island Plan. We would like the Planning Minister to be aware that although sub-paragraph
(iii) of this Policy states that "the need relates to a fall-time workers", this accommodation is generally for seasonal agricultural staff. With the
new immigration restrictions post-Brexit, most workers are only allowed to come to Jersey on a 9 month temporary seasonal work permit under
the Government of Jersey Work Permit Policy1.

ANON-ZZ1R2K1N-K

Policy H2 –
Housing density
Proposal 19 –
Design for homes

BHLF-ZZ1R2K8N-T

Policy H5 –
Provision of
affordable homes

The restriction to 9 months for seasonal workers would not prevent the ability
to deliver worker units as provided for by the policy, insofar as the need for
the worker accommodation will need to be proven, and this will have regard
to the requirements of the holding, and not the individual.

I note that higher density is a requirement of the plan. Whilst this is obviously necessary to address the problems with a fast growing population
and an under supply of housing I am concerned that too little consideration will be given to the exterior design of these developments. Higher
density developments can still be attractive places and we should strive to make them so. Neighbourhoods should be dignified, walkable,
beautiful & well-planted. Building frontages should be road facing not turned inwards as seems to be becoming more commonplace. Most
importantly new buildings should reflect the unique character of Jersey using its varied but distinctive vernacular architecture and local and
historic building materials to create beautiful places to live which will in turn create happier residents and neighbours and continue to make
Jersey a place to be proud of.

[View full
response]

The new housing design policies in the BIP will provide the framework for
ensuring better design and standards will be required on future housing
developments.

With reference to the island plan consultation I would like to register my objection to more construction on Jersey’s green field sites until
redevelopment of all existing brown field sites are exhausted.

[View full
response]

Brownfield development is a majority element of the overall supply of
housing over the Plan period. This is supported by the BIP Proposal –
Residential delivery and management strategy and as a specific source of
housing supply in table H1 of the BIP. However, these sites will not on their
own meet the overall demand for affordable housing, particularly in the
parishes and rural villages where there is a need for new homes to support
the vitality of the villages and rural communities. It has therefore been
necessary to meet some of the affordable housing demand on rezoned sites.
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Minister’s detailed response
Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister's
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes.
All housing developments will need to meet the best standards of design as
set out in policy H1, at appropriate density levels for their location.

ANON-ZZ1R2KKT-K

Strategic Proposal
1 - Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

The existing Island Plan, 6.33 in Table 6, showed a requirement for 4,000 homes over the period 2011 to 2020 (on the basis The States Strategic
Plan 2009 - 2014 establishes a clear objective that all Island residents be adequately housed and the assumption a MAXIMUM inward migration
at a rolling five year average of not more than 150 heads of households pa, which equates to overall increase 325 persons each year ).

[View full
response]

Further information is set out in the BIP evidence base and the Minister
statement SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes

However the housing requirement, set in the OAHN report, recognised that the population growth has been significantly higher the anticipated
additional 325 peoples and potentially one large failing in the government system/ process which has caused a net shortfall of 1,800 homes in
the 10 year plan.
The Island Plan failed the housing requirement in a CLEAR objective by 45% !! and partly, the lack of a total effective “Migration Policy” not
followed by the various States Deptments in the last decade.
The resident population in 2000 was 88,400 persons and in 2019 with 107,800 persons.
In the last 5 years in the only figures which are available (2015 -2019) from States of Jersey Statistics Unit has Net inward migration average 1220
persons pa and Total Annual change 1380 persons pa.
The “failed” Island Plan housing sector is already leaving the island starting on the back foot, with total known 1,800 home shortfall but that is
made worse because the Bridging Plan delivers on the Government's Common Strategic Policy building up to 1,500 new affordable homes by
2025 . The Housing crisis will get worse and not helped by lack of any proper “Migration Policy” to be fully evaluated and then agreed.
The resident population has increased 21% (11,600 persons ) exponentially in last decade and this NOT sustainable on any on the critical
indicators: water, sewage, pollution, traffic, housing etc but yet the Island is signed up to carbon neutrality by 2030 ?!
The lack of a detailed critical piece of information and States Depts have made their own assumptions, in form significant policies. ‘Preferred
Strategy Report’, which set out the assumptions upon which the new bridging plan will be based concludes that its own “analysis" currently
suggests that inward migration to Jersey in the next five years will be around half the level seen in the last five years, which was an additional
1,370 people a year. So, the new plan is based on net population growth of 800 people a year, 700 of that through migration and 100 through
natural growth. The claimed assumption are based on recent migration trends and the likely impacts of Covid and Brexit. That equates to a
population increase of 3,200 between now and 2024. Provision should be made for around 3,750 homes, up to 2024.
The “failed” Island Plan housing figure has been because the inward migration level was been actually at 1,380 persons pa, despite with
assumption of 325 persons pa, by an incorrect increase of 400%!!

The Bridging Plan is based on a total population growth 800 people assumption but it is evidentially provided the actually persons to be 1,380
pa in last decade and therefore the correct assumptions in Bridging Plan are flawed by 50%. Or consecutive the Island Plan assumption
computer models will also again be subject to the garbage in, garbage out outcomes.
The Bridging Plan main assumptions should be updated, especially the Migration Policy which is supposed to be aligned and informing the new
island Plan, which need to put through process a detailed sensitivity analysis and with the outcomes transparently share with the public / key
stakeholders/ Independent Planning Inspector’s.
The world has many changes at the moment, which the affects population persons in real time and while policy makers/ Govt carry on in their
own silo's. John Rochester, Mourants Partner, in his opinion in the last month Business Article stated that the channel islands are a prime
example of these desirable locations in the world and there so already evidence of inward migration which leads to long term population
growth with an impact on the housing market. i.e An architect's practice has just recently moved its office from Hong Kong because of political
worries and island Government has allowed “J” status but the local property market prices are already significantly increasing and next the
inflation rate will increase soon
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Minister’s detailed response

The new Island Plan, draft Migration Policy and Carbon Neutral Strategy, the main Govt assumptions / policies are all CONFLICTED and it is NOT
SUSTAINABLE.
The existing Island Plan, 6.33 in Table 6, showed a requirement for 4,000 homes over the period 2011 to 2020 (on the basis The States Strategic
Plan 2009 - 2014 establishes a clear objective that all Island residents be adequately housed and the assumption a MAXIMUM inward migration
at a rolling five year average of not more than 150 heads of households pa, which equates to overall increase 325 persons each year ).
However the housing requirement, set in the OAHN report, recognised that the population growth has been significantly higher the anticipated
additional 325 peoples and potentially one large failing in the government system/ process which has caused a net shortfall of 1,800 homes in
the 10 year plan.
The Island Plan failed the housing requirement in a CLEAR objective by 45% !! and partly, the lack of a total effective “Migration Policy” not
followed by the various States Deptments in the last decade.
The resident population in 2000 was 88,400 persons and in 2019 with 107,800 persons.
In the last 5 years in the only figures which are available (2015 -2019) from States of Jersey Statistics Unit has Net inward migration average 1220
persons pa and Total Annual change 1380 persons pa.
The “failed” Island Plan housing sector is already leaving the island starting on the back foot, with total known 1,800 home shortfall but that is
made worse because the Bridging Plan delivers on the Government's Common Strategic Policy building up to 1,500 new affordable homes by
2025 . The Housing crisis will get worse and not helped by lack of any proper “Migration Policy” to be fully evaluated and then agreed.
The resident population has increased 21% (11,600 persons ) exponentially in last decade and this NOT sustainable on any on the critical
indicators: water, sewage, pollution, traffic, housing etc but yet the Island is signed up to carbon neutrality by 2030 ?!
The lack of a detailed critical piece of information and States Depts have made their own assumptions, in form significant policies. ‘Preferred
Strategy Report’, which set out the assumptions upon which the new bridging plan will be based concludes that its own “analysis" currently
suggests that inward migration to Jersey in the next five years will be around half the level seen in the last five years, which was an additional
1,370 people a year. So, the new plan is based on net population growth of 800 people a year, 700 of that through migration and 100 through
natural growth. The claimed assumption are based on recent migration trends and the likely impacts of Covid and Brexit. That equates to a
population increase of 3,200 between now and 2024. Provision should be made for around 3,750 homes, up to 2024.
The “failed” Island Plan housing figure has been because the inward migration level was been actually at 1,380 persons pa, despite with
assumption of 325 persons pa, by an incorrect increase of 400%!!
The Bridging Plan is based on a total population growth 800 people assumption but it is evidentially provided the actually persons to be 1,380
pa in last decade and therefore the correct assumptions in Bridging Plan are flawed by 50%. Or consecutive the Island Plan assumption
computer models will also again be subject to the garbage in, garbage out outcomes.
The Bridging Plan main assumptions should be updated, especially the Migration Policy which is supposed to be aligned and informing the new
island Plan, which need to put through process a detailed sensitivity analysis and with the outcomes transparently share with the public / key
stakeholders/ Independent Planning Inspector’s.
The world has many changes at the moment, which the affects population persons in real time and while policy makers/ Govt carry on in their
own silo's. John Rochester, Mourants Partner, in his opinion in the last month Business Article stated that the channel islands are a prime
example of these desirable locations in the world and there so already evidence of inward migration which leads to long term population
growth with an impact on the housing market. i.e An architect's practice has just recently moved its office from Hong Kong because of political
worries and island Government has allowed “J” status but the local property market prices are already significantly increasing and next the
inflation rate will increase soon
The new Island Plan, draft Migration Policy and Carbon Neutral Strategy, the main Govt assumptions / policies are all CONFLICTED and it is NOT
SUSTAINABLE.
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Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

The case makes reference to the planning history of the site regarding the
change of use of two halves of Field B398 to define the extent of domestic
curtilage and agricultural land connected to residential uses located in the
built-up area.
Whilst acknowledging these changes whereby domestic structures have
extended into the Green Zone, such changes, which may or may not be
authorised, should not automatically render them as part of the built-up area.
Domestic uses are ancillary to the primary built-up area function and can
easily be reversed. Allowing such uses to permanently move into the built-up
area zone will set an unwelcome precedent potentially permitting the
development of more permanent structures, the intensification of the built
from being to the detriment of the landscape character and setting of the
area.
Therefore, the Minister is not minded to amend the built-up area boundary to
regularise the domestic uses in this instance

Proposed boundary change to La Maison Du Long Champ, Bel Air and La Grange
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20% reduction in target energy rate for large-scale development
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

ME1 - 20%
reduction in target
energy rate for
large-scale
development

The 20% reduction should apply to all new housing development, not just to developments of five or more dwellings. Even individual houses
can be substantial developments and it is important that they make their contribution to energy reduction.

[View full
response]

SR52 - Policies for development standards to reduce carbon emissions

ANON-ZZ1R2K4H-G

ME1 - 20%
reduction in target
energy rate for
large-scale
development

JE recommends:

[View full
response]

The Minister notes these points, which will be considered as part of the review
of the building bye-laws or are otherwise dealt with by the proposed
framework of the plan.

[View full
response]

Size thresholds in the plan are generally consistent:

•
•

•
•

ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

ME1 – 20%
reduction in target
energy rate for
large-scale
developments

Considering changing the Target Energy Rate to align with the UK position and focus on the Target Emissions Rate. This reinforces the
focus on carbon reduction.
Prioritise carbon reduction measures before energy reduction measures. Renewable energy technologies will reduce energy use, but can
have minimal impact on carbon reduction. For example, air source heat pumps will reduce thermal energy and carbon significantly,
whereas solar PV panels will reduce electrical energy use but only marginally reduce carbon emissions because the electricity they generate
will simply displace already low-carbon grid electricity.
Developing future homes guidance and buildings standards (both retrofit market support and new build, including carbon-neutral and
passive homes).
Adoption of Citizen’s Assembly Recommendations for Heating, Cooling and Cooking (5) R1 which recognised the role of Planning and
Building control in driving improved standards including the introduction of EPC’s and carbon ratings for premises.

The JeCC is concerned by the defined parameters of ‘large scale’ (being 200 m2 and / or five or more homes). This is inconsistent with the
definitions of large-scale elsewhere in the document; and further does not reflect that the construction of five one and / or two-bedroom
apartments is not, by any stretch of the definition, ‘large-scale’. Achieving 20% reduction in target energy rate on projects as small as five or
more homes and / or 200 m2 non-residential will be a tall order, especially given the rising costs of energy infrastructure and building materials
globally.

Large scale = five or more homes or 200 m2 non-residential floor space
Larger scale = ten or more homes or 400 m2 non-residential floor space

Further, the Strategic Policy ME1 mentions conversions / adaptations / refurbishments (in the preceding text) but doesn’t really give much detail.
For example, what is meant by conversion? Is this a minimum size, spend? Would a heating upgrade to an ASHP qualify?

See also: SR66 - Developer viability and deliverability
A conversion, in planning terms, would be a change of use.
A clarification of non-residential floor space is provided in the Minister’s
Modification Schedule

Passivhaus standards for affordable homes and major development outside the built-up area
ANON-ZZ1R2KJS-H

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDR-A

ME2 - Passivhaus
standards for
affordable homes
and major
development
outside the builtup area

Due to the likelihood that these homes would not provide opportunities for biodiversity to naturally colonise due to build type, it is important
that these homes are designed for biodiversity (inclusion of integral bat boxes, bird boxes, bat bricks etcetera).

ME2 - Passivhaus
standards for
affordable homes
and major
development

Andium Homes is passionate about providing homes of the highest quality, and we have already demonstrated our commitment to improving
energy efficiency and innovating with modern methods of construction. We have undertaken a considerable refurbishment of our entire
property portfolio and have ensured that the energy efficiency of homes was at the forefront of that refurbishment programme. The
programme itself focussed on meeting the Decent Homes Standard, and all homes have been insulated wherever possible, are double glazed
and have an efficient and cost-effective form of heating. Fossil fuel heating systems have been eradicated from all but a small number of homes
and by 2023 all homes will have an efficient and sustainable form of electric heating.

[View full
response]

The Minister recognises the importance of biodiversity and under Policy NE1,
requires all development to ensure that the importance of habitats,
designated sites and species is taken into account and should seek to
improve biodiversity value, where possible - this applies to all development,
including the development of homes to Passivhaus standards.

[View full
response]

SR52 - Policies for development standards to reduce carbon emissions

Designing for biodiversity: A technical guide for new and existing buildings' (RIBA Publishing 2013, 2nd edition
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outside the builtup area

The DBIP proposes that all new affordable homes will be built to certified Passivhaus standards but does not extend any requirement for this
new building’s standard for other forms of housing nor for housing developed by other States owned Entities such as the States of Jersey
Development Company. As a result, this new standard of housing will only apply to around 1/3 of the new supply anticipated by the DBIP
between 2021 and 2025 and in practice only to homes developed by Andium Homes.

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

SR52 - Policies for development standards to reduce carbon emissions

Andium Homes has already committed to investigating means of further improving the energy efficiency of building standards. This will involve
two pilot projects which will assess energy efficient standards such as Passivhaus along with others, for cost effectiveness, feasibility and
liveability. We are also considering a refurbishment project which will also investigate energy efficiency standards.
These pilot projects will allow Andium Homes to thoroughly assess these building standards for use in Jersey, taking full account of supply chain
and local construction industry issues. The homes developed will likely be retained for rental use and provide a unique opportunity for
monitoring systems to be introduced into the buildings to assess both efficiency and liveability in the medium to long term.
As the initial stage for those projects, we have already organised a workshop for the local industry which will take place in July 2021. Exeter City
Council are assisting us with delivery of this workshop and they will be sharing their experience of Passivhaus. We are hopeful that this will help
to kickstart contractor engagement and identify the appetite for these new energy efficient standards of building.
Our pilot projects provide an important opportunity for Andium Homes and Government to work together in developing new energy efficient
building standards, with Andium taking the lead, and the risk associated with them. The projects have the potential to demonstrate to the wider
construction industry that new standards and new more modern methods of construction are viable in Jersey.
However, in the absence of the output from those pilot projects we are firmly of the view that the DBIP does not represent the most appropriate
time to apply a new building standard for Jersey, when:a.
b.

There is a shortage of affordable housing both for rent and purchase and we need homes to be developed quickly;
The capacity of the local construction industry is already under pressure with major Government infrastructure projects (Hospital,
Government HQ) and to deliver the number of homes required by the DBIP, the industry will need to increase its output of new homes
from a prior ten-year average of 400 homes a year to at least 750 homes a year;

c.

Building costs are increasing and may continue to increase for some time, and the potential increase in cost of Passivhaus in Jersey is
presently unknown;
There is little on-Island experience of constructing to Passivhaus standards, in any sort of volume;
There is no clear process for the local certification of Passivhaus buildings;
The liveability (for tenants) of Passivhaus buildings, including necessary changes in behaviours, has not been assessed or trialled;
No assessments have been undertaken to determine whether another energy efficient building standard, which may be as effective but
cost less and be more liveable for tenants, may be more appropriate for Jersey;
As Passivhaus is presumed to reduce running costs for occupants, only requiring Passivhaus for one sector of the market creates an
inequity for occupants;
With a very busy building industry and the added complexity and risks associated with building to Passivhaus standards, there is significant
concern that contractors will choose to focus their resources on projects which are more familiar and easier to construct with the result that
the affordable housing supply indicated in the DBIP will not materialise or will only be developed once other projects have been
completed.
Recommendation 12 – Formation of a Green & Energy Efficient Buildings Standards Group

d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

We recommend that a working group be established to consider the environmental benefits and ‘Green’ opportunities presented by Passivhaus
and other energy efficient building standards, to inform decisions on the most appropriate standard for use in Jersey. Whichever standard is
adopted, it is vital that it is applied to all tenures of housing and all developers.
Recommendation 13 – Creation of a ‘Green Levy’ on developments
We recommend that the ‘Percentage for Art’ contribution presently levied on developers be redirected as a ‘Green Levy’ to deliver
environmental benefits for residents and the wider community.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

ME2 - Passivhaus
standards for
affordable homes
and major
development

The implications of Passivhaus standards for affordable homes in particular will place an even greater burden on the cost deliverability of
scheme. The AJA believes without any incentivization via. appropriate subsidies the requirement to achieve Passivhaus standards will make
affordable homes unviable. The cost of green technologies and standards such as Passivhaus at present defines them more as a luxury or
lifestyle choice rather than a viable economic proposition. This will have to fundamentally change in order to achieve near or actual Carbon-
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ANON-ZZ1R2KM5-P

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYB-F

ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

Selected
policies

Comments

outside the builtup area

Zero by 2030. For example, the Lichfield Report identifies the increased costs associated with Passivhaus on open sites being an additional 3%
for apartments and 5-8% for housing.

ME2 - Passivhaus
standards for
affordable homes
and major
development
outside the builtup area

ME2 - Our experience of Passivhaus design and construction is that build costs will make the application of this standard to affordable homes
unviable, particularly given Jersey’s already-high construction and land prices. The aim of the policy is admirable, but I would question what
research has gone into this as a proposal, in the context of the local construction industry and housing market.

ME2 - Passivhaus
standards for
affordable homes
and major
development
outside the builtup area

I have now had chance to review the Draft Document and would like to comment on the appropriateness of the proposed test benchmark
vehicles for the above policies.
Passivhaus is a German based commercial system and amongst other things I wonder whether this is sensible post Brexit when the UK offers
alternative options. My limited experience with BREAM standards was that many of the point scoring systems were related to non critical
sustainability issues when considering building fabric design.

ME2 – Passivhaus
standards for
affordable homes
and major
development
outside the builtup area

This policy notes the EnerPhit standard and the concept of ‘reasoned justification’. The JeCC would like further explanations on the intended
application of this:

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

SR52 - Policies for development standards to reduce carbon emissions

[View full
response]

SR52 - Policies for development standards to reduce carbon emissions

[View full
response]

As is explained in the policy, this will be assessed at the point of building byelaws.

In relation to private projects I believe this could only be feasible if government grants were to be made available to incentivise homeowners to
meet the standards on larger projects and to equally offer some form of incentive to developers, or this could simply deter people from
undertaking projects.

Would it not be better to consider a British based benchmark for both residential and commercial categories such as the RIBA 2030 standards
as attached. There is also an 2020 standard that exceeds currents Building bye-laws requirements that can be used as an interim benchmark.

•
•
•

Who will determine the compliance with it: Building Control or Planning?
Who will carry out the assessment?
What skills will the assessors have?

See relevant statement responses:
SR64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)

Strategic Policy ME2 also notes whole life-cycle assessment, is there accurate enough information out there to create this model for the Island?
If so, is it created before the contractor is appointed as it assumes the procurement routes are known and established. The JeCC notes the
impact that the COVID-19 pandemic has had on the global demand for construction materials, resulting in materials price inflation in the UK
materials sector. Materials and manufactured products (especially those with energy-reduction or energy-efficiency implications) are also
becoming harder to obtain, with the lead-in period on some materials and manufactured goods having increased considerably over the past 12
to 18 months (with little signs of abatement over the foreseeable period). The JeCC would challenge the need to incorporate this provision in
Planning Policy, and in particular the assessed impact of its application to the local construction sector over the foreseeable period of time.

SR52 - Policies for development standards to reduce carbon emissions
SR44 - Demolition (re. carbon assessments)

BREEAM rating for new larger scale non-residential buildings

ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

ME3 – BREEAM
rating for new
larger scale nonresidential
buildings

The JeCC notes that intention that BREEAM New Construction 2018 will only be for a small percentage of building works (e.g., St Helier
Waterfront, Our Hospital, non-residential new developments etc.), and many of the designers and / or consultants would use this assessment
tool anyway. Therefore, the JeCC doesn’t recognise this approach as an innovation or a particularly forward-thinking approach. BREEAM is also
not the only method of assessing the environmental characteristics of a possible development. An alternative approach may be to offer
developers the opportunity to use BREEAM or a similarly recognised and equal-approved assessment method in the eventual Planning Policy,
thus affording the chance to ensure other international European and global assessment tools, which may have merits, are considered in the
context of local applications for Planning Consent and developments.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes this point, however, in order to ensure that planning staff
are able to access the skills to assess any such standard requirement, there
needs to be fixed parameters in the policy. This policy will be reviewed in light
of the development of the Carbon Neutral Roadmap, as part of the
development of the subsequent Island Plan.

JE believes fossil fuel users carbon offsetting across the world will not improve the air quality in Jersey.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the points, which will be considered as part of the
development of the Carbon Neutral Roadmap and as part of ongoing work to
improve air quality monitoring.

Air quality and increased emissions

ANON-ZZ1R2K4H-G

ME4 - Air quality
and increased
emissions

JE recommends:
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Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

The JeCC would suggest that Planning Policy is not the appropriate location to legislate on that which is covered under existing wider
Government policy, as is the case with transport and the Government’s already in-place Sustainable Transport Plan.

[View full
response]

The Island Plan does not legislate. It provides a policy framework to guide the
determination of planning applications. The Island Plan must be
comprehensive and must be developed to accord with the purpose and
intent of the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 2002 The Island Plan needs
deal with those matters which are relevant to planning. Policy and strategy
which exists elsewhere in Government guides this framework but does not
determine it.

The marine conservation area should be extended to protect the kelp forests as they absorb millions of tonnes of Co2, in line with
environmental strategy.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and agrees the significant role that the marine
environment can play in respect of carbon sequestration. The Plan supports
schemes that deliver carbon sequestration and will also have regard to the
environmental impact of development that may be proposed to take place
offshore. It is of note that any development which is proposed to take place
below the Mean High-Water mark must be subject to environmental impact
assessment, as provided for by the Planning and Building (Environmental
Impact) (Jersey) Order 2006

[View full
response]

The minister notes agrees that carbon sequestering schemes should be
appropriately considered.

•

Considering the impact of commercial/industrial scale distributed generation using fossil fuels (e.g. diesel generators and CHP) on local
residents’ air quality, set higher quality standards and recognise the emissions at point of use of the energy.

JE recommends:
•
•

ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

ME4 – Air quality
and increased
emissions

Considering the creation of ‘emission free’ developments as a mitigating measure i.e. all electric and permitting only electric vehicles.
Adoption of Citizen’s Assembly Recommendations for Transport (4) – R2, R4

Carbon sequestration schemes

ANON-ZZ1R2KJR-G

ME5 - Carbon
sequestration
schemes

The renewable energy from the Lagoon is an excellent idea, giving Jersey the self sustainability adding to giving back to Jersey with electric
vehicle initiatives. Sonar deterrents can be put in place to assist marine life near turbines.
If artificial reefs are created in these coastal marine parks this will increase biodiversity and create a thriving diving and eco-tourism tourism for
Jersey.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJS-H

ME5 - Carbon
sequestration
schemes

'Carbon sequestration schemes, including in the marine environment, will be supported where it is demonstrated that the development will lead
to effective sequestration of carbon, in a location that is considered to be appropriate and will not otherwise lead to the unacceptable loss of
agricultural land or have adverse impacts upon biodiversity or landscape or seascape character.'

Minister is not in a position to comment on individual planning matters as
part of the Bridging Island Plan consultation.

It is important that appropriate assessments are made prior to deciding on carbon sequestration sites. It is notable that the site planted at
Mourier Valley did not appear to have appropriate assessments for biodiversity nor geodiversity undertaken and there does not appear to be
any change of use planning application for this site either.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KKX-Q

ME5 - Carbon
sequestration
schemes

A carbon assessment should be required. This must include how much CO2 will be produced a year through the life cycle of the
development/product and how much CO2 will be produced through the development/erection of the product (including HGV coming to &
from site).

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and agrees the view that the carbon impact of processes
should be taken into consideration when assessing carbon impact, but also
notes the challenges in being able to do so accurately when data is not
available.

ANON-ZZ1R2K4H-G

ME5 - Carbon
sequestration
schemes

JE believes Carbon abatement projects (including fuel switching, energy efficiency and electrification of transport) and carbon sequestration
(such as tree planting or carbon capture technologies) and offsetting all have important parts to play if Jersey is to become carbon neutral. But
the scale of carbon reduction Jersey can achieve with abatement projects mean carbon offsetting should be a last resort, not the first choice.
Although Jersey’s electricity supply is virtually decarbonised, the Energy from Waste (EfW) plant is the biggest single emitter of local pollutants
in the electricity network.

[View full
response]

The Minister agrees that carbon offsetting has an important role to play but
also that this must not be a first choice.
The Minister notes the points made in relation to the EfW and this will be a
consideration as part of the work highlighted in ‘Strategic Proposal 2Understanding the Long-term requirements of Jersey’s energy market’

JE recommends:
•
•

Controlling waste flows and better measurement will enable emissions to be reduced.
Establishing a joint working group between GoJ/JE and potential users to explore the potential of installing carbon capture plant to reduce
EfW plant emissions that is technically feasible available today.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

ME5 – Carbon
sequestration
schemes

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggestion but is satisfied that the proposed policy is
adequate as-drafted. As the understanding of carbon sequestering and
carbon impact calculations matures – both in Jersey, and around the world –
this policy can be further enhanced.

Easing of planning consents for on-Island carbon sequestration schemes, such as tree planting, that can enhance the landscape for the
benefit of Islanders now, increase biodiversity by protecting wildlife habitats and bring long-lasting environmental benefits for future
generations.

It is suggested that Policy ME5 is amended to apply to “high value” agricultural land (as in Policy Cl10). In the second paragraph the Trust also
recommends that the policy is amended as follows:
“it will be necessary to provide evidence of how this has been calculated”.
Equally, it is suggested that this policy is complemented by a policy which seeks to protect existing and future carbon sequestration
opportunities/projects from inappropriate development such as the removal of woodland, damage to the seabed etc.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

ME5 – Carbon
sequestration
schemes

Where a carbon sequestration scheme is proposed as part of a carbon offsetting package, as will be required as part of another development,
it may will be necessary to provide evidence of how this has been calculated

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change, but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

ME5 – Carbon
sequestration
schemes

These appear to propose long-term strategic aims, given their size of investment and likely limited application to the local marketplace.
The JeCC would seek clarity from the Environment Department that the Planning Policy covered in these Strategic Policies will not be used on
small-to-medium (or large-scale social housing) provisions that will result in an unnecessary cost burden and risk the delivery of critical social
and community infrastructure developments through an obligation to (for example) carbon sequestrate.

[View full
response]

These policies are designed to respond to proposals being made for carbon
sequestering schemes, offshore renewable energy, and large-scale terrestrial
scale renewable energy. They are not intended to be applied to development
that does not propose these things.

ME6 – Offshore
utility-scale
renewable energy
proposals

The Minister highlights that a Carbon Neutral Roadmap is being developed
outside of the Island Plan process.

ME7 – Larger-scale
terrestrial
renewable energy
developments

ANON-ZZ1R2KGS-E

Strategic Proposal
1 - Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

Policy SP1 and ME4 &p.222 and ME5, on Carbon sequestration contains minimal reference to the importance of the seabed. Its close cousin,
ocean acidification has no mention.

[View full
response]

Ocean acidification is not a direct planning issue although impact on water
quality is a consideration particularly through EIA’s where they are required
(which includes development which is take place below the mean high-water
mark i.e. any development in the sea. The importance of the marine
environment to sequester carbon is recognised in policy ME5.

Offshore utility-scale renewable energy proposals

ANON-ZZ1R2KJS-H

ME6 - Offshore
utility-scale
renewable energy
proposals

Important to undertake appropriate ecological assessments and that there is ESPOO convention compliance concerning stakeholders from
neighbouring states.

[View full
response]

The Minister understands Jersey’s obligations in respect of the Espoo
convention (to which Jersey is signatory), and the determination of a planning
application made under the provisions of ME6 would need to be compliant
with the obligations of the convention.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KKX-Q

ME6 - Offshore
utility-scale
renewable energy
proposals

It must be remembered, any development on the sea bed will release Greenhouse gases that were captured/stored tens of thousands of years
ago.

[View full
response]

Noted.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

ME6 - Offshore
utility-scale
renewable energy
proposals

These policies appear fairly permissive and should include more qualifications for example relating to Marine Protected Areas, the Coastal
National Park, SSIs, high value marine habitats and the Landscape and Seascape Character Appraisal rather than just vague environmental
impact that could easily prioritise energy production over biodiversity, landscape and seascape. Also under point (b) the words “as far as
possible” should be omitted.

[View full
response]

The assessment of issues highlight will be the subject of an environmental
impact assessment under the provisions of Planning and Building
(Environmental Impact) (Jersey) Order 2006.
The Minister is satisfied that the words ‘as far as possible’ are appropriate, as
not all impacts can be avoided or mitigated.

ME7 - Larger-scale
terrestrial
renewable energy
developments

BHLF-ZZ1R2KX6-2

ME6 - Offshore
utility-scale
renewable energy
proposals

Apart from being unsightly, offshore wind fields are known to cause disruption to wildlife. I am very much opposed to this development.

[View full
response]

The Minister highlights that any such scheme would be required to meet the
requirements of policy NE1 and be subject to an environmental impact
assessment under the provisions of Planning and Building (Environmental
Impact) (Jersey) Order 2006.

ANON-ZZ1R2K4H-G

ME6 - Offshore
utility-scale
renewable energy
proposals

JE believes building our own tidal power installations in a jurisdiction of Jersey’s size will have a significant impact on electricity prices. Offshore
wind has a more rapidly improving cost structure, albeit it is still more expensive than imported power and intermittent and therefore still needs
the grid. JE sees solar PV as the more cost-effective renewable option for Jersey right now.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the points made, which will be a consideration as part of
the work highlighted in ‘Strategic Proposal 2- Understanding the Long-term
requirements of Jersey’s energy market’

Having an interconnector doesn’t necessarily mean it is feasible to export wind or tidal power to the Continent. It would be dependent on the
economics. While existing infrastructure (interconnectors) could be used there would be some form of TUoS charge.
Larger schemes could require higher transmission voltages than at present, so a direct cable to France from an offshore wind farm or tidal plant
could be more favourable. Wind is also intermittent requiring grid back-up or storage.
JE recommends:
•
•

Mention of battery storage required and exploring the impact of this.
Policy proposals exploring utility-scale renewables include provision for storage.

JE agrees with the conclusions that feasibility studies have found a tidal stream turbine scheme is not currently cost effective for Jersey.
JE believes the impact on electricity prices of building our own tidal power installations in a jurisdiction of Jersey’s size would be significant. JE
estimates the cost of developing and producing power from Jersey waters to be currently around three to five times higher than the price at
which we import from France. This cost would have to be recovered in the form of higher prices.
Offshore wind has a more rapidly improving cost structure, albeit it is still more expensive than imported power and intermittent and therefore
still needs the grid or other large-scale battery storage facility
JE recommends:
•
•

Continuing to analyse and explore advances in tidal and wind power technologies. JE works with GoJ to provide support, expertise and grid
infrastructure to test its future feasibility.
Continuing to expand solar PV as the most cost-effective on-Island renewable option at present.

ANON-ZZ1R2KGJ-5

ME6 - Offshore
utility-scale
renewable energy
proposals

Jersey must move to both onshore and off-shore electricity production. With land-based wind turbine sites identified in this plan. Marine sites
for wind, wave and current generation need to be identified, and granted a status to allow easy development.

[View full
response]

The draft plan identifies a viable location for offshore wind generation in
Policy ME6. The plan does not identify a viable location for terrestrial wind
generation for reasons set out in Policy ME7.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAT-9

ME6 - Offshore
utility-scale

states that development proposals for exploratory, appraisal or prototype offshore utility-scale renewable energy schemes will be supported,
where their environmental impact is considered to be acceptable. JH would argue that the environmental impact should include marine
archaeology, and the ongoing JH work to establish an archaeological seabed survey could be a great value.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and agrees that marine archaeology should be a
consideration in the development of offshore renewable energy and should
be highlighted as a requirement in the scoping of an environmental impact
assessment, as would be required by the provisions of Planning and Building
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renewable energy
proposals

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

ME6 – Offshore
utility-scale
renewable energy
proposals

Minister’s detailed response
(Environmental Impact) (Jersey) Order 2006. The Minister welcomes the work
being undertaken by Jersey Heritage to establish an archaeological survey of
the seabed.

Development proposals for exploratory, appraisal or prototype offshore utility-scale renewable energy schemes will require;
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change, but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

detailed engagement with all stake holders;
that there will not be an unacceptable impact on features of ecological, archaeological or historic importance, on hydrology or coastal
processes, nor the marine, intertidal or coastal environment;
there will not be an unacceptable visual impact;
there will not be an unacceptable impact on the character of the immediate and wider landscape;
there will not be an unreasonable impact on neighbouring uses and the local environment by reason of noise, odour, pollution (to air, water
or soil), visual intrusion or other amenity consideration during construction, operation and decommissioning; and
It will not prejudice the safe operation of shipping and / or Jersey Airport; and
there will not be any unacceptable impacts as a consequence of any associated infrastructure required to service the site.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJ5-K

The seascape of Jersey is not appropriate for wind turbines which would have an intrusive and destructive visual impact.

[View full
response]

The visual impact of offshore wind turbines would be considered under Policy
NE3, should a planning application be made.

ANON-ZZ1R2K9P-W

The Island plan looks to protect the coastline and whilst this is admirable and will win a few 'brownie points' with the global community it will
ultimately limit the islands ability to reclaim land from the sea or to combine expansion of landfill with the needs to secure the islands own
renewable energy sources. The use of wind and sunlight as renewables is a short-term solution, one that is not always guaranteed to produce
sufficient energy at the time that it is needed.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comment and highlights the position in Policy ME6
where offshore renewable energy proposals will be considered.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggestions.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and agrees the importance of undertaking appropriate
ecological assessments - the protection and enhancement of biodiversity is a
requirement of Policy NE1.

As an island we should be looking to the sea to produce renewable energy, the island plan should include a barrage running between Noirmont
and the existing landfill site at La Collette. The barrage would allow the installation of hydro generators that would generate electricity on each
rise and fall of the tide and probably producing enough to satisfy the islands needs. This would protect and secure the islands electricity needs
for generations to come once built and take away any threat, regardless of how serious that threat is, of the subsea link being cut. The existing
links to France are of course subject to wear and tear along with potential increases in cost once current contracts expire, generation of
electricity through hydro would serve to protect against these effects occurring in the future.
A new commercial port could be included that would allow for the larger freight boats to dock in all weather conditions, safeguarding the islands
needs and reducing shipping costs through economies of scale. The port could also include a Cruise Ship terminal which would encourage visitors
to the island and generate a further income streams maybe even helping safeguard the shops in St Helier.

Larger-scale terrestrial renewable energy development

ANON-ZZ1R2KJR-G

ME7 - Larger-scale
terrestrial
renewable energy
development

Solar panel initiatives backed by JEC and GoJ.
Eco initiative- Bikes that have generators on them that can plug back into the grid.
Improve recycling.
Introduce a M.O.T system, this will remove car unfit to be on the road, this will make it unattractive for car owners to have multiple vechiles,
resulting in a reduction of cars in Jersey.
A number plate restriction is another way of reducing car numbers on an already stretched road network.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJS-H

ME7 - Larger-scale
terrestrial

Due to the likelihood that these homes would not provide opportunities for biodiversity to naturally colonise due to build type, it is important
that these homes are designed for It is important to undertake appropriate ecological assessments prior to land change at these sites. However
it is possible to turn sterile fields into solar sites but to also improve the sites for biodiversity
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KKX-Q

ME7 - Larger-scale
terrestrial
renewable energy
development

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments made about the spatial requirements
associated with renewable energy and draws attention to page 220 of the
draft plan which recognises that large scale wind development is unlikely to
be viable on land in Jersey, due to its size and landscape characteristics. The
Minister contends that it is not appropriate to establish a potential density
requirement for renewable energy, which is an ever-changing technology.
The respective utility scale energy policies seek to ensure that the energy
return and benefits of schemes are beneficial and outweigh the
environmental impacts.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments and will be open to working with Jersey
electricity in the future to develop such guidance. This may be an action
following the work identified by ‘Strategic Proposal 2- Understanding the
Long-term requirements of Jersey’s energy market’

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the view about the potential visual harm that a groundmounted solar array could create. The visual impact of any such development
would be an integral consideration and would be tested under Policy NE3,
with reference to the Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character
Assessment to guide decision making. The Minister also supports the use of
ground source heat pumps.

https://www.lancaster.ac.uk/spies/

As tidal streams may seem more favourable in some parts of the UK. I can guarantee the tide will move in Jersey, wind I cannot guarantee.
With all renewables, an important point that is missing from the draft report is “how much space will be required”?
As a rule of thumb, how much power can we generate per square meter?
Energy source Watts per square meter
•
•
•
•
•
•

Fossil Fuel- 500-10,000
Nuclear 500-1,000
Solar* 5-20
Hydropower (dams) 5-50
Wind 1-2
Wood & other biomass less than 1

*the power density of solar could theoretically reach 100 watts per square meter, though no one has accomplished this yet.
I’m not saying renewables are bad; however there is only a finite amount of land/sea to go around, so how much power will be generated from
per square meter, is of importance. The area density of renewables, whilst may be included on planning applications. Its currently not
mentioned in the draft report.

ANON-ZZ1R2K4H-G

ME7 - Larger-scale
terrestrial
renewable energy
development

JE believes solar PV is currently the only truly cost-effective renewable energy source suitable for Jersey at present. With limited land area, there
should be an expectation that some agricultural land will be utilised in the development of large-scale terrestrial renewable projects (i.e.
ground-mounted solar).
JE recommends:
•
•

•
•

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYP-W

ME7 - Larger-scale
terrestrial
renewable energy
developments

Simplified and improved guidance from Planning on the grading of suitable land banks and approach / requirements for compliance to derisk the whole process and better enable inward investment in such projects at lower risk.
JE works with Planning to recognise that:
•
Land use would only be consented under a temporary planning permit, not a permanent land-use change.
•
Upon project decommissioning, equipment would be removed, and the land reverted to agricultural use (and that JE would
expect that this would be a condition of any Planning Consent).
•
Financial losses to a landowner caused by removing agricultural land from farming use would be outweighed by the long-term
stability and benefits of an agreed ground rental.
•
Alongside the solar infrastructure, protection of habitats, ecological improvements, wildlife corridors, etc are standard features of
ground mount solar. The land is locked away from (often destructive) farming practices for a term of over 25 years, which protects
key species such as critical pollinators. A land & habitat management plan would be agreed in advance.
•
Location within, or proximity to, the Coastal National Park and other designated Planning protection zones should not be
automatically ruled out. With appropriate screening and positioning, a ground mounted solar development can be situated within
such zones with minimal visual impact.
Early consultation with JE when considering developing such facilities to help establish if where suitable infrastructure exists to enable
connection to the grid.
Explore how solar can be socialised for the community more widely as part of Jersey’s energy mix.

This allows for the introduction of ground mounted solar panel arrays on south facing sloping land.
These arrays would result in loss of land and are visually obstructive and not compatible with local and tourist appreciation of the environment
as can be seen in other areas such as the land close to the Danube – come as see our solar panels. Although panels could, in theory – be
removed the land would have lost its agricultural status. The sloping land described as best suited to these panels is highly visible and part of
the countryside landscape and often important for agriculture. The use of land for panels should be discourage and all focus put on the use of
roof space as already proven by projects and on ground source heat pumps.
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Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

Suggestion: the Plan should discourage the use of large ground mounted solar panel arrays and the department should encourage the
investigation of ground source heat pumps which could provide significant energy with no visual impact. Widespread uptake could lead to
reduced costs.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

ME7 – Larger-scale
terrestrial
renewable energy
developments

Proposals for on-shore renewable energy production will require;
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

detailed engagement with all stakeholders;
that there will not be an unacceptable impact on features of ecological, archaeological or historic importance;
there will not be an unacceptable visual impact;
there will not be an unacceptable impact on the character of the immediate and wider landscape;
there will not be an unreasonable impact on neighbouring uses and the local environment by reason of noise, odour, pollution (air, water
and soil), visual intrusion or other amenity consideration both during construction, operation and decommissioning;
It will not affect the safe operation of shipping and / or Jersey Airport;
there will not be any unacceptable impacts as a consequence of any associated infrastructure required to service the site, such as grid
connections; and
an appropriate monitoring programme specific to the design, scale and type; and,
acceptable restoration and maintenance proposals.

General managing emissions comments

ANON-ZZ1R2KSW-X

600,000 tons of virgin rock and sand is excavated annually without considering the use of recycled materials ,such as glass turned into sand ,
and demolished buildings recycled into aggregate for use in future building projects. This would further save the destruction of countryside by
the expansion of quarries.10% of the worlds CO2 emissions come from the production of cement. Therefore more emphasis should be placed
on modern construction materials using steel and wood , thus saving on cement.

[View full
response]

In Jersey, recycled materials are used as secondary aggregate which does
reduce demand on quarrying activity, and this activity is encouraged. The
Minister, in collaboration with the Minister for Housing and Communities, is
exploring how encouraging modern methods of construction can play a role
in Jersey to both support the development of homes and to improve the
overall sustainability of development activity.

ANON-ZZ1R2KT4-V

Becoming carbon neutral is not realistic to an island that relies on air/sea travel not to mention the love so many have for their big cars.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments made about Jersey's ambitions to become
carbon neutral.

Our roads are in an appalling condition to ask people to get on bicycles, and education of drivers needs to be undertaken on giving way and be
aware of greener road users who may travel at a slower pace. Asking islanders to do what they can to be greener is much more achievable
solution than becoming carbon neutral when private jets fly in and out several times a day. They must be including in the figures.

ANON-ZZ1R2K26-V

All points as first section applies. There needs to be sustainability calculations confirmed with these policies that prove the proposed increase in
development meets international policy for emissions and target max levels to maintain safe levels

[View full
response]

The Minister seeks to ensure that the plan delivers sustainable development.
Sustainability is dynamic concept which cannot be tested through a
'calculation'. It requires a balance between social, environmental and
economic considerations. The Minister has tested the draft plan in this respect
through the Sustainability Appraisal.

ANON-ZZ1R2K4H-G

Planning to reduce ‘Scope 1’ emissions.... Focus development towards sustainable locations that reduce the need to travel by car. Ensure built to
the highest thermal/energy performance standards.

[View full
response]

The Minister is grateful for the points, many of which will be considered in the
development of the Carbon Neutral Roadmap, and/or as part of the draft
plan’s ‘Strategic Proposal 2 – Understanding the long-term requirements of
Jersey’s energy market’ or, ‘Strategic Proposal 5- an infrastructure roadmap
for Jersey’.

JE commends identifying the need to build developments to high thermal / energy standard but doubts Islanders will be willing to totally give
up their private cars.
JE recommends:
•

•
•

All new builds are provisioned and have suitable ‘secondary Low Voltage (LV) infrastructure’ (wiring work) pre-installed to facilitate the
future installation of load-managed EV charging equipment to ensure optimal use of the network, and ensure this is also included under
the ‘consequential improvements’ legislation for renovations.
Update Building Byelaws to properly reflect the true carbon emissions and carbon content of various fuels used in Jersey at point of use.
Developing future homes guidance and buildings standards including carbon-neutral and passive homes.
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[View full
response]

See relevant statement response: SR44 - Demolition

Adoption of Citizen’s Assembly Recommendations for Heating, Cooling and Cooking (5) – R1

Planning to reduce ‘Scope 2’ emissions...Incorporate renewable energy generation at micro-scale into new development… develop our own
lower carbon energy generation at larger scale
‘Large scale sustainable sources of generation’ needs to be more specific – e.g. on-Island ground-mounted solar, and anaerobic digestion
(biogas) JE is highly supportive of on-Island ‘local’ renewable generation and is investing considerably in solar PV which JE views as the most
viable renewable option for Jersey at present. JE has designed Jersey’s electricity grid to be compatible with local renewables – in effect, the grid
acts as a very large, relatively low-cost battery that can also stabilise power supplies and give access to more electricity as and when we need it.
This is essential because production of renewable electricity is:
•
•
•

Intermittent during the day and varies greatly from season to season requiring battery or other storage which is very costly.
More expensive than imported electricity (a third of which is already renewable hydro power) and in the case of tidal considerably more
expensive.
Needs large structures requiring a lot of space.

95% of electricity consumed in Jersey is from nuclear, at just 4g CO2e/kWh, and hydro, at just 6gCO2e/kWh (both lower than solar when lifecycle emissions are accounted for). The remaining 5% produced by the Energy from Waste (EfW) plant contributes significantly to the carbon
footprint of the Island’s electricity supply (28gCO2e/kWh).
JE recommends:
•
•

Carbon capture from the EfW plant could be explored, with extracted carbon used for other applications in Jersey such as growing,
carbonated drinks manufacture etc
The adoption of Citizen’s Assembly Recommendations for Heating, Cooling and Cooking (5) R4.

Planning to reduce ‘Scope 3’ emissions .... New development considers the full life-cycle emissions, including source and manufacturing
processes of material used in the development.
JE recommends:
•

Considering adding the sourcing of imported goods, and supporting on-Island food crops, for example vertical farming, that use lowcarbon forms of energy and other environmentally sustainable production methods.

Reducing the carbon impact of new development (also relevant for updating existing developments)
Waste mitigation (ref full-width road reinstatement)
JE believes running costs are also a key factor. Ensuring new buildings are designed to maximise the potential cost savings from its off-peak
electricity tariffs is therefore key.
JE recommends:
•
•
•
•
•

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVU-Y

Planners/developers ensure provision of correct electrical cabling and metering equipment at the planning stage to make dwellings
suitable for off-peak tariffs.
Developments should be provisioned and have suitable ‘secondary Low Voltage (LV) infrastructure’ (wiring work) pre-installed to facilitate
load managed EV charging infrastructure as a part of new build or consequential improvement.
Planning process for EV charging stations and enclosures are given ‘accepted development’ status
Removal of the planning process for street furniture, EV and external utility cupboards on domestic properties.
Adoption of Citizen’s Assembly Recommendations for Heating, Cooling and Cooking (5) R1 and Transport (4) R2

The construction industry must account for a massive percentage of our carbon emissions in Jersey (40-50%?). I feel that we need top
legislature for a presumption against demolition, and to encourage refurbishment.
Also that all construction projects should have to declare the total carbon cost, including raw materials and transport, for every project. This
would include the new hospital plans which must be massively carbon heavy.
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ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

General comments
on ME1 – ME7

A natural focus on scope 1 emissions is understood. New-build developments provide exemplars and a means to trial and prove new methods
of construction and new technologies.

[View full
response]

SR52 - Policies for development standards to reduce carbon emissions

[View full
response]

SR52 - Policies for development standards to reduce carbon emissions

A large focus on new development, getting new buildings right first, is one way to start upskilling the workforce and the JeCC anticipate that this
could then have a trickle-down effect on other types of construction activity (e.g., refurbishment works), perhaps. However, it is important to
ensure that wherever new skills are required, these are provisioned locally.
BREEAM – The JeCC note the reference to BREEAM, and suggest that other assessment methods with differing results and outcomes and
applications are available for use. Planning Policy should be accommodating of a variety of means required to achieve the outcomes required.
Passivhaus – Again this is a well-publicised method of construction that has been working well for many in the UK and Europe. However, there
may be considerable investment from local firms required to embrace these new standards, and training and upskilling of both management
and tradesmen to realise the desired standards. JeCC would like the Government to encourage the investment in these new methods by
incorporating them into local Bye-law standards. Further, we expect that the Government will be sufficiently-resourced to enforce the standards
that it requires.
Further, the JeCC note the BIP’s suggestion of a planned 20% reduction in target energy rate for large-scale (5+ dwellings and 200 m2) outside
of the built-up zone. Our members would be interested to know what achieving this would look like, perhaps with the publication of an
exemplar or model project where this has been achieved elsewhere. This evidence base is required to demonstrate the extent to which these
targets are realistic and achievable through specification, workmanship, or construction materials technology. The JeCC notes that, with all
performance targets relating to energy consumption, there is always the risk that achieving the increased improvements will cost more than the
energy and carbon saved. Whilst this may be a price that the Government (for example, as the Island’s largest construction client) may be willing
to pay, it may also be the difference between the viability or otherwise of one or more community infrastructure projects, and thus the
implementation of the BIP’s suggested energy reduction should be a considered approach that takes appropriate evidence on the potential
impact of a revised Bye-law standard.
Finally on the general principles of ME1 – ME7, the JeCC notes the reference to the mandating of all new residential developments in Jersey are
required to install low-carbon electric heating systems in order to meet the standards set in Jersey’s building bye-laws. The JeCC challenges
whether this reliance on electricity, as the sole source of heating energy, is the right approach to be mandating. Much advancement has been
made in renewable energy products, as well as carbon sequestrating of other fuel sources (a policy promoted in Strategic Policy ME5).
Therefore, the JeCC would hope to see the final wording of any proposed general policy being neutral on the type of fuel, but promoting
instead low-carbon and net zero carbon factors in the decision-making taken by constructors and developers.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

ME1 - 20%
reduction in target
energy rate for
large-scale
development

1.

2.

Biggest implication for office developments is in the form of Policy ME3. Development of non-residential buildings over 1,000sqm will only
be supported if they are designed to meet the latest BREEAM New Construction minimum standards and capable of achieving a minimum
Very Good rating!!!
How many BREEAM Very good buildings have been built in Jersey? Why make this mandatory for all new developments?

Managing Emissions ME1 – ME7 (203 – 221)
ME2 - Passivhaus
standards for
affordable homes
and major
development
outside the builtup area
ME3 - BREEAM
rating for new
larger scale nonresidential
buildings

Clarification required on the target energy rating/Passivhaus certification. Are these required to be submitted with planning applications or will
these be conditions on permits? This may involve serious Building Bye-Laws input at pre-planning submissions stage that increases developers
costs and risk with additional design fees.
BREEAM assessments will be mandatory for all non-residential developments greater than 1,000sqm and need to achieve a very good rating.
How many buildings in Jersey have been built with a BREEAM very good rating?
1.

2.
3.
4.

Scope 3 of Jersey’s carbon emissions statement refers to the manufacturer and transportation of goods and services consumed in Jersey.
The JECC research several years ago advised that construction costs in Jersey was approx. 40% more expensive to build than in the UK
based on transportation.
Scope 2 emissions – the mention of renewal energy sources has been highlighted. The payback of photovoltaic panels is going to take 1015 years before the benefits of the initial system cost turns in a profit.
Is the aesthetic appearance of a roof mounted panel deemed to be an acceptable if can reduce carbon emissions?
The detailed design of a project including the thermal fabric and choice of heating system won’t be developed until post planning. The
requirement to include renewable sources and thermal fabric targets to be achieved normally undertaken a Building Bye-Laws stage will
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require architects and designers to undertake more work pre-planning than would normally be expected. This will raise fees and clients
could incur additional fees without the certainty of a successful application. This policy increased financial risk to projects.
Policy ME1 – How does an application demonstrate that it outperforms that target energy rate by 20% without providing a calculation? Will
this be conditioned on approved permits so it is met at Building Bye-Laws stage?
Passivhaus certifier is another cost a developer needs to allow for which results in the cost of housing sales increasing. Once again is this a
requirement to be submitted with the Planning application or demonstrated as part of the Building Bye-Laws process?
BREEAM: Only a small proportion of schemes developed for Jersey have been able to achieve a very good rating. The BREEAM process is
costly and requires an accredited professional to provide an assessment of the scheme. To obtain sufficient credits developers essentially
have to allow for additional extras which drives up costs.
One of the assessments that an island projects struggles with is the carbon out of chosen building materials as well as the embodied
energy uses transport to the island. This is something that conflict with Scope 3 unless more materials are procured or recycled locally.
Policy ME3 now stipulates that a BREEAM assessment is now mandatory for every non-residential development over 1,000m2. We believe
that a very good rating is extremely challenging and once again will drive up building costs with developers trying to achieve less
sustainable initiatives.
This new policy increases the developers cost margins by providing additional professional services in the form of:
•
Additional architectural detailed design pre-planning submission
•
Services of a BREEAM assessor
•
Services of an accredited Passivhaus certifier.
•
This is in addition to Percentage for Art, Potential Planning Obligation Agreements works and Jersey Infrastructure / Community tax/
land development levies!
•
Requirement for an air quality assessment if an EIA is not provided.
•
Carbon sequestration schemes – requirement for ‘planting a large number of trees’ (ME5)
A natural focus on scope 1 emissions is understood. We should use new build as exemplars and a means to trial and prove new methods of
construction and new technologies. P206
A Large focus on new development, getting new buildings right first is one way to start upskilling the workforce and I suspect this will then
have a trickle effect on refurbishment works a year of so further down the line perhaps? Ensure that wherever new skills are required, these
are provisioned locally.
BREEAM – Why this one? I guess it is the industry standard and presumably there could be planning stage discussion to use a different
standard if it seems more appropriate? What other comparable standards could be used?
Passivhaus – Again it has a well understood method and has been working well for many in the UK and Europe. Could be useful for our
mainly European workforce? There will be considerable investment from local firms to embrace these new standards. How will Gov
encourage the investment in these new to Jersey standards? How will these standards be policed? P209
20% < in TER on 5+ dwellings and 200sqm outside of the built-up zone. It would be interesting to know what achieving this would look
like. Perhaps worth talking to an M&E Consultant to work through an example house / flat? What plans are in place to develop JSAP? Is
there a risk that achieving the increased improvements will cost more than the energy and carbon saved? P208
States New residential will be required to install low carbon electric. So, no choice in what is being installed and only one electric provider?
Could be issues around that?
Touches on conversions but doesn’t really give much detail in ME1. What is meant by conversion? Is this a minimum size, spend? Would a
heating upgrade to an ASHP qualify? P208
ME2 notes EnerPhit standard and reasoned justification – who will determine this, building control or Planning? Who will carry out the
assessment? What skills will they have? P211
ME2 notes whole life cycle assessment, is there accurate enough information out there to create this? If so, is it created before the
contractor is on board as it assumes the procurement routes are known and established – in a world where materials are becoming
increasingly expensive and hard to obtain, I don’t see this being useful or truthful?
Again, who assesses this and what is their qualification to determine it as justifiably correct or in line with other benchmarks for the island?
There is the risk that the design will be centered on ‘off island’ materials at the detriment of ‘locally procured’ materials, or vice versa. How
will this be accounted for and policed?
BREEAM will only be for a small percentage of building works, waterfront, new schools etc. Many would use this anyway, so I don’t see this
as groundbreaking. Stating the obvious here. P212
ME4 Air Quality – Not overly sure why this is in here unless it is to further push sustainable transport weight. Might have an impact on
some small industrial processes or quarrying
perhaps? I could see more long-term studies of air quality being conditioned in larger housing schemes to feed back into the system over
the coming 5-10 years. I assume however as we move away from petrol and diesel vehicles this should improve anyway?! It is the role of
the Sustainable Transport Plan to deliver air quality savings. If it’s successful, then air quality will be addressed.
ME5 Carbon Sequestration – to encourage land use change from farming? Is this a long-term aim?
ME6 Large scale offshore and terrestrial Renewable – Mid to Long term policy to give the industry confidence to invest?
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15. ME7 Larger scale renewable developments (No indication what size this scale is) – note bottom para, if serving individual properties, it
would be supported. Wouldn’t any development with a larger renewable input? Social Housing schemes, industrial, projects in town using
larger roofs? Not sure of the reason for including this sentence?
19.0 MANAGING EMISSIONS.
19.1 The drive towards a low carbon or carbon neutral society is fully acknowledged as a highly desirable goal. However, the DBIP appears to
totally misunderstand the concepts that are
raised in connection with emissions arising from building construction and use. This is a continuation of a misunderstanding that exists in the
current IP and in recent amendments to Bye Law regulations.
19.2 The confusion surrounds a reduction in energy consumption versus a reduction in carbon emissions. Both of the above are desirable, but
the latter is more important in light of the drive towards a zero carbon society.
19.3 The DBIP notes the following.
“In line with Pathway 2050 – an energy plan for Jersey (the Energy Plan), the rules governing the need for planning permission in Jersey have
been reviewed so that, in many cases, the installation of equipment for the generation of electricity from renewable sources is exempt from the
need to secure planning permission, to enable and encourage its adoption and use. This includes the installation of solar panels; air and/or
ground source heat pumps; and a single wind turbine.”
The use of renewable energy sources is desirable, perhaps, but it should be borne in mind that approximately 95% of electricity in the Island is
carbon neutral (being derived from nuclear and hydro sources). Renewables such as solar panels, air or ground source heat pumps or wind
turbines have appreciable cost in terms of the energy used for their manufacture, the mineral extraction implications for materials used in their
manufacture, delivery of the materials, ongoing maintenance of the units and the implications of the eventual need for replacement. Each of
these aspects also has a carbon release implication.
In terms of a zero-carbon goal, therefore, in Jersey it is likely that “plugging in” to the mains electricity is by far the most effective way of
reducing carbon emissions in terms of building use. This is indeed one of the major recommendations of the Oxera Consulting LLP Report – “An
analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of Net Zero targets for Jersey “, dated March 2021.
Notwithstanding comments above, we are not aware of any scientific peer-reviewed analysis of whole life carbon emission costs for building
space and water heating in Jersey, and perhaps we might suggest that such a study be commissioned in order that policy can be developed
that is fully informed?
19.4 The preamble to Policy ME1 (p208) further states the following.
“Furthermore, new residential developments in Jersey are required to install low-carbon electric heating systems in order to meet the standards
set in Jersey’s building bye-laws, which govern how, amongst other things, buildings are heated.”
In reality, owing to the way that the thermal calculation assessment calculations are prioritised within the system used for Bye Laws, it is virtually
impossible for new housing to rely upon a simple plug-in to the Island’s low carbon electricity supply, and it is usually necessary to install
supplementary equipment – normally some kind of air source heat pump. These need to be imported, fitted, maintained, and do not last
forever, and therefore have carbon release and lifetime energy requirement implications as described above.
19.5 Policy ME1 states a requirement for a 20% reduction in the target energy rate for large scale developments (non-residential of 200m2 or
more, or residential of more that 5 units). The target energy rate is set by the Building Bye Laws, and, as explained above, does not take
into account the very low carbon implication of our energy supply, nor the lifetime carbon emissions of installations, which are potentially
considerable.
19.6 On p209 of the DBIP, in relation to the proposals for the adoption of Passivhaus standards, the following is stated.
“Achieving this higher standard [Passivhaus] in building efficiency significantly reduces the life-time carbon impact of the development by
supporting a significant reduction in energy consumption. This energy demand reduction will support energy supply and capacity resilience for
the island and could potentially equate to more than a 90% reduction in space heating and cooling energy use compared to consumption in a
conventional home.”
It is important to emphasise that Passivhaus is not per se a technique to reduce carbon emissions, but rather a technique to reduce or eliminate
the need for energy to be used in (space) heating buildings.
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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The implications of Passivhaus building in terms of lifetime carbon emissions are not a primary nor a target consideration. Indeed, whilst we are
not aware of any such studies having been undertaken, it is entirely possible that in broader sustainability terms, the Passivhaus model might
actually result in higher lifetime carbon emissions and less efficient land use. The statement quoted above is therefore incorrect, or at best
unproven.
19.7 The DBIP misunderstands the onerous requirements of the Passivhaus design process. On p211 of the DBIP the following is stated.
“To achieve the formal recognition of a development meeting the Passivhaus standard requires a registered Passivhaus certifier. There are,
however, routes to claim a building meets the standard which is non-certified but meets all the requirements of the standard. To ensure any
development subject to this policy meets the tests, confirmation that the standard has been designed into the scheme will be required at the
point of making the building bye-laws application.”
By the time of the Building Bye Laws application, the opportunity for conformity might be lost, resulting in the need for a new planning
application.
19.8 Policy ME2 goes on to state the following.
“In those cases where it is argued that the Passivhaus requirement will render a development unviable, a viability assessment, which considers
the whole development life-cycle must be provided. Should the viability case be accepted, the developer will be required to demonstrate how
the building has been designed to achieve the highest possible standard towards reaching the Passivhaus standard, within the scope of
viability.”
The requirement is to provide a viability assessment to prove the unviability of an assessment! As mentioned previously, data for the provision
of whole life cycle is not available.
“If, for other practical reasons, it is impossible for the development to achieve the Passivhaus or EnerPhit standards, a reasoned justification
must be provided. Where accepted, the developer will be required to demonstrate how the building has been designed to achieve the highest
possible standard towards reaching the Passivhaus standard, as far as practicable.”
Again, the requirement is to provide a viability assessment to prove the unviability of an assessment.
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Education facilities
ANON-ZZ1R2KJT-J

CI1 - Education
facilities

Recommend Education conduct a specific study on the adequacy of all facets of St. Helier States' primary schools. Some physical buildings are
no longer fit for purpose including size of inside areas and outdoor play space. With the large amount of new housing in St. Helier there will be
a significant population increase of children attending these schools (Springfield, Janvrin, D'Auvergne, Rouge Bouillon, First Tower) which are
already at capacity. This study's findings should be incorporated into the next Island Plan 2025-2034.

[View full
response]

The capacity of education facilities has been considered in the Infrastructure
Capacity Study, which is a care evidence base for the draft plan. The position
of education capacity, particularly around St Helier primary schools, is set out
in SR08 - Capacity of education estate.

ANON-ZZ1R2KUN-Q

CI1 - Education
facilities

St Saviour school would not be able to cope with another 500 houses in the parish. A new school would be required. No plans as yet seen.

[View full
response]

See SR08 - Capacity of education estate

ANONZZ1R2K7A-C

Proposal 24 Review of the
education estate

Highlands College should be moved to a new purpose-built campus on the site of the current hospital. This would place the College in a
sustainable town-centre location, which would encourage staff and students to use public transport & to cycle. It would allow state of the art
facilities to be constructed and provided to enhance education. Furthermore, the education department would be located closer to the
Government Offices on the Parade. The existing College could then be redeveloped into a new family housing estate, or possibly a new primary
school for St Saviour (to replace Springfield and St Saviour schools?).

[View full
response]

See SR08 - Capacity of education estate

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

Proposal 24 Review of the
education estate

Volume Three – Community Infrastructure: Proposal – Review of the education Estate: The AJA is surprised and concerned there is no mention
of a new campus for Highlands College, which desperately needs replacement facilities as established in other Jersey Government policies and
proposals. This should be included in the bullet-point list on page 224.

[View full
response]

The long-term view for highlands college was considered and will be
addressed as highlighted in the proposal for the review of the education
estate.

Healthcare facilities and ‘Our Hospital’
ANONZZ1R2KFA-U

CI2 – Healthcare
facilities

Request for zoning of Field MN688 for health care.

[View full
response]

This submission incorrectly interprets that the draft Bridging Island Plan
identifies the need for - and supports - the provision of new care homes in
response to the aging population and implementation of the Jersey Care
Model. The Care Model is clear that it seeks to move away from a culture of
institutional care. A detailed explanation of residential and nursing care
requirements is set out in SR02 - Demand for residential and nursing care
homes (elderly persons)

BHLF-ZZ1R2KV9-3

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities

C12 – Healthcare Facilities

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

Overdale Hospital Site – I object to designating Overdale with ‘the highest level of priority’ for a hospital site. Until such time as Planning has
been passed we need to be able to keep all our options open
St Saviours Hospital is mentioned on pages 189-191. Vol 3. Housing, Affordable Development.
Releasing this site for affordable homes should be taken out of the Draft Island Plan. It should only be considered AFTER planning permission
for the new hospital at Overdale has been approved.

In respect of comments made about the need for health hubs, a clarification
has been included on the proposed modification schedule to amend the
preamble text to Policy CI2 to be clear that the model does not seek new
buildings for the implementation of health hubs.

In all events, it would be preferable if the current housing at St Saviours Hospital could be refurbished for Family accommodation for Hospital
Staff.
Warwick Farm is mentioned on page 239 under Vol 3, Managing Development, Community infrastructure in the section Planning for Open
Space.
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Overdale Hospital Development at Warwick Farm and St Saviour Hospital should be excluded from the Draft Bridging Island Plan until plans for
the new Hospital at Overdale have received planning permission. Démolition of all buildings at Overdale whether in use or not should not take
place until services at Overdale have been transferred to Les Quennevais. Almost all buildings at Overdale contain asbestos so it is dangerous
for any demolition to start on the site while patient are still attending clinics. Building and repurposing Les Quennevais old school should not
start until plans for the new hospital have received planning permission. The building of a new access road to Overdale should not be approved
until a proper Green Travel plan and Workplace Travel plan have been presented and new locations have been found for the Bowling Club and
the Crematorium.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

I think that the proposed hospital is the wrong design in the place. The proposed road is a monstrosity. Development at Warwick farm and St
Saviours hospital should be excluded from the Draft bridging plan until plans for the new hospital have received planning permission.
Demolition at Overdale should not start until all services have been transferred to Les Quennevais. Building at Les Quennevais should not start
until plans for the new hospital at Overdale has received planning permission. The building of the new road to Overdale should not be
approved until a proper Green Travel plan and workplace travel plan have been presented and until a new location for the bowling club and
crematorium have been found.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

Superhighway – proposed destruction to Westmount Hill, People's Park, green space, leisure amenities and homes to enlarge a road for no
legitimate purpose connected to a hospital site is contrary to sustainability, carbon neutral goals and climate emergency propositions passed by
the States.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

The project for turning Warwick Farm into a St Helier Country park should be taken out of the Draft Island Plan. It should only be considered
AFTER planning permission for the new hospital at Overdale has been approved.
I also object to the change of use of Fields 1550 and 1551 for the Hospital. Both are prime agricultural fields with Field 1550 having
archaeological significance. Their use, for relocating Westmount Road to the east, and for a 700 vehicle car park are against Island policy carbon
neutrality and sustainability.
Area set out in Policy C12 includes land that was not approved by the States Assembly for compulsory purchase (9 homes) or, indeed for the
Hospital project.
1.
2.
3.

The scale of the proposed buildings for hospital overwhelm the area in ‘tallness, and breach the town skyline. What is proposed is out of
character with the current surrounding area.
There is no mention of Les Quennevais old school repurposing for a medical facility, however temporary it may be. This is all the more
surprising in light of the considerable attention given the development of Les Quennevais in general.
There is no mention of a new site for the Crematorium.

I also object to the New Hospital Project which will provide Jersey with an ACUTE Hospital rather than the GENERAL HOSPITAL which the Island
currently enjoys and which I believe we need in the future.
Islanders have not been properly consulted about the Jersey Care Model and the implications of such a model. We have insufficient Staff at the
moment. The proposed model, requiring more Staff simply will not work. Indeed, I believe our Health Service should evolve slowly and should
be clinically led with input from Islanders. We do NOT need a new Care Model. There is now no requirement for additional health hubs. I object
to these still being included in this Draft Bridging Plan.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJW-N

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

ANON-ZZ1R2KJB-Z

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

BHLF-ZZ1R2KBX-E

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

ANON-ZZ1R2K1Z-Y

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities

Conflict of Interest – this plan was drafted by ARUP which is the lead engineering firm hired for the Hospital Project and author of a number of
other island reports. There is a conflict of interest for ARUP to promote its own commercial interests in this plan and not for the benefit of
Jersey. How can this be acceptable.

I do not consider that Policy CI3 is appropriate and consider that it should be removed from the draft Island Plan before it is submitted to the
States Assembly for approval. Policy CI3 runs contrary to the overall Plan by stating that proposals for a new hospital on the designated site will
be given favourable consideration. This has the potential to override the other safeguards in the draft Plan that are designed to ensure that
developments are appropriate for the location in question. If the plans for the new hospital are appropriate for the Overdale site they should be
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CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

able to be judged and approved against the normal Island Plan policies and having a ‘special’ Policy for this site alone has the potential to
undermine the proper planning process.

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities

Building of a new access road to Overdale should not be approved until a proper Green Travel plan and Work place Travel plan have both been
presented and approved.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

1.
2.
3.

[View full
response]

See SR10 Designation of: ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

[View full
response]

See SR10 Designation of: ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

[View full
response]

See SR10 'Designation of ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

BHLF-ZZ1R2KA8-D

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

The plan should be delayed until the hospital is passed by planning, as another location maybe required.
ARUP should not be drafting this plan as they have a conflict of interest with the hospital project,
The new hospital should not be built at Overdale, Overdale is similar to a small village on the outskirts

Of a town ,putting a building of that proportion in the middle of it would destroy the area and completely ruin the lives of the hundred and fifty
residents of the area, it would look ridiculous stuck on top of the hill like it has been shown and make Jersey a laughing stock to visitors,
The bowling club Is an amenity of the area which is very important to the well being of Westmount residents as well as Other Islanders.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KV7-1

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities

I am writing with great concern that Warwick Farm and St Saviours hospital seem to be included in the Draft Island Plan, and suggest that this
should not be the case.

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

As no planning application for Overdale has yet been approved, these two alternative sites should be kept available until such time as this
application is settled.

Proposal - St
Helier Country
Park

BHLF-ZZ1R2K9E-J

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

To remove these sites in advance of any decision would be foolhardy and might suggest that you already know the outcome of the planning
application.
Let us hope that this is not the case.

Please allow me to share a few concerns and general observations regarding the Draft Island Plan (the so called “bridging island plan”) and on
directly related matters (ie the Overdale Hospital site and plans for 4000 new homes). I have very real concerns as to the haste and disjointed
manner in which such matters are being handled. In my view there needs to be a coherent population policy agreed before (or at least
alongside) any decisions are made that will have a permanent impact on the Island
In my opinion, the “bridging” Island Plan vote should be delayed until the outcome of the present hospital planning application becomes known
and certain AND until a population policy has debated and approved by the States. To a lay person it seems very odd that an interim process,
which is supposed to be about informing direction for the next 2-3 years, will in fact make decisions that have a profound and permanent
impact on the Island (for example the reserving of the Overdale site as ‘highest level of priority’ for a hospital with no other sites in reserve and
an ambition to build 4000 new homes in the absence of population policy!).
With specific reference to issue relating to Overdale and surrounding area, I object to the bridging island plan as presently drafted on the
following grounds:
1.

I am very concerned there is an obvious Conflict of Interest in the Bridging Island Plan. This plan has been drafted by ARUP. ARUP too are
the lead engineering firm hired for the Our Hospital Project. ARUP is also the author of a number of other island related reports. There is, I
think, a clear conflict of interests and an opportunity for ARUP to promote its own commercial interests in this plan and not necessarily for
those which benefit of Jersey. This is apparent in the area set for the Overdale hospital discussed in Policy C13 that includes 9 homes off
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K5T-W

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities

2.
3.
4.

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

See SR10 'Designation of ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

[View full
response]

See SR10 'Designation of ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

Westmount Road that the States Assembly did NOT vote for as part of the compulsory purchase proposition p.129/2020. It is reported in
local press that these properties have since been purchased by the States to accommodate a site which is much larger than was ever
agreed by the States.
I worry too about Policies C12/13 in which the Overdale site is deemed to have ‘the highest level of priority’ for a hospital site and with no
other purpose or potential usage allowed or discussed. The Government has so far refused to publish the ministerial minutes of the
discussion to choose Overdale as the ‘preferred site’, despite Government’s own assessment that did not rate Overdale in the top 10 sites.
There is, hopefully, a good chance that the current designs will not pass the various planning processes. That said, the Island still needs an
alternative site in mind and the ability to re-purpose Overdale to other uses should the need arise. Taking the Overdale site completely out
of the reckoning for any other use now is deliberate and premature and not in the best interests of the Island.
It is I think essential to reserve other hospital sites and possibly permit Overdale to be used for purposes (including Housing).
The area set out in Policy C12/13 is far too big and the scale of the proposed buildings for the hospital project will overwhelm the current
residential and
semi-rural character of the surrounding area. The hospital designs shown will be as tall as the IFC centre on the waterfront at 56 metres.
This is enormous and will breach the existing Planning Policies on the prohibition against adversely impacting the town skyline.
In my view there are at least two eminently more suitable sites than Overdale for the new Hospital. These are St Saviour’s Hospital and the
Warwick Farm site.
I visited Warwick Farm this week for the first time. The site is perfect in all respect. The States already own the land and could break the
existing lease. This would involve paying compensation to the existing tenant(s) but this would be a very small fraction of the costs related
to relentlessly pursuing the Overdale site.
Despite the surrounding land acquisition to make the Overdale site 50% larger than the current Overdale. Government owned property at
St Saviour’s Hospital is still partly dedicated in the bridging island plan to continue providing mental health facilities at that location. This
goes against the Government’s promise of a ‘one site’ hospital at Overdale. Despite the enlarged area and overwhelming the current
character, the area is still not large enough to accommodate the proposed hospital complex.
Crematorium . It is puzzling that there is no other site reserved in the draft bridging island plan for a new Crematorium despite the
Government's announced intentions to re-locate it. Therefore, the current site can probably be considered the only possible site for the
Crematorium. It should be obvious that having a Crematorium next to the proposed main hospital for Jersey (and the A&E entrance) is
entirely incompatible and insensitive
Road Access to Overdale – the proposed destruction to Westmount Hill, Peoples Park, green space, leisure amenities and homes to enlarge
a road for no real purpose is another obstacle to the planning approval for the site in C12. The planned “super highway”, including a 7
metre high wall where the bowls green is now, is clearly against the sustainability and climate emergency propositions previously passed by
the States.

Having studied the Draft Island Bridging Plan, I would like to make the following comments.
1.

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

Published
response link

Until Overdale has received full Planning Permission, neither St Saviours Hospital or Warwick Farm should be included in the proposed
Draft Island Bridging Plan.
No building or alterations at the original Les Quennevais School should take place until full Planning Permission has been given for the
Hospital at Overdale.
None of the buildings at Overdale should be demolished until all the services that are there are transferred to the original Les Quennevais
School.
Any new access road at Westmount should not be approved until a new location for the Crematorium and the Jersey Bowling Club has
been found.

With reference to a new access road, it should not be approved until a Workplace Travel plan and a Green Travel Plan have been produced and
approved.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVW1

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

We write again as further details of this draft bridging island plan have come to light.
The first demolition at Overdale, it would seem, will be carried out whilst services are still there including patients and staff. This is not
acceptable as it is just too dangerous, too intrusive and basically not right at all and we very much wish to complain at this crazy suggestion, it is
totally unacceptable.
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At the same time it seems that construction begins at Les Quennevais before planning permission has been achieved for Overdale so again, this
is totally unacceptable as one could end up with a completely repurposed expensive old school whilst the new Hospital has not received
planning permission. We do not have money to burn and these works should not begin before planning for Overdale is approved.
Finally it is also unacceptable that a new access road with all the expense and disruption should be built before a Green Travel plan has been
carried out or indeed before planning permission is given for a Hospital at this, still, inaccessible site.
Thank you for registering our letter.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities

CI2 & CI3 Healthcare Facilities & Our Hospital and associated sites and infrastructure (229-231)
1.

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

2.

3.

4.

5.

ANONZZ1R2K3Y-Z

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure
CI4 - Community
facilities and
community
support
infrastructure

The Future Healthcare Model: With the intention to move facilities out of the new hospital, will the new policy allow the potential expansion
of existing GP practices, community buildings and care homes to be expanded?
What are the plans for numerous healthcare sites such as St Saviour’s Hospital and that haven’t been fully utilised in recent years? Policy
C12 suggests that alternative uses for existing health and social care facilities will not be permitted which contradicts PL3 which suggest the
site for new residential development.
What weight does the Bridging Island Plan have? The hospital planning application will be submitted in September 2021 yet the BIP won’t
have been debated by the States. Have Planning agreed to assess the application based on the BIP, as there is no provision within the
Island Plan 2011 (revised 2014)?
Policy C13 states that the Our Hospital development site will be afforded the highest priority and supported where ‘it not considered,
unacceptable harm to the character and amenity of the wider area’… There are a number of other existing policies that contradict the
construction of a tall 5-6 storey structure on top of the headland such as GD9 Skyline, views and Vistas and GD8 Green Backdrop zone.
Does the bridging island plan pick up these contradictions?
The re-provision of the existing Overdale Hospital buildings is not specifically mentioned for its temporary relocation off the existing site.
SP4 page 37 mentions. ‘Including the use of the former Les Quennevais School site once its intended use by Health and Community
Services has concluded’ has the former Les Quennevais School site already been reclassified as a healthcare site rather than an education
facility? Will this relocation to the former Les Quennevais School be covered under Policy CI3?

Development at Warwick Farm should be excluded from the Draft Bridging Island Plan until plans for the new hospital at Overdale have
received planning permission. If this proposed plan for the new hospital at Overdale is not passed, then Warwick Farm as a State-owned
property, can be put forward instead.
Development at St Saviour’s hospital should be excluded from the Draft Bridging Island Plan until plans for the new hospital at Overdale have
received planning permission. If this proposed plan for the new hospital at Overdale is not passed, then St Saviour’s hospital as a State-owned
property, can be put forward instead.
Demolition of all buildings at Overdale, whether those are in use or those not in use, should not take place until all services have been
transferred to Les Quennevais. Almost all buildings at Overdale contain asbestos. In addition, it is dangerous for demolition to start at any
location on the site while patients are still attending clinics.
Building and repurposing at Les Quennevais old school should not start until plans for the new hospital at Overdale have received planning
permission. We may be paying £17million for what is supposed to be a temporary medical facility at Les Quennevais when the fate of Overdale
is still uncertain.
The building of a new access road to Overdale (£38million) should not be approved until a proper Green Travel plans and a Workplace Travel
plan have been presented and until new locations have been found for the Bowling Club and Crematorium.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KN8-T

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated

I would like to object to the proposed Bridging Island Plan.
I am particularly concerned about the inclusion of Warwick Farm and St Saviour's Hospital in the Plan. To my mind, and surely to anyone with
even a semblance of common sense, the fact that the States were offered a selection of a total of 'one' choice for the location of the new
hospital location beggars belief and raises serious questions about how this is happening. It also raises serious questions about the calibre of
politician we currently have representing us when very little objection was made to the fact that they were presented with one choice, with no

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Community infrastructure | 5

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

sites and
infrastructure

costings and no concise explanation behind the reasonings for choosing Overdale. I am amazed that the populace just accept this. The feeling
seems to be 'oh, it's been going on for so long now let's just get it over and done with and build it at Overdale'. It seems to me that by
including Warwick Farm and St Saviour's Hospital in the Bridging Island Plan, there is a 'sneaky' attempt to finally rule out once and for all the
possibility of considering these as sites for the new hospital, making Overdale a 'fait accompli'. Surely, both Warwick Farm and St Saviour's
hospital would make for much speedier and less expensive builds than Overdale and should be kept open as options

Proposal - St
Helier Country
Park

BHLF-ZZ1R2KKE-4

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure
Proposal - St
Helier Country
Park

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVR-V

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

Having read through the proposed plan for a town park on the site of Warwick Farm and housing at St Saviour's Hospital, I feel very strongly
that the most sensible thing would be to wait to see if 'Planning' does pass the Overdale hospital site as the correct place for a new General
Hospital for Jersey. If these plans are not passed, then they would have Warwick Farm and St Saviour's, as State-owned properties, to put
forward instead. The redevelopment of the Overdale site involves huge expense and complication: the new road construction, the loss of the
Rehabilitation Unit (Samares Ward) and the destruction to People's Park the moving of the departments currently situated at Overdale to the
old Les Quennevais school, and the loss of private homes and two agricultural fields. Surely, no commitments should be made by the States
until after the planning decision has been taken. Holding onto the Warwick Farm and St Saviour's Hospital sites would be the most sensible
thing to do at this present time. Are the States failing the public in not admitting that Overdale is proving to be too expensive and destructive and that there are these two alternatives which they should be considering?

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

Development on green spaces. The reason for my sending this email is to state that until the planning application has been approved for the
building of a new hospital at Overdale, - -all remaining large sites should be available for consideration. I would like to see the development of
Warwick Farm and ST Saviour’s Hospital EXCLUDED from the Draft Island Plan. .There is no guarantee that planning permission will be approved
for Overdale, so these two sites are good positive alternatives.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

We would be most grateful if you would kindly forward our letter to whomsoever will actually read it as we are absolutely disgusted with several
aspects of the Draft Island Plan. Several decisions could be made with massively detrimental effects and some of these decisions will be
permanent.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

Proposal - St
Helier Country
Park

BHLF-ZZ1R2KET-D

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

There are so many obvious reasons against the Overdale site as a hospital, in particular the fact that virtually all the many, allegedly essential,
Criteria for the new hospital site have not just been ignored but the opposite is taking place. The loss of good fields, the loss of peoples’ homes
- several of which were not agreed by Government and yet are now to disappear to make space for car parking - the loss of the bowling club.
Worst of all, access up that hill - it will still be a steep hill even after massive cost, disruption and pollution. Just a few of the many reasons
against Overdale as a site yet this Draft Plan includes policy to be agreed that Overdale is reserved only for a Hospital - how does that work
when the Planning Dept has yet to be consulted? How did this site get chosen, by a very few politicians, in the first place when other more
suitable sites were and are available? Why is this suggested policy necessary unless it is to steamroller this Project through by these few
politicians regardless of island wide objections? THIS VOTE SHOULD BE DELAYED.
In addition it is not acceptable that ARUP can draft this Plan yet they are so involved in the Overdale hospital project. How does that work?!
Totally flawed and really unacceptable - WE OBJECT TO THIS.
Thankyou for reading this letter. Our feelings are echoed by many of our friends, many of whom feel it is not worth their time writing to the
Government to object as they feel they will be ignored. Do we have a democracy or a dictatorship in Jersey?
In recent times it is hard to be sure.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K65-Y

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities

It is clear to me and everyone I speak to that building our new hospital at Overdate is sheer folly both environmentally, financially and historical
and culturally. It is time to call a halt to the following, pending a complete review of this disastrous proposal before its too late.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

C13 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

•

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

•
•
•

Any development at Warwick Farm and St Saviour's Hospital sites should be excluded pending the outcome of the full planning application
for the proposed new hospital
All proposed works on the present Overdale site and any preparation work at Le Quennevais School should cease pending the outcome of
the full planning application for the proposed new hospital.
No services whatsoever should be transferred to Le Quennevais School pending the outcome of the full planning application for the
proposed new hospital and the full implications of doing so are known. This relates in part to the planned Jersey Care Model.
All works exploratory or otherwise in connection with the proposed new access road to Overdate should cease pending the outcome of the
full planning application for the proposed hospital and the full environmental impact study is released and scrutinised.

There is no shame in any government taking a U- turn on something because it means that they are listening to the people that it serves. In this
case no one is listening. Even taking into account the huge sums of money that has already been spent and I daresay will be spent on further
maintenance to the existing hospital, I believe that should the new hospital be built on a more accessible, suitable and cheaper site, the savings
that would be made would not only absorb these costs but achieve an overall saving on the projected costs of eight hundred million thereby
enabling that saving to be spent on other desperately needed health services.

ANONZZ1R2K3C-A

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

BHLF-ZZ1R2KBX-E

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

Health Care - leave as it is now the new Health Care Model doesn't give the care that exists now.
Our Hospital- It isn't is it? It is the Politicians as they have all the say, they don't listen to the general public who DO NOT WANT IT AT
OVERDALE. The stress to the residents at Westmount, the St Helier Parishioners have said NO, the work that is going to be created to change a
perfectly normal road should tell you it ISN'T THE RIGHT PLACE.
Why has Warwick Farm been side lined. It is on a main road, central to the island, owned by the States, it was lying unused for years after the
States Public Works Dept left. Why wasn't it snapped up immediately, we would have OUR new hospital now if it had been. Two years ago I
visited the site with the Gardening Club to see the Hemp Operation. I was shocked to the core to see the state of it - trees, shrubs growing
through the old greenhouses and polytunnels. A total disgrace, you should be ashamed to rent it out and not go and inspect it. Other landlords
inspect their properties why don't you? Hemp can be grown anywhere on the island, it isn't grown in greenhouses as was said recently. The
Hemp grows in open fields as we saw for ourselves on our visit. We walked down crossed the public road and into a field, no security fence etc.
This Hemp operation could move to Howard Davis Farm, another States owned property. Not a great deal is going on there at the moment.
They have greenhouses, polytunnels and laboratories already there. Please, it isn't too late to change your minds, you will be more respected if
you do than if you continue to bulldoze these ridiculous plans and upset the majority of the people in Jersey.

CI2 - Overdale Hospital Site
I object to designating Overdale with ‘the highest level of priority’ for a hospital site with no other purpose allowed. Unless and until the hospital
proposals pass planning, the island needs an alternative site(s) and the ability to re-purpose Overdale to other uses so as not limit options.
I firmly believe that St Saviours Hospital or Warwick Farm are far better options.
Area set out in Policy CI2 includes land that was not approved by the States Assembly for compulsory purchase (9 homes) and the scale of the
proposed buildings for hospital project are still missing departments but already overwhelm in ‘tallness’, breach the town skyline policy and is
out of character for the current residential / semi rural surrounding area. The correct suggest plans looks quite ridiculous and must be rejected
as completely unacceptable.
Crematorium - with no site reserved for an alternative future site, this draft plan restricts the ability to re-locate it. A crematorium next to the
proposed main hospital for Jersey (and the A&E entrance) is incompatible and insensitive.
Destroying the last 2 in-use agricultural fields near town (Fields 1550 and 1551) on top of Westmount to create a ‘curved’ road and 700 parking
spaces is against objectives for sustainabile transport and does not meet the threshold of providing sufficient benefit to destroy green space.
The building of a huge car park is totally against the future environmental policies towards a greener environment.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Community infrastructure | 7

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

BHLF-ZZ1R2K66-Z

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities

Re Draft Bridging Plan - April 2021 – Consultation

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

[View full
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See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

We are pleased to submit our comments on the “Community Facilities and open space: assessment of sites” in the subject Plan.
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure
Proposal - St
Helier Country
Park

We note in “Section Two: Health facilities” the following statement:
“A key step in the delivery of the Jersey Care Model is the provision of a new general hospital to serve the Island – Our Hospital. This critical
strategic project is being progressed and the preferred location and site for this and associated infrastructure has already been agreed by the
States Assembly. The delivery of the Our Hospital project will facilitate a subsequent review of the health estate relative to revised
requirements.”
We further note in “Section three: summary and conclusions” the following recommendations:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Site
Parish
Current Use
Recommendation
Warwick Farm
St Helier
Agricultural
Proposed Country Park
St Saviour’s Hospital
St Saviour
Health Care
Do not designate for new Hospital site

We would strongly recommend that the St Saviour’s Hospital site continues to be designated for Health Care use. It is our further
recommendation that the Warwick Farm site is designated as a potential site for Health Care as well as continued agricultural use. We
appreciate that Overdale has been designated as the approved site for our new Hospital. However, if the plans for Overdale are rejected in the
Planning Application stage, the Island may need to find another site for the Hospital. Warwick Farm and St Saviours Hospital will be logical
choices for a new site and their availability should be kept open for planning purposes to meet this possibility. The outcome of the forthcoming
Planning Application should be decided in early 2022 at which point the recommendations for the two sites can be considered further.
We thank you for the opportunity to offer our comments on the consultation.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAN-3

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

I would like to see the development at Warwick Farm and St Saviour’s Hospital excluded from the Draft Bridging Island Plan. The reason for this
is until the Overdale Hospital planning application has been approved, these sites need to remain available in the event that this application is
refused. If these sites are developed in the mean time then that is two more sites which cannot be considered as a suitable site in the future.
We have no guarantee that the hospital planning application will be approved and therefore, it is in the publics best interest to keep the
remaining large sites available for future consideration if the application is refused.

Proposal St Helier
Country Park

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6M-Q

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities

I would also like to support the following recommendations with regards to the location of our new hospital project.
•

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

•

Proposal 1: Development at Warwick Farm should be excluded from the Draft Bridging Island Plan until plans for the new hospital at
Overdale have received planning permission.
Proposal 2: Development at St Saviours should be excluded from the Island Bridging Plan until plans for the new hospital at Overdale have
received planning permission.
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Proposal 3: Demolition of all buildings at Overdale, whether those are in use or those not in use, should not take place until all services at
Overdale have been transferred to Les Quennevais. Reasons: Almost all buildings at Overdale contain asbestos. In addition, it is dangerous
for demolition to start at any location on the site while patients are still attending clinics.
Proposal 4: Building and repurposing at Les Quennevais old school should not start until plans for the new hospital at Overdale have
received planning permission. Reason: We may be paying £17 million for what is supposed to be a temporary medical facility at Les
Quennevais when the fate of Overdale is still uncertain.
A planning application is scheduled for the repurposing of Les Quennevais old school at the end of July 2021. According to the project's
present deadlines, construction is scheduled to begin early in 2022 before planning for Overdale has been approved. It is possible that we
shall have an expensive temporary medical facility at Les Quennevais without a new hospital at Overdale.
Proposal 5: Building of a new access road to Overdale should not be approved until a proper Green Travel plan and a Workplace Travel
plan have been presented and until a new location has been found for the Bowling Club and the Crematorium. None of the above should
be accepted until we have received both an Environmental Impact Assessment and a Health Impact Assessment, which should be made
available to us all.

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities

Demolition of all buildings at Overdale, whether those in use or not in use, should not take place until all Services at Overdale have been
transferred to Les Quennevais as almost all buildings contain asbesots..

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

Should the plans for a new hospital at Overdale be rejected there will be nowhere for the health Services previously based at Overdale to go
Building and repurposing of Les Quennevais old school should not start until plans for the new hospital at Overdale have received Planning
permission, as the cost will be exorbitant for a temporary medical facility
Warwick Farm and St Saviour's Hospital site should be exclude from Bridging Plan until the new hospital plans at Overdale have been presented
and approved

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1Y-X

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

Policy CI2 Overdale Hospital Site – I object to designating Overdale with ‘the highest level of priority for a hospital site with no other purpose
allowed. The site selection process was totally flawed. Overdale is a brownfield site that is best-suited for housing. Unless and until the hospital
proposals pass planning, the island needs an alternative site(s) and the ability to re-purpose Overdale to other uses so as not to limit options.
Area set out in Policy CI2 includes land that was not approved by the States Assembly for compulsory purchase (9 homes) and the scale of the
proposed buildings for hospital project are still missing departments but already overwhelm in ‘tallness’, breach the town skyline policy and is
out of character for the current residential / semi rural surrounding area.
Crematorium - with no site reserved for an alternative future site, this draft plan restricts the ability to re-locate it. A crematorium next to the
proposed main hospital for Jersey (and the A&E entrance) is incompatible and insensitive.
Destroying the last 2 in-use agricultural fields near town (Fields 1550 and 1551) on top of Westmount to create a ‘curved’ road and 700 parking
spaces are against objectives for sustainable transport policy and do not meet the threshold of providing sufficient benefit to destroy green
space. Especially when a park and ride alternative solution is in the public domain
Superhighway – proposed obliteration of Westmount Hill, People's Park, green space, leisure amenities and homes to enlarge a road for no
justifiable reasoning is also contrary to sustainability, carbon neutral goals and climate emergency propositions passed by the States.
Conflict of Interest – this plan was drafted by ARUP which is the lead engineering firm hired for the Hospital Project and author of a number of
other island reports. There is a conflict of interest for ARUP to promote its own commercial interests in this plan and not for the benefit of
Jersey.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KMT-N

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities

Warwick Farm St Saviours Hospital
These 2 sites should be removed from the bridging island plan and reserved as potential alternative hospital sites -- Kind Regards

CI4 - Community
facilities and
community
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CI2 - Healthcare
facilities

The Hospital - I support the opposition as set out in the document prepared following the recent meeting chaired by Sir Philip Bailhache. See
Below.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

I have long had doubts that the hospital would ever be built as currently proposed - it is in the wrong place, and the costs are way beyond the
Island’s affordability.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

support
infrastructure
Proposal - St
Helier Country
Park

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNH-A

The whole issue needs to be debated in The States Assembly in the light of the way in which the whole affair has transpired. No mention was
ever made of the need to purchase houses; to build a new road; to use the two fields; to take land from Jersey Water; or the need to move the
Crematorium - the situation has changed beyond anyone’s wildest imaging.
The destruction of the Bowling Green is unnecessary.
No-one has explained where the new Crematorium would be sited.
A retired hospital professional is appalled by the suggestion of locating Mental Health facilities beside a graveyard! Given the location, an
architect might have chosen a better option!
One of the arguments was the availability of facilities such as shops - but there are no advantages in this site over others.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KEY-J

CI2 – Healthcare
facilities

Area set out in Policy C12 includes land that was not approved by the States Assembly for compulsory purchase (9 homes) and the scale of the
proposed buildings for hospital project are still missing departments but already overwhelm in ‘tallness’, breach the town skyline policy and is
out of character for the current residential / semi rural surrounding area. Crematorium - with no site reserved for an alternative future site, this
draft plan restricts the ability to re-locate it. A crematorium next to the proposed main hospital for Jersey (and the A&E entrance) is
incompatible and insensitive.
Destroying the last 2 in-use agricultural fields near town (Fields 1550 and 1551) on top of Westmount to create a ‘curved’ road and 700 parking
spaces is against objectives for sustainable transport and does not meet the threshold of providing sufficient benefit to destroy green space.
Superhighway – proposed destruction to Westmount Hill, People's Park, green space, leisure amenities and homes to enlarge a road for no
legitimate purpose connected to a hospital site is contrary to sustainability, carbon neutral goals and climate emergency propositions passed by
the States.
Conflict of Interest – this plan was drafted by ARUP which is the lead engineering firm hired for the Hospital Project and author of a number of
other island reports. There is a conflict of interest for ARUP to promote its own commercial interests in this plan and not for the benefit of
Jersey.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K4D-C

CI2 – Healthcare
facilities
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure
Proposal St Helier
Country Park

I would like to object to the proposed Bridging Island Plan as presently stated.
Specifically, I would like to see the development at Warwick Farm and St Saviour’s Hospital excluded from the Draft Bridging Island Plan. Until
the Overdale Hospital planning application has been approved, these sites need to remain available in the event that the application for the
Overdale site is refused. They are both very viable, and in my mind, preferable locations for the new Hospital. If these sites are developed in the
meantime they will not be available as a suitable hospital site in the future.
We have no guarantee that the planning application for the hospital at Overdale will be approved and therefore, it is in the public's best interest
to keep these remaining States owned large sites available for future consideration.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K18-W

CI2 – Healthcare
facilities

Policy CI2 Overdale Hospital Site – I object to designating Overdale with ‘the highest level of priority’ for a hospital site with no other purpose
allowed. Unless and until the hospital proposals pass planning, the island needs an alternative site(s) and the ability to re-purpose Overdale to
other uses so as not limit options and not waste more time and money (in the event of a failed planning application).

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

The area set out in Policy CI2 includes land that was not approved by the States Assembly for compulsory purchase (9 homes) and the scale of
the proposed buildings for hospital project (still missing more than 10 departments as at June 2021) but already overwhelm in ‘tallness’ and
breach the town border skyline policy. The sprawling nature of the enlarged site in CI2, through forced purchase of private land, is out of
character for the current residential / semi rural surrounding area.
Crematorium - with no location reserved for an alternative future site as stated will occur by this government, this draft plan restricts the ability
to re-locate it by designating so much of the island for other uses. In it’s current location, a crematorium next to the proposed main hospital for
Jersey (and the A&E entrance) is incompatible and insensitive.
Destroying the last 2 in-use agricultural fields near town (Fields 1550 and 1551) on top of Westmount to create a ‘curved’ road and 700 parking
spaces is against objectives for sustainable transport, carbon neutrality by 2030 and does not meet the threshold of providing sufficient benefit
to destroy green space. 700 parking spaces (and requirement for the superhighway) was designed long prior to a Green Travel Plan or
Workplace Travel Plan, which the Hospital Project team has stated will be concluded only just prior to submission of the planning application in
November-December 2021. This is backwards to best practise for planning a hospital which should start with a Green Travel Plan (and
Workplace Travel Plan) prior to any road access design.
Superhighway – proposed destruction to Westmount Hill, People's Park, green space, leisure amenities and homes to enlarge a currently viable
road for no purpose other than the stated IAE objective of 2 Liberty buses to pass each other, is irrelevant to a hospital site. There are other less
destructive ways to promote mass transport through timing or route of the bus schedule and use of smaller shuttle buses. The superhighway
includes an additional lane of traffic and change of traffic pattern on the island’s busiest road, A2/Victoria Avenue and yet has been designed in
absence of any traffic management surveys/studies regarding the large impact it will have on surrounding network. The road access should be a
derivative of a comprehensive Green Travel Plan, not the other way around.
This road enlargement scheme is contrary to sustainable transport and carbon neutral objectives and the climate emergency propositions
passed by the States. The cost of environmental destruction does not meet the alleged benefit as the ‘do nothing’ option scored only 1 point
lower as assessed by the Hospital Project Team contractors. Also, the increased density of Town with the currently planned increase in housing
underway through north of town and re-zoning of the hotels on Kensington to homes mean that current green space is required to remain to
meet the delicate balance of green vs concrete to retain a high quality of life in Town.
Conflict of Interest – this plan was drafted by ARUP which is the lead engineering firm hired for the Hospital Project and author of a number of
other island reports. There is a conflict of interest for ARUP to promote its own commercial interests in this plan and not for the benefit of
Jersey.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KRS-S

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

I am reliably informed that the planning permission for the New Hospital at Overdale has not been passed. Therefore I trust no permissions or
decisions as to their future be made for Warwick Farm or St. Saviour’s Hospital in case either is needed as an alternative site for the new
hospital.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD9-H

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

Following the recent public debates about the hospital plan and currently very high States expenditure I would like to express concern about the
speed of change. It would seem prudent, dare I say essential, to delay change of use of St. Saviour’s Hospital and Warwick farm until final
planning permission has been granted for an envisaged 6 storey building which will apparently no longer include amalgamated mental health
services and seems to be exorbitantly expensive when compared with construction of similar buildings in London.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

Before committing to utilising more of our countryside it would also be useful to know what other avenues have been explored. The States
property portfolio is large and many buildings have not been used for many years. How can these be redeployed prior to irrevocable use of
green space?
I am happy to be counted as a member of the public lodging formal objections in the above respects.
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ANONZZ1R2KJT-J

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

CI3 - Our Hospital and associated sites and infrastructure

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

One metric of success of the new hospital is equitable and resilient emergency transport access from all parts of the island.
New St. John’s Road is the key access point to the hospital for those coming from the North of the island.
On page 336 of the Draft Bridging Island plan, the following transport modifications would be needed to build 36-54 homes on Field H1219 La
Grande Route de Mont a L’Abbé (next to Haute Vallée on the turn to St. John’s Road from Queen’s Road).
1.
2.
3.

Create vehicular access from the south-eastern corner of the site onto St. John's Road
A small section of St John's Road would be closed to traffic
A signalised junction off Clarke Avenue and Queen's Road would be required

I recommend that the Draft Bridging Island Plan advocate for equal transport access to the hospital for all, by removing the change of use from
agricultural to housing for field H1219.
The traffic changes required for Field H1219 housing development create a high risk to emergency hospital transport access from the North
before the hospital is even built. Seconds stuck in traffic trying to access the new hospital via New St. John’s Road due to traffic changes can be
the difference between life and death.
New St. John’s Road, Westmount Road and Tower Road transport must all be adequately prepared and managed to handle emergency services
getting to the hospital as quickly and safely as possible. Islanders coming from the North should not have their lives put at unnecessary risk by
inadequate and inequitable emergency transport access to the new hospital for the sake of 36-54 new homes.
Once Housing obtains approval for the change of use for field H1219, there is no doubt they will build these houses and implement the
associated traffic changes before the hospital is even open.
Whether or not housing should be built on field H1219 should be debated in the 2025-2034 Island Plan once hard, quantified emergency access
traffic data is collected and assessed. Is three years too long to wait to get a better picture on what is needed for the hospital to create the
necessary, fair and resilient transport network? The hospital must be able to deliver on all transport fronts.
Please support equal emergency transport access to the hospital for all Islanders by stopping the change of use of field H1219 from agricultural
to housing in the Draft Bridging Island Plan.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6Y-3

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD8-G

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

CI3 - Our Hospital and associated sites and infrastructure

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

Overall, the timing of this plan is wrong given the relatively small amount of time left of the current Government’s term. It severely curtails any
incoming Government and so should be postponed until that new Government is formed.

CI6 - Provision and
enhancement of
open space

The BIP sets out to specifically remove all other potential sites from the possibility of use, it is in effect taking a political stance in advance of the
democratic process, this is totally unacceptable and represents an intrusion into areas of government that not and should be part of the
process. The exclusions must be removed at once, as must any form of restriction or zoning that would inhibit the use of the Waterfront for a
hospital or other use, since the pandemic has permanently altered the entire landscape of employment and office use all the previous
assumptions and ‘givens’ must be discarded whilst the new realities of future health requirements are assessed. There are already preliminary
studies from other jurisdictions indicating the need for a wholesale review of future public health needs, these studies must be used to inform a
proper review of the Island Care Model and a revision of the health estate, again this renders the health related elements of the BIP invalid.

The Plan seems to assume that planning permission will be given to the new hospital and reallocates other potential sites which is not sensible. I
would think, given the plans on display, its dominance of the skyline and surrounding area, impact on the environment and access issues, no
other such development would be successful.
Recommendation
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[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

Postpone the Plan until a planning decision is taken on the current new hospital plans and the next Government is in place.(2) Warwick Farm is
mentioned on page 239 under Vol 3, Managing Development, Community infrastructure in the section Planning for Open Space.
Recommendation
The project for turning Warwick Farm into a St Helier Country park should be taken out of the Draft Island Plan. It should only be considered
AFTER planning permission for the new hospital at Overdale has been approved.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KFS-D

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

I urge you not to do the following as a matter of urgency and well being for the people of Jersey.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Development of Warwick Farm should be excluded from the Draft Bridging Island Plan, until plans for the new hospital at Overdale have
received planning permission.
Development at St Saviour should be excluded also for the same reason.
No demolition be done at Overdale till Les Quennevais is ready for use.
No work on the Les Quennevais sight should commence till approval has been given from planning for permission to go ahead with the
Overdale sight.
Where is the “Green Travel plan and Workplace Travel Plan”? No new access road should be approved for Overdale till there has been new
locations found for the bowling club and the Crematorium.

Far too much money has been wasted by this Government and the people have had enough of this wastage.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6B-C

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

We object that demolition of all the buildings at Overdale should not commence until the plans for the new hospital at Overdale have received
planning permission, we also feel any development at St. Saviours should also be excluded until the new hospital plans have received planning
permission.
The building of a new access road to Overdale should not be approved until a proper Green Travel plan and a Workplace travel plan have been
presented.
We do not consider Overdale to be a suitable site for the new hospital, For example People’s Park is (ready to go) would be less costly especially
without the new road and a much easier position for all the people of jersey to access.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KKX-Q

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

C13- Our Hospital and associated sites and infrastructure
States a number of services required to move prior to development of the site.
My comment- nature must NOT be forgotten, the woods around Overdale host a population of squirrels. They must be catered for.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

ANON-ZZ1R2KKD-3

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

C13 – Our Hospital and associated sites and infrastructure

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

The development of the new hospital at Overdale will radically change the entire landscape of Westmount Rd and the West Of Town. Plans so
far are indicating a building that will be six storeys high and will span across the top of Westmount Rd. The land originally highlighted and
agreed upon by the States for possible compulsory purchase will all be used, but appears additional houses which were never in the original
map will also be purchased for demolition. The new Westmount Rd alterations and alterations to Pierson Rd will also cause significant impact to
the surrounding area. Firstly to those residents living on Westmount Rd, the local businesses, the destruction of trees, historical sites, famous
island land marks and to the local biodiversity. It will clearly attract more traffic into the area and cause knock on effects to all the surrounding
roads especially Tower Rd and St Johns Rd. I’m not sure how much of this fits with the Islands Bridging plan.

The Trust considers that the words “as far as is reasonably practicable” should be deleted from this policy as even public developments should
not be exempt from mitigating their impact.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KHH-4

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

Subject: Draft island Bridging Plan I refer to the above "plan".

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

My concern is the hasty manner in which the Overdale proposed development is progressing but yet has to receive planning consents.
I request that Warwick Farm and St Saviours hospital be excluded from the Island plan until the Overdale development has been given such
consents. Should such consents be refused then the two abovementioned properties would be proposed as suitable alternative sites for the new
hospital.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KCS-A

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

I have been following with interest the information received concerning the development of Overdale Hospital. It is possible that Ovedale may
not be passed, should this happen we will need to fall back on Warwick Farm and St Saviour's Hospital. Would it not be sensible to ensure these
two sites be excluded from the Draft Bridging Island Plan. Also, I would mention that being seriously ill in a hospital next to a crematorium is
hardly going to improve one's mental health.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5F-F

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

Having studied the Draft Island Bridging Plan, I would like to make the following comments.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD7-F

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

Until Overdale has received full Planning Permission, neither St Saviours Hospital or Warwick Farm should be included in the proposed
Draft Island Bridging Plan.
No building or alterations at the original Les Quennevais School should take place until full Planning Permission has been given for the
Hospital at Overdale.
None of the buildings at Overdale should be demolished until all the services that are there are transferred to the original Les Quennevais
School.
Any new access road at Westmount should not be approved until a new location for the Crematorium and the Jersey Bowling Club has
been found.
With reference to a new access road, it should not be approved until a Workplace Travel plan and a Green Travel Plan have been produced
and approved.

Re: Draft Bridging Island Plan
This draft bridging plan should be delayed until the planning decision for the new hospital site, and a population policy has been approved.
I am objecting to the following:
•

•

•

Concerning Warwick Farm development and St Saviour development:
These sites should be absolutely excluded until the Planning department decide if the new hospital is acceptable at Overdale. Other sites
should be also excluded from the Island Bridging Plan and been reserved in case the new hospital has to be built on one of them. This is a
priority.
There is no other site reserved for the Crematorium house supposing to be relocated, but where? Same thing for the Jersey Bowling club to
be relocated, but where etc, if this overpriced monstrous mimic Dubai new hospital goes ahead at Overdale. Consequently more sites
should be excluded and reserved in the draft bridging island plan.
The use of the 2 valuable fields ( Fields 1150 and 1151) opposite the Overdale should stay absolutely valuable agricultural fields instead to be
destroyed to make place of a new bending main road, a multi-storey car park for about 700 cars, and a large part of the new hospital
overlapping on these fields.

We already have an enormous amount of new flats being built non-stop like a spiral, for quite a while in and around St Helier, which is already
overcrowded and also all over the island, those ones damaging irrevocably the Jersey island beautiful landscape. In the country or on the coast,
you can see all these expensive ugly clusters of news flats on cliffs above beautiful bays and beaches... And so many more are planned, with no
justification until a population policy is done and to see then, what is really necessary to be built.
Jersey is a great opportunity and very attractive place for greedy building companies specially companies from the mainland (including UK
investors) to grab this nice Jersey piece of cake.
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[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

[View full
responses]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

The beauty of the landscape or the town attracting the tourists is slowing but surely disappearing. Who want to come to Jersey where most of
the hotels are replaced by thousands of new flats? Most of them probably staying empty.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6Q-U

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

My third objection is the premature apportioning of land at Westmount for the new hospital. This presumes that Westmount is the right site
(which, in my opinion it is not, but that is not the point). The Planning Application for the Hospital will be the subject of an Examination in Public
by a Planning Inspector, who might take the view that the site is not suitable. The site at Overdale is built on. If it is approved for a new hospital,
it will not need to be re-zoned; it could be considered a brownfield site.
Indicating that the site is allocated to the hospital suggests that it has the support of the Planning Department and that it has been analysed
and meets all of the criteria for that purpose. That decision looks like a political one and calls into question the judgement of the Department,
given the information available at the time the Draft Plan was made. Recent images released of the developing design show just how massive
the building(s) will be and many people will be shocked at the impact that will have on the landscape.
In this context I quote from the Draft Plan:
When considering whether a development proposal is in accordance with the plan, it is important to have regard to the plan as a whole and not
to treat a policy or proposal in isolation. It is likely that several policies will be relevant to any development proposal and that some policies can,
seemingly, pull in different directions. This is not a flaw in the system, but simply a product of a complex and wide-ranging plan, and a reflection
of the natural tensions that arise in seeking to meet the community’s economic, social and environmental
objectives. It is for the decision maker to carefully balance the planning merits of a development proposal with the policy requirements of the
plan.
(Introduction, Page 3).
It seems to me that the opportunity to consider policies that might pull in different
directions has not yet arisen and I question that the Island Plan should have lent its weight to the ongoing dilemma for the hospital location and
design at such an early stage.
The Hospital fiasco is a failure of forward Planning by the States of Jersey over the past several decades, including inadequate maintenance of
the existing Health Department estate. The sustainable approach would be to refurbish, improve and extend the existing buildings in Gloucester
Street (as promoted by JEP columnist [REDACTED]). Instead we are about to launch into the most unsustainable building project that the Island
has ever seen. I have seen no evidence of any sustainability strategy put forward by the design team.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYP-W

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

3.18 - Our Hospital and associated sites and infrastructure
The plan presupposes that the hospital will be built at the Overdale site.
I have not yet met anyone who thinks that “our” hospital should be built at Overdale or should be the size shown and the creation of such a
large campus seems to exactly at odds with the future care model shown in C12.
Suggestion: The plan should not predetermine the site for the hospital.

ANONZZ1R2K1Z-Y

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

I do not consider that Policy C13 is appropriate and consider that it should be removed from the draft Island Plan before it is submitted to the
States Assembly for approval. Policy C13 runs contrary to the overall Plan by stating that proposals for a new hospital on the designated site will
be given favourable consideration. This has the potential to override the other safeguards in the draft Plan that are designed to ensure that
developments are appropriate for the location in question. If the plans for the new hospital are appropriate for the Overdale site they should be
able to be judged and approved against the normal Island Plan policies and having a ‘special’ Policy for this site alone has the potential to
undermine the proper planning process.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'

BHLF-ZZ1R2KR2-R

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

We would like to express our objection regarding St Saviour’s Hospital and grounds and Warwick Farm being on the draft island bridging plan
until the plans for the new hospital at Overdale have been resolved.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KDV-E

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

With regard to the Draft Bridging Island Plan, we strongly demand that both St Saviours and Warwick Farm are removed from the island's
development plan until the plans for the new hospital at Overdale have received a planning application, if they ever do.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'

ANONZZ1R2KR1-Q

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

For reasons given above Overdale is not a suitable site for the new hospital. The impact on an area of open space that has significant potential
in other ways would be drastic.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

Firstly I object to the designation of the Overdale site as one for a new hospital BEFORE the planning inquiry is held into an application to build
one there. A recommendation regarding the building of a hospital on the site and the building of a massive access road to reach it has yet to be
made by a planning inspector, after an inquiry and a decision has yet to be made by the Planning Minister.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'

CI6 - Provision and
enhancement of
open space

BHLF-ZZ1R2KCM-4

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

Considering it is one of the most inaccessible sites proposed and requires the destruction of Westmount as well, I am hoping that the planning
inspector will recommend refusal.
Therefore, proposed designation of the site for a hospital should not be included in the Island Plan. The planning inspector should not have his
hands tied. His recommendation should clearly come first.

ANON-ZZ1R2KR5-U

GD 2 - Community
participation in
largescale
development
proposals
Proposal 8 Supplementary
planning guidance:
planning
obligation
agreements

General comments about General development
Pages 189-191 Vol 3 Housing: Affordable Development
The proposal for St Saviours Hospital should be taken out of the Island Plan until the proposed development of Overdale has received planning
permission.
Page 239 Vol 3 St Helier Country Park
Warwick Farm should be removed from the Island Plan until the proposed development of Overdale has received planning permission.

ANON-ZZ1R2KR1-Q

GD 9 – Skyline,
views and vistas

The proposed Overdale development constitutes a wholly unacceptable impact on the skyline, no matter what viewpoint is taken.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD8-G

H5 – Provision of
affordable homes

If the intention is to bulldoze this through, then my specific concerns and recommendations are these:(1) St Saviours is mentioned on pages
189-191. Vol 3. Housing, Affordable Development.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'

Recommendation this site for affordable homes should be taken out of the Draft Island Plan. It should only be considered AFTER planning
permission for the new hospital at Overdale has been approved.

ANON-ZZ1R2KR1-Q

HE5 Conservation of

The proposed enlargement of the Westmount road will cause the loss of an area of historical interest.
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The proposed Overdale development will have a significant impact and unacceptable on biodiversity and will permanently change a vital
landscape.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'

PL1 - Development in Town

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'

archaeological
heritage

ANOZZ12KRQ

NE1 - Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity
NE3 – Landscape
and seascape
character

ANON-ZZ1R2K3X-Y

PL1 - Development
in Town

I write to object to the proposed Overdale Hospital access road planning application to demolish the Bowling Club and to take away a
substantial part of the People's Park in contradiction to the planning principles of preservation and enhancement of community amenity and
open space. Both facilities are outstanding instances of the genre.
PL4(?) - I read at page 9 of the JEP of Friday 2 July 2021 that Jersey Hemp is applying to install 2.4 metre security fencing and a number of of
CCTV cameras at Warwick Farm. I write to register objection to that particular application on the grounds that Warwick Farm is a primary
candidate site for the location of Jersey's new hospital if the present application to locate it at Overdale is rejected (as I believe it should be). A
consent given to the application will both imply a pre-judgment against the use of Warwick Farm as a site for the new hospital and also
prejudice Jersey Hemp if and when the planning application for Overdale is rejected and Warwick Farm is selected in its place.
PL1 - I write also to request that development at either of Warwick Farm or St Saviour's Hospital should be excluded from the Draft Bridging
Plan until plans for the new hospital at Overdale have received planning consent.
PL3 - I request the Planning Minister to make whatever decision is necessary to preserve the facilities at the William Knott Centre at Overdale
and to enable the reinstatement of Samares Ward.

ANON-ZZ1R2KR1-Q

Strategic Proposal
1 - Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

General comments about Introduction and strategic proposals
Proposed new Hospital: we totally agree with the proposals advanced by the Friends of the new Hospital group, namely:
1.
2.
3.

4.

5.

Development at Warwick Farm should be excluded from the Draft bridging Island Plan until plans for the new hospital at Overdale have
received planning permission.
Similarly, development at St Saviours Hospital should be excluded from the Draft Bridging Island Plan until plans for the new hospital have
received planning permission.
Demolition of all buildings at Overdale, whether presently in use or not, should not take place until all services at Overdale have been
transferred to Les Quennevais. Apart from the prevalence of asbestos at Overdale, it would be unsafe to start demolition while patients are
still attending clinics there.
Building and repurposing at Les Quennevais school should not start until plans for the new hospital at Overdale have received planning
permission. To expend a huge sum (c. £17m) on a temporary medical facility cannot be justified when the fate of Overdale remains
uncertain.
The building of a new access road to Overdale should not be approved until a proper Green Travel plan and a Workplace Travel plan have
been presented and until new locations have been found for the Bowling Club and for the Crematorium.

None of the above should be accepted until both an Environmental Impact Assessment and a Health Impact Assessment have been drafted and
made available to all, including the States of Jersey and the public.
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ANON-ZZ1R2KAR-7

Strategic Proposal
1 -Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

Proposal 1 Development at Warwick Farm should be excluded from the draft bridging plan until plans for the new hospital at overdale have
received planning permission.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'

Proposal 2 development at St Saviours should be excluded from the island bridging plan until plans for the new hospital at overdale have
received planning permission
Proposal 3 Demolition of all buildings at overdale whether those are in use or those not in use should not take place until all services at
overdale have been transferred to les queen Eva is. The reason almost all buildings at overdale contain asbestos. In addition it is dangerous for
demolition to start at any location on the site while patients are still attending clinics.
Proposal 4 building and repurposing at les quennevais old school should not start until the plans for the new hospital at overdale have received
planning permission. Reason we may be paying £17 million for what is supposed to be a temporary medical facility at the les quennevais when
the fate of overdale is still uncertain.
Proposal 5 the building of a new access road to overdale should not be approved until a proper green travel plan and a work place travel plan
have been presented and until new locations have been found for the bowling club and the crematorium.

ANON-ZZ1R2K42-T

Strategic Proposal
1 -Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

1.
2.
3.
4.

Development at Warwick Farm and at St Saviours Hospital should be excluded from the Draft Bridging Island Plan until plans for any new
hospital at Overdale have received full planning permission(s).
Demolition of any buildings at Overdale , whether in use or not , should not take place until all services at Overdale have been transferred
to Les Quennevais.
Building and repurposing of Les Quennevais old school should not take place until plans for any new hospital at Overdale have received full
planning permission.
The building of any new access road to Overdale should not be approved until a proper Green Travel plan and Workplace Travel plan have
been presented and until new and suitable locations have been found for the Bowling Club and the existing Crematorium.

ANON-ZZ1R2KS6-W

Strategic Proposal
4 - A west of island
planning
framework

Why was the repurposing of Les Quennevais old school to a medical facility not included in this island plan? Surely this sort of development
should have been included. Was it an after-thought and does this mean that it will not be subject to the planning restrictions as outlined in this
draft bridging plan which covers the period when it will be under construction.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'

ANON-ZZ1R2K2X-X

Strategic Proposal
5 - An
infrastructure
roadmap for Jersey

I do not want either Warwick Farm or St Saviour's Hospital site to be considered or allocated for any development under the Draft Bridging
Island Planning until such time as the plans for the new hospital at Overdale have been submitted and Planning permission has been granted.
Please exclude both sites as above

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'

ANON-ZZ1R2KR1-Q

TT1 - Integrated
safe and inclusive
travel

The proposed enlargement of Westmount road is not justifiable either in terms of need or cost. No such change should be considered in the
absence of a proper Impact Assessment and cost analysis.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'

ANON-ZZ1R2KS6-W

Proposal 22 Future affordable
housing provision

St Saviours old hospital should be excluded from this draft Bridging Island plan until the planning application for the proposed hospital at
Overdale has been approved.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'
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ANON-ZZ1R2KS6-W

Proposal Guidance for
community
participation

Warwick Farm and the proposed St Helier Town park should be excluded from this draft Bridging Island plan until plans for the proposed
hospital at Overdale have received planning approval.

[View full
response]

See SR10 - ‘Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure'

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

CI3 – Our hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

•P55 Planning for Community Needs comes across poorly by referring to “Our Hospital”. Huge amounts are being spent to try persuade
Islanders of the desirability of what “everyone knows” was the choice of the worst option out of those available. “The design of new
development should contribute to the sense of place”. This is precisely what the choice of Westmount as “Our Hospital “doesn’t do. It detracts
from place. By referring to “Our Hospital”. presumably at the instance of the PR department, the credibility of the Plan is reduced.

[View full
response]

See SR 10 - Our hospital and associated sites and infrastructure

Sports facilities: The aim for the Eastern sports centre should be greater. With the unlikelihood of the Island Stadium going ahead, the centre in
the East should be more ambitious in scale to replace many of the facilities lost at the Fort, including the gymnastics centre, as well as provide a
large fitness studio to replace entirely the one at Springfield. Springfield should not be redeveloped into a glorified car park, and the existing
facilities should incorporate community facilities for St Helier north.

[View full
response]

The Minister makes provision for enhanced sports and leisure facilities within
Policy CI5. Beyond the sites identified in the Policy, the draft Plan is supportive
of such development where it is in the defined built-up areas, with scope for
some development outside the built-up area where a coast and countryside
location is necessary and justified. Ensuring the Island meets its sports
facilities needs is a responsibility of the Minister for Economic Development,
Sport and Culture. The Minister for the Environment has been able to include
all sports sites proposed by the Minister for Economic development in the
‘Inspiring active places strategy'.

The paper represents changes to the draft Bridging Island Plan, which in the view of Jersey Sport, are necessary to support improvements to
sports facilities and open spaces, ensuring the Inspiring Active Places Strategy can be delivered.

[View full
response]

See relevant statement responses:

Community and sports facilities
ANONZZ1R2K7A-C

CI4 - Community
facilities and
community
support
infrastructure
CI5 - Sports leisure
and cultural
facilities

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDT-C

CI4 - Community
facilities and
community
support
infrastructure

SR13 Land to the south of Strive, St Peter
Jersey Sport is the lead agency for sport and physical activity on Island and its purpose is to lead champion and enable the playing of sport and
to support islanders to engage in active lifestyles. The Bridging Island Plan shows encouraging steps towards ensuring all development across
the Island considers the need for sport, open space, play and active travel.

SR14 Springfield sports and leisure enhancement area
SR15 FB Fields - proposed sports and leisure enhancement area

The Bridging Island Plan also ensures that both the Inspiring an Active Jersey Strategy and Inspiring Active Places Strategy have been taken into
consideration when developing the document and the policies that underpin it.
Jersey Sport is supportive of the plan and below have made some further representations that we would like the Bridging Island Plan to
consider. These mainly concentrate around the Inspiring Active Places Strategy delivery and ensuring that sites allocated for sport can develop
as required by the sports without being limited by unnecessary constraints.
Jersey Sport launched the Inspiring an Active Jersey strategy in September 2020. One of the key themes of the strategy was Inspiring Active
Places, and the vision of this theme was to ensure islanders have "Inspirational, high quality, accessible facilities, which inspires, supports and
delivers an active Jersey."
It is particularly pleasing that the Bridging Island Plan considers the requirements of Inspiring Active Places and protects both current and future
areas for sport. The representations below aim to ensure the position of the geographical locations are strengthened as key sporting venues
and to ensure they can be developed to meet the needs of the sport and active islanders in their communities.
The site, which surrounds Jersey Rugby club and the new Strive facility, is a critical area for sport currently and could also be a key expansion
area for implementing the aims and ambitions of Inspiring Active Places (IAP).
There will undoubtedly be a requirement in the medium-term for the redevelopment of the rugby club site either to solely meet the needs of
the rugby or as a considered location for a future Island Stadium.
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Strive has demonstrated that there is an appetite for private investment in sports facilities that can serve both private members and the wider
community, and as IAP brings forward the ambitions of the strategy, private funding will continue to be key in executing the plans, particularly
the ambition for an Island Stadium which will require private financing.
Strive is currently working with the IAP project team to create a new hybrid pitch and three courts indoor netball facility adjacent to the existing
Strive facility. This privately funded expansion development would provide a much-needed home for netball and provide the quality of pitch
required to attract top-level teams to the Island. If netball is accommodated through private funding at this location, then it reduces the public
money required to deliver Inspiring Active Places and is also able to deliver this without a gap in the current provision when they leave Les
Ormes in 2023.
The pitch provision would ensure that the already world-class gym facilities available for performance sport could be matched with an available
playing surface. It is also possible that as a second phase, a stadium could be built around the pitch and become the Island Stadium Solution.
The site shown on the map in appendix A is significant for developing sport and the delivery of IAP in the short, medium, and long term. The
red lines outline future ambitions for creating a Western Sports Campus, an extensive mix of outdoor pitches and indoor provisions. The purple
hatched area outlines the short to medium-term requirements for developing sport on this site and centres around the possible expansion of
Strive.
Requested Revisions - we would like the Bridging Island Plan team to consider making the following amendments to the plan.
1.
2.

Include the fields highlighted in the purple hatch area in the Bridging Island Plan and designate them as available for development for
sport and/or open space. For clarity, these are field numbers P789B, P898 and P789A
Note that in future Island Plans, the area highlighted in red may be redesignated for development for sport and/or open space. For clarity,
these are field numbers P789B, P898, P789A, P899, P789, P900, P897, P896, P797, P905, P904, P901, P901A.

Springfield Stadium has been the home of football for many years and, in the medium-term, will be required to continue as a viable football
stadium to service the needs of the Jersey Football Association and the Jersey Bulls.
Jersey Bulls have entered themselves into the English league system, and as they move up the league steps, there are increased ground
requirements that they must adhere to to participate in leagues. They will likely be promoted several times in the next five years, and this means
that there is an absolute requirement to develop Springfield to ensure that it can meet the needs of English league football.
Jersey Sport would like the Bridging Island Plan to ensure that Springfield Stadium can be developed and that the primary purpose of the site at
Springfield is to serve as a football stadium. While the park provision is important, it cannot stand in the way or sabotage the need for
Springfield to continue to act as our only football stadium on the Island.
Inspiring active places outlines a longer-term ambition to have a joint Island Stadium for both rugby and football, and if this is achieved at that
stage, Springfield can be developed as a Community Park and Community Centre. In the lifespan of this Bridging Island Plan, it is paramount
that development is allowed for the purpose only of ensuring that Springfield Stadium can remain a compliant football venue as dictated by the
stadium requirements laid out by each tier of English Football.
In doing so, every attempt will be made to maximise open space and community access to the venue for those who live in the community.
C15 – Sports, leisure and cultural facilities
(page 242 BIP)
Point 3 - Springfield Stadium – but only where the redevelopment maintains or increases the proportion of freely accessible outdoor space for
use by the public.
Requested Revision – is to remove the sentence highlighted in red. It is requested this sentence is replaced with "but only where the
redevelopment or expansion can demonstrate it is essential to ensure the stadium can continue to meet the need of football on Island and to
ensure the stadium can comply with the required ground standards or to function as a sport and fitness venue. The development scheme must
also demonstrate any loss of green space is minimised and offset by community activity within the programme of the expanded/altered venue.
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[View full
response]

See statement response: SR12 Field MN727 – Proposed sports and leisure site

[View full
response]

These considerations are catered for in Policy CI5, including a requirement to
ensure that a leisure offer in town is safeguarded.

FB Fields is a significantly important location for both outdoor and indoor sport on the Island. It currently houses athletics, table tennis, football,
cricket, and outdoor netball courts and has several changing areas on site.
FB Field has an important role to play long into the future but would benefit from a master plan to ensure its social value as a sports park and
wellbeing park can be realised.
In recent times a considerable amount of social housing has been created in St Clements, but access to open park space is extremely limited.
With remodelling, FB can act as a sport and wellbeing park to provide much-needed open and play space.
Any remodelling would have to ensure the current sports are accommodated onsite or agree to alternative provisions. FB Fields Sport and
Wellbeing Park were not included originally as an IAP project, but IAP did highlight that there would be a need to develop current outdoor
venues. This is being accelerated due to the lack of provision of open space in the East. FB Sport and Wellbeing Park will be added to IAP as a
key delivery project.
FB Fields is also a critical link for the Eastern Cycle Network, and a remodelling of the site is required to allow this to happen.
Policy C15 (page 242 BIP)
Requested Revision – add the FB Fields Site, including the car park area, to the Bridging Island Plan in Policy C15 and designated it as a sports
and leisure enhancement area. Permit the site's development for sport, open space, active travel routes and play and support facilities such as
changing, café and community rooms.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDJ-2

CI4 - Community
facilities and
community
support
infrastructure

I have been instructed by the owner of Field 727, St. Martin to request that this land be put on the agenda for consideration for future
development in the new Island Plan Review.

CI5 - Sports,
leisure and cultural
facilities

The majority of the building will be designed primarily as an open plan cricketing center, providing training, coaching and playing facilities for
men, women and children including a center of excellence. The proposed facility will overlook and compliment and run in conjunction with the
Farmers Cricket Club.

The proposals would involve the land being rezoned for sport and leisure to provide an indoor cricket venue with supporting health, fitness and
well being activities to include studios, a modern well equipped gymnasium, toilets and shower rooms.

As your records will show in 2003 the adjacent field was granted permission to create the Farmers Cricket Field followed by the construction of
the Cricket Pavilion in 2005 and a full cricket season has been played there ever since.
My client is a founder member of the club which now runs 2 x U11 teams, 2 x U13 teams, 1 x U15 team, 4 adult league teams and an active social
team. Pre covid the club entertained several touring sides every summer.
As a result of the dedication of its members the field is rated as one of the worlds best associate cricket grounds by the International Cricket
Council (ICC) and hosts all international teams when the ICC tournaments are held in Jersey. Once again the club will host the inter insular
matches this year.
The vision is that the Centre will be a privately funded state of the art cricket, sport and wellbeing hub as there is a shortfall in facilities serving
the north and east of the island.

ANONZZ1R2K3C-A

CI5 - Sports leisure
and cultural
facilities

CI5 - Sports leisure and cultural facilities
Leave Fort Regent as a Sporting and Leisure facility for the public of this island. A luxury hotel and Casino WILL NOT BE USED by the ordinary
folk of Jersey. Build an icing skating rink that can be used all year round. Leave the Sporting Clubs to continue to use the facility, they have been
using the site for over 40 years. As you are now taking the cinema away from the Waterfront build one at the Fort. Why don't you care about
the ordinary residents of this island, why don't you listen to us instead of continuing to go headlong into useless schemes.
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ANONZZ1R2KJ5-K

CI5 - Sports leisure
and cultural
facilities

Jersey would benefit from a high quality art gallery, located at the Waterfront, which would be a significant tourist attraction and cultural
amenity (similar, for example, to the Pompidou Centre on the Malaga waterfront).

[View full
response]

The plan supports the delivery of new cultural facilities in the built-up area.
The heritage status of buildings will be considered in accordance the Historic
Environment chapter.

[View full
response]

The Minister considers this to be appropriately provided for in the draft plan.

The listed dome of Fort Regent - which is a Jersey landmark - should be retained in any future development project there.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

CI5 - Sports,
leisure and cultural
facilities

C15 – Sports, leisure and cultural facilities
This policy should also allow for the appropriate and sympathetic provision of facilities that aid the understanding and enjoyment of Jersey’s
heritage but are not currently open to the public and/or having the benefit of existing facilities. It is suggested therefore that an additional point
(3) is added:
“3. Closely related to and sympathetic to the appropriate enjoyment and understanding of a heritage or environmental asset, and not to the
detriment of the asset.”

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6W-1

CI5 - Sports,
leisure and cultural
facilities

In collaboration with the Government of Jerseys’ ‘Inspiring Active Places’ (IAP) strategy, Strive intends to add to the facilities it currently provides
for the community. The acquisition and development of land to the south of the existing Strive facility will allow us to again provide facilities that
can be used for both community and commercial good showcasing the island globally, creating inward investment, assisting with the education
of local children and support local athletes. Strive is currently working with the IAP project team to create a new hybrid pitch and a three court
indoor netball facility adjacent to the existing Strive facility. This privately funded expansion development would provide a much-needed home
for netball, involving hundreds of local adults and children every week, improve the quality of provision for local sports and provide the quality
of pitch required to attract top-level teams to the Island. We at Strive have solely used private investment to develop our facilities that can serve
both private members and the wider Jersey community, particularly thousands of local children annually. Private funding will continue to be key
in executing our plans, and particularly the ambition for an Island Netball Arena and Stadium for which we intend to work closely with the Jersey
Sport IAP team to develop. We have received many approaches from elite teams from a wide variety of sports wishing to travel to Jersey to host
training camps. The economic benefit for the island is enormous and has been demonstrated by the recent visit of the British & Irish Lions which
generated huge positive interest globally and much needed inward investment. In a post pandemic world this will only increase and we intend
to provide facilities now as the greatest benefactor is the local population which will use these facilities 95% of the time. The provision of a
hybrid elite standard pitch would ensure that the already world-class gym facilities available for performance sport could be matched with an
available playing surface. It is also possible that as a second phase, a stadium could be built around the pitch and become the Island Stadium
Solution.

[View full
response]

See relevant statement response SR13 Land to the south of Strive, St Peter

ANONZZ1R2KEZ-K

CI5 – Sports,
leisure and cultural
facilities

We have time and time again approached the planners about providing the St Clement Sports Club with sporting facilities (football pitch,
netball courts, parking). Their club backs on to our redundant glasshouse site. There has always been little or no interest in these schemes. It
would seem that publicly it is something the government want to promote but in reality there is no encouragement or dialogue on how this can
be achieved. This is a real shame because the east of the island could benefit from this type of facility.

[View full
response]

The 'Inspiring an Active Jersey Strategy and associated Inspiring Active Places
Strategy takes a strategic approach to addressing the need for a range of
sports facilities across the Island. New sports facilities will be supported in the
built-up area and in the identified 'sports and leisure enhancement areas'.
Sites outside the built-up area will only be supported when a coast or
countryside location is necessary and justified. A case can therefore be made
through the planning process, which will also be tested for its appropriateness
relative to the spatial strategy (SP2, PL5), landscape character (NE3), amongst
other relevant issues.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

CI5 – Sports,
leisure and cultural
facilities

The plan states that “The provision of new attractions, and the improvement of existing attractions, will help Jersey to retain and grow its
tourism market share, and be attractive to different types of visitor”. Visit Jersey strongly welcomes this view, noting that this sentiment needs to
translate into a pragmatic and flexible approach to proposed developments to ensure that the tourism industry has the scope for product
development to enable innovation which meets the needs of our best prospect visitor segments. It is important that there is sufficient scope to
develop attractions outside of the built-up area too. Some of the island’s current visitor attractions which are located outside of the built-up
area may not be approved under the current approach suggested in the Island Plan, which is concerning in terms of the future of potential new
future attractions.

[View full
response]

The Minister is grateful for the positive comments made about the intent of
the plan to support the development of sports leisure and cultural facilities.
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The Minister does not accept that greater flexibility should explicitly be
provided for higher-intensity uses in the countryside, which would be at odds
with the spatial strategy and need to protect the landscape character of the
coast and countryside (SP2, PL5, NE3), but does note that additional flexibility
for such development is provided.
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Fort Regent is an iconic space. Many suggestions have been made over the years as to what use the site will be developed for in the future.
Whether this is eventually developed into a casino, conference centre, exhibition venue, botanical gardens or another leisure or cultural space,
there is a good opportunity for innovative development of this space that will contribute to the visitor experience.
Arts and culture play a very important role in tourism, with cultural tourism being one of the largest and fastest-growing global tourism markets.
Cultural attractions in the UK such as the Tutankhamun exhibition and David Hockney retrospective drew huge visitor numbers. Investment in
Jersey’s cultural proposition can have beneficial economic and social impacts and the provision of more exhibition, gallery and performance
space would be welcomed and would attract more visitors throughout the year.
Facilities such as Strive are really important in terms of enabling Jersey to be selected to host events such as the British & Irish Lions tour which
facilitates the promotion of Jersey internationally. In addition, hosting events such as the Super League Triathlon also attracts elite athletes to
the island. These types of high-profile sporting events help to put Jersey on the map to a more diverse audience and can help to increase
visitation during the shoulder months, reducing seasonality.
The Island Plan makes specific reference to low intensity leisure in the countryside and around the coast. There are examples from the UK of
outdoor-based leisure facilities such as Rutland Aqua Park and New Forest Water Park which provide outdoor family-friendly fun. Not all of the
activities here would be considered ‘low intensity’ such as wakeboarding and inflatable aquaparks, but they make use of existing natural assets
such as lakes, tracks and trails to provide an active, fun and outdoor experience for both residents and visitors alike. Jersey has numerous
reservoirs and other natural assets that can be used for leisure activities, and whilst we agree that protecting the landscape is important, we
note that limiting this to ‘low intensity’ activities only may be restrictive and that proposals should be reviewed on a case-by-case basis.

Provision, protection and enhancement of open space
ANONZZ1R2K3C-A

CI6 - Provision and
enhancement of
open space

From now on include balconies on every flat you build. If people can't have a garden leave them have that little space to relax, have a coffee,
read, a snooze outside, grow a few plants flowers or veg, a couple of tomato plants won't take much room.

[View full
response]

All residential development, save for exceptional circumstances, should
provide adequate outdoor space through gardens, balconies and communal
areas. This will be delivered through Policy CI6 and in accordance with
published supplementary planning guidance.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

CI6 - Provision and
enhancement of
open space

C16 - Provision and enhancement of open space

[View full
response]

The proposed additional words are considered superfluous: the off-site
contribution could be through either new or enhanced space, and the
adequacy/appropriateness of such will be considered in the assessment of a
proposal.

C19- Countryside
access and
awareness

“the provision of public open space will be required, to the benefit of the wider community, through an off-site contribution which either
provides additional open space or enhances existing provision”

CI6 - Provision and
enhancement of
open space

3.19 - CI6 – Provision and enhancement of open space

[View full
responses]

See ‘Community facilities and open space: assessment of sites’ for the
assessment and justification for including Warwick farm for this proposed
future use.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and accepts the point that enhanced open spaces would
be particularly beneficial to local centres which are presently deficient. Policy
CI6 supports the provision of new and enhanced open space where this is

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYP-W

The Trust considers that the policy should be amended as follows:

This proposes the retention of Warwick Farm for use for a Country Park for St Helier.
This seems to be at odds with other policies as it would be away from most of the population who would have to travel up hill to use it.
Suggestion: Jersey would benefit more from protecting its countryside and having more open space/ Parks in town near the people who want
to use them.
The plan identifies the green land at Westmount as warranting protection. This is welcome. The urbanisation of this would remove one of the
few green spaces on the coastal road between Jubilee park and Rocqueberg.

ANONZZ1R2K7A-C

CI6 - Provision and
enhancement of
open space

Grands Vaux: the long-term plan should go further and have an eventual goal to create a St Peter's Valley style path all the way from Grands
Vaux Réservoir to the lanes near Trinity in the north with the aim for further walking / cycling leeks to be looked into after that completion onto
the rest of Trinity.CI6: There should be an aim to provide new accessible open spaces wherever possible. St John needs a village green similar to
St Lawrence, St Peter and St Ouen. A very positive development is the St Martin village green, for example. A new all-ages park facility is needed
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

Selected
policies

Comments

Proposal 26 Access to Grands
Vaux Reservoir and
valley

within access of Les Quennevais. A park or gardens should be provided somewhere between Gorey Common and Howard Davis Park. A new
dog park should be provided somewhere in the island, a protected place where dogs can roam leash-free, with appropriate play facilities too.

CI6 - Provision and
enhancement of
open space

CI6 – Provision and enhancement of open space and CI9 – Countryside access and awareness:

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response
proposed, and policy CI8 seeks the delivery of more play space where largerscale new residential development is to take place.

[View full
response]

The Minister is grateful for the support indicated for these policies.

[View full
response]

See ‘Community facilities and open space: assessment of sites’ for the
assessment and justification for including Warwick farm for this proposed
future use.

[View full
response]

The Minister has considered this site and the points raised, however,
maintains that this is a strategically important site both for open space and
the setting of the historic harbour as set out and justified in: Community
facilities and open space: assessment of sites report and therefore wishes to
maintain the proposed designation as protected open space.

The AJA supports these Policies, particularly proposal to designate Grand Vaux reservoir and valley as a strategic countryside access site which is
imaginative and welcome.

CI9 - Countryside
access and
awareness

BHLF-ZZ1R2KV9-3

Proposal 25 - St
Helier Country
Park

I also oppose the concept of a ‘Country Park.’ Again, a ‘park’ is an urban term.
I would prefer to retain the ‘Green Zone’ as this describes the vital areas of agricultural land and ‘green space’ more appropriately.
Park definition and meaning | Collins English Dictionary...
‘A park is a public area of land with grass and trees, usually in a town, where people go in
order to relax and enjoy themselves.’

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYH-N

CI7 - Protected
open space

Steam Clock
Ports of Jersey request that the Bridging Island Plan makes a site-specific positive designation for the Steam Clock site as a residential
development opportunity, to include a mix of visitor accommodation, retail and other town centre uses. The site performs well against the
assessment criteria, and both the South West St Helier Framework and the Urban Character Assessment Review acknowledge the site as a
development opportunity.
The development of the Steam Clock site can maintain views of the harbour and improve connectivity between the centre of St Helier and its
traditional waterside. The site can also have synergies with the development of New North Quay, creating a critical-mass and a unique
opportunity to deliver a high-quality sustainable development which can include public spaces and support a new residential community in a
vibrant environment. If this is not agreeable, then an acceptable fall-back position would be to maintain the policy context from the current
adopted Island Plan and, for the reasons set out in this submission, not include the site as Protected Open Space.

As set out in Policy CI7 there are a series of considerations which may allow
some appropriate development on this land to take place subject to
assessment of a planning application and consideration as to how far the
tests of the policy are met.

Ports of Jersey made representations to the Bridging Island Plan (BIP) “Call for sites” phase in spring 2020, seeking to have the Steam Clock site
identified as an opportunity for housing / visitor accommodation / retail use. In response, the Government of Jersey issued a paper: “Housing
Land Availability and Assessment of Sites” which, in relation to NNQ, identifies the following:
Spatial score: 4 / 4; Suitability score 5 / 5; Landscape score 7 / 7; Existing Use score 1 / 5; TOTAL 17 / 21
Following the review of circa 330 sites presented in the Call For Sites review, the Government of Jersey now propose in the BIP to rezone 16 sites
(which are all, except one, greenfield sites in agricultural use) and none of these achieve a score from the assessment process which exceeds the
Steam Clock site.
In relation to the “Existing Use” score of 1/5, the site is not designated / protected for any purposes or use in the adopted Island Plan. It is ‘white
land” within the Built-Up Area of the Town for St Helier, and outside the Port Operational Area. This is markedly different from the two areas of
land to the north of the road, being Liberation Square and Weighbridge Square, which are both areas of Protected Open Space in the current
Island Plan – whereas the Steam Clock site is not.
The “existing use” score seems to put to one-side the fact that the Urban Character Appraisal Review 2021 identifies the Steam Clock as a site
where development is envisaged, and which requires a Proposed Design Guide. Indeed, the Ministerially adopted Supplementary Planning
Guidance in the South West St Helier Framework (para A1.25) is quite clear that : “In the short-term, it is envisaged that development
opportunities at La Folie and the site of the Steam Clock will arise.”
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Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

Policy Cl6 and CI8 deals with this issue – the Bridging Island Plan states that
open space is a valuable and integral part of the environment in which we all
live, playing an important role in our daily lives. …. Open space is a valuable
and integral part of the environment in which we all live, playing an important
role in our daily lives. Policy GD6 seeks the integration of open space within
any design for new development.

Both these documents, and the position in the adopted Island Plan, currently support this site as a development opportunity, which should be
reflected in its “Existing Use” score and should support a positive designation in the BIP, reflecting the submission made by the Ports of Jersey. It
is also obviously noted that not only is the site not proposed to be taken-forward as a development opportunity but the BIP now seeks to
confer a “Protected Open Space” designation onto the site – which is (when considering the stated development potential of the site) an
unnecessarily negative designation.
The text at page 240 of the BIP sets out that the proposed designation of the site as Protected Open Space is as a result of a number of factors,
including: - the findings of the Outdoor Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study (July 2008); - a more recent quantitative audit of open space
in Town; and - the Call for Sites consultation. It is quite clear that the proposed designation is not as a result of the Call for Sites consultation,
and neither is the Steam Clock site mentioned in the Outdoor Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study.
The remaining reference in the BIP is to the July 2018 “St Helier Open Space Audit” work however, the status of this document is unclear, as it
does not appear to have been subject to any engagement or consultation, neither do the recommendations seem to have been endorsed by
the Minister. The Steam Clock appears in the Audit as “civic space” but in the same document there is a clear acknowledgement that there is no
quantitative standard for the amount of civic space a town should have. In relation to the Steam Clock site, the Audit identifies that:
“Protection of this space and in turn, preservation of a view that exposes a glimpse of our rich maritime heritage, should be considered.”
The Steam Clock site is not a well-used space, there is no quantitative ‘need’ for it as a civic space and, as is identified in the Audit, there is an
opportunity for new civic spaces to be delivered elsewhere in the waterfront area as part of the South West St Helier Framework. Further, the
development of the Steam Clock site does not necessarily mean that the views to the harbour will be lost. Reconnecting the site with the town
centre can support the ‘rich maritime heritage’ and acknowledging the site as a development opportunity is a mechanism to deliver these
positive outcomes.
The position of the Ports of Jersey remains that a positive designation as a residential-led development opportunity, to include a mix of other
town centre uses, such as visitor accommodation and retail, is entirely appropriate for the Steam Clock site. However, if this is not agreeable,
then an acceptable fall-back position would be to maintain the policy context from the adopted Island Plan and, for the reasons set out above,
not to include the site as Protected Open Space

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

CI6 – Provision and
enhancement of
open space

Public open space
The creation of public open space, children's play space and space for nature should also be at the core of this island plan. Any development
which does not enhance one or more of these three essential issues must be rejected.
These issues are central to human health and wellbeing. Together with the climate emergency and the biodiversity crisis, human health and
wellbeing must be the drivers of development proposals.
The Interim Island plan proposed a number of sites to be developed, particularly for housing. A set of criteria must be developed to evaluate
each site in order to assess is suitability for development, and to understand the wider impacts on landscape, human wellbeing, climate and
biodiversity.
Each site must have a significant justification for development and a full assessment of the wider impacts of the development must be provided,
before any site is approved.
Several sites contribute to the impression of 'ribbon development' and destroy open space which currently breaks up the development pattern
of the island, Any site which contributes to the impression of ribbon development must remain undeveloped.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KRZ-Z

CI7 - Protected
open space

We the undersigned wish to express our support for Field 630 in the Parish of St. Ouen to be rezoned as a Protected Open Space within the
future Island Plan.

[View full
response]

See statement response: SR18 Field O630 protected open space

BHLF-ZZ1R2KKX-Q

CI7 - Protected
open space

C17-pg. 241. Further protected open spaces have been made at the steam clock.

[View full
response]

The south West St Helier Planning Framework SPG provides guidance for the
regeneration of this part of town.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Community infrastructure | 25

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

The reference to community benefit is essentially a public interest test, which
is a legitimate consideration and follows specified purpose and intent of the
Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 2002.

My comment- propose this includes commercial buildings becomes a green space rather than flats. As proposed in the below link,
https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Planning%20and%20building/SPG%20%20FINAL%20Southwest%20St%20Helier%20Planning%20Fr of which can be found on the following link https://waddington.je/clients/

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

CI7 - Protected
open space

C17 – Protected open space
The “community benefit” exception is highly subjective and should be removed. If the open space designated as “protected” does not deserve
this status, the designation should be removed from it and then proposals would be considered on Policy H8 or C14 grounds.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KCG-X

CI7 - Protected
open space

We the undersigned wish to express our support for Field 630 in the Parish of St. Ouen to be rezoned as a Protected Open Space within the
future Island Plan.

[View full
response]

See statement response: SR18 Field O630 protected open space

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNR-M

CI7 - Protected
open space

I wholly support any plans to designate Field 630, in St. Ouen, as a Protected Open Space. The area around this pleasant field is already densely
built upon, and any development on this site will further diminish the remaining rural environment in the centre of the village, of what was once
a truly country Parish.

[View full
response]

See statement response: SR18 Field O630 protected open space

The field runs along a busy road, and is very much subject to noise from traffic, and not at all suitable as plot to build homes for the elderly on. I
live along this stretch of road, and know this from having to endure the sound of vehicles roaring by.
I hope you will go ahead and rezone this field, thus saving it for posterity as much needed environmentally friendly space.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDA-S

CI7 - Protected
open space

We the undersigned wish to express our support for Field 630 in the Parish of St. Ouen to be rezoned as a Protected Open Space within the
future Island Plan.

[View full
response]

See statement response: SR18 - Field O630 - protected open space
designation

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDZ-J

CI7 - Protected
open space

We the undersigned wish to express our support for Field 630 in the Parish of St. Ouen to be rezoned as a Protected Open Space within the
future Island Plan.

[View full
response]

See statement response: SR18 - Field O630 - protected open space
designation

BHLF-ZZ1R2KCX-F

CI7 - Protected
open space

We the under signed wish to express our support for Field 630 in the Parish of St. Ouen to be rezoned as a Protected Open Space within the
future Island Plan.

[View full
response]

See statement response: SR18 - Field O630 - protected open space
designation

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDH-Z

CI7 - Protected
open space

We the undersigned wish to express our support for Field 630 in the Parish of St. Ouen to be rezoned as a Protected Open Space within the
future Island Plan.

[View full
response]

See statement response: SR18 - Field O630 - protected open space
designation

BHLF-ZZ1R2KC4-B

CI7 - Protected
open space

We the undersigned wish to express our support for Field 630 in the Parish of St. Ouen to be rezoned as a Protected Open Space within the
future Island Plan.

[View full
response]

See statement response: SR18 - Field O630 - protected open space
designation

BHLF-ZZ1R2KXR-X

CI7 - Protected
open space

We the undersigned wish to express our support for Field 630 in the Parish of St. Ouen to be rezoned as a Protected Open Space within the
future Island Plan.

[View full
response]

See statement response: SR18 - Field O630 - protected open space
designation

BHLF-ZZ1R2KCR-9

CI7 - Protected
open space

We the under signed wish to express our support for Field 630 in the Parish of St. Ouen to be rezoned as a Protected Open Space within the
future Island Plan.

[View full
response]

See statement response: SR18 - Field O630 - protected open space
designation

BHLF-ZZ1R2KRD-A

CI7 – Protected
open space

We the undersigned wish to express our support for Field 630 in the Parish of St. Ouen to be rezoned as a Protected Open Space within the
future Island Plan.

[View full
response]

See statement response: SR18 - Field O630 - protected open space
designation

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Community infrastructure | 26

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

BHLF-ZZ1R2KX4-Z

CI7 – Protected
open space

We the undersigned wish to express our support for Field 630 in the Parish of St. Ouen to be rezoned as a Protected Open Space within the
future Island Plan.

[View full
response]

See statement response: SR18 - Field O630 - protected open space
designation

ANONZZ1R2KX9-5

CI7 – Protected
open space

Submission attached re Field O630.

[View full
response]

See statement response: SR18 - Field O630 - protected open space
designation

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVH-J

CI7 Protect open
space

We, the under signed, wish to express our support for Field 630, in the Parish of St Ouen, to be rezoned as a Protected Open Space within the
future Island Plan

[View full
response]

See statement response: SR18 - Field O630 - protected open space
designation

BHLF-ZZ1R2KX8-4

H5 - Provision of
affordable homes

We the under signed, wish to express our support for Field 630, in the Parish of St. Ouen, to be rezoned as a Protected Open Space within the
future Island Plan.

[View full
response]

See statement response: SR18 - Field O630 - protected open space
designation

ANONZZ1R2K8V-2

CI8 - Space for
children and play

The government should do more to provide a safe place with fun activities for children to take part (aside from parks). An indoor play area is
much needed. At the moment you can only access indoor play areas privately, which the government should either support and bring the prices
down, or make alternatives arrangements. Jersey is only sunny 1/4 of the year, so on the other 3/4, the parks won't be much help for parents
and children.

[View full
response]

The draft Bridging Island Plan positively supports the delivery of new indoor
leisure facilities (Policy CI5 - Sports leisure and cultural facilities). The draft
Plan also proposes the introduction of a new policy (Policy CI8 - space for
children and play) that will seek to achieve a contribution towards new space
for children to play. The policy is clear that this is not limited to outdoor
space, and provision should be developed having regard to the needs of
children.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

CI9 - Countryside
access and
awareness

C19 – Countryside access and awareness

[View full
response]

The Minister notes this point and highlights that the framework of plan will
seek to deal with these issues.

CI9 - Countryside
access and
awareness

C19 - Countryside access and awareness

[View full
response]

The Minister for the Environment has developed and published the
Countryside Access Strategy (2016) (non-planning document), which was
subject to public and stakeholder engagement through its development and
maintains a working group with sector representatives. The draft Bridging
Island Plan embraces the ambition of this strategy into Policy CI9, but this
does not override private property rights.

Proposal - Access
to Grands Vaux
Reservoir and
valley

General comments about Natural environment

[View full
response]

The Minister notes these points and recognises the significance of
biodiversity, which will be appropriately considered as and when plans are
further developed.

[View full
response]

Noted – the Plan has a specific policy to both allow for protection, provision
and improvement of open space

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVMQ

BHLF-ZZ1R2KP8-V

Whilst the Trust supports the encouragement of access to the coast and countryside, it is important that the provision of facilities and the scale
of use are appropriate and do not cause or aggravate conflict between different users, residents and visitors, or have a harmful impact on
biodiversity, landscape or historic assets.

The JFU believes that there should be much more stakeholder involvement before promoting access to the countryside. Farmers and
landowners should be consulted before proposals are put forward to allow more access to what is essentially a workplace for rural businesses.

At present there are very few large sites in Jersey where nature is put first with minimal and controlled incursion by humans.
This is potentially a fantastic opportunity to emulate the success of Grouville Marsh and create another key wild life sanctuary. This would be a
major step in our commitment to the International Convention on Biological Diversity 1992.Therefore we don’t agree with the concept that this
would be opened up as another route to the North of the Island.

ANON-ZZ1R2KFV-G

CI6 – Provision and
enhancement of
open space

Maintenance of green spaces is very important as well as minimising the use of private vehicles but continued urbanisation of existing urban
areas needs to be minimised. St Helier in particular should have more thoughtful development with green spaces incorporated. Housing should
not be built on a site just because it is on the edge of the existing area of urbanisation.
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Designing for the New Normal – EYECAN’s response

[View full
response]

The Minister is grateful for these points being raised. The Plan does require
accessibility and inclusivity, which should be capable of addressing those
matters raised which are relevant to planning. This is further supported by
States Member amendments 21, 22, 23 and 24. See relevant statement
responses:

General community comments
BHLF-ZZ1R2KG1-C

CI4 - Community
facilities and
community
support
infrastructure

Whilst EYECAN commends the expressed aims of reducing carbon emissions and promoting healthy lifestyles, some of the proposals outlined in
Designing for the New Normal present concerns in respect to Islanders with sight loss.
These are explained below.

CI6 - Provision and
enhancement of
open space

•
•
•
•

•
•
•

•

•

•
•

Street furniture
Pop up kiosks / al fresco dining can be hazardous to pedestrians with sight loss, and may impact on their regular routes. Often routes are
rehearsed before they can be tackled confidently, so changes to routes can be debilitating.
Street furniture in some areas changes throughout the day, with pop up bollards, A frames, tables and chairs etc being moved / removed,
so that it is not always possible to anticipate either hazards or a clear path. Inconsistency in the environment can create risk.
Barriers could be used to define and enclose areas, to steer pedestrians away from al fresco dining, for instance. However, if barriers are
open at the base they may not be detected by a cane user unless the cane collides with the posts at either end of the barrier. The foot of
the post may itself create a trip hazard.
Barriers should be solid and without any trip hazards. Bollards and barriers should clearly contrast with their environment so that they are
easier to detect by pedestrians with sight loss.
Silent vehicles
Silent vehicles (electric vehicles and bicycles) pose a risk to pedestrians with sight loss as they may not be seen until the last moment, and
they may not be heard approaching. A recent accident involving a cyclist and pedestrian on the Waterfront cycle path resulted in the
pedestrian sustaining a broken back. Clearly there is potential for an accident between cyclists and pedestrians to cause life changing
injuries.
Being startled by a cyclist can cause an accident to a pedestrian with sight loss. If travel comes to seem too frightening and hazardous,
pedestrians with sight loss may lose confidence and choose not to venture out, which would detrimentally impact their independence and
their wellbeing.
Some cyclists already pose a risk to pedestrians with sight loss through unlawful use of pedestrian areas and pavements. By authorising use
of cycles in designated areas there is a risk that more cyclists will think they have carte blanche in all pedestrian areas, thereby increasing
the risk to pedestrians with sight loss, and all other pedestrians. The police have already acknowledged that it is difficult to deal effectively
with this problem. (see JEP article page 4 on 07.10.’20 – questions in States following serious accident involving pedestrian and cyclist.)
Guide dogs
Guide dogs are trained to guide their owners safely across roads onto pavements, however they become confused in areas where vehicles
and pedestrians have dual access.

SR 05 - Disability inclusion - strategic and general policies
SR 38 - Disability inclusion - homes for independent living
SR 41 - Disability inclusion in the historic environment
SR 42 - Disability inclusion in active travel

Designated tracks
•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Designated cycle tracks and designated pedestrian areas in town may help, but these should be clearly defined with contrasting colour, and
be consistent in the way they are laid out. Routes should also be as simple as possible, and not require pedestrians to make frequent
crossings.
However, designated pedestrian areas would crowd pedestrians together. Pedestrians with sight loss need space to help them to interpret
what is happening in the environment around them, and to enable cane use.
Delivery, and Blue Badge, vehicles
Delivery and Blue Badge vehicles using reduced vehicle spaces would not be anticipated and would therefore pose a risk to pedestrians
with sight loss, particularly as Jersey Post vehicles are electric. Over time complacency may create increased problems, with drivers taking
greater liberties or driving with less care.
Drop off areas
If drop off areas in Town are reduced because of change of use, others will need to be created to allow pedestrians with disability swift
access to shopping areas.
Crossings
With increased silent vehicles using roads and designated tracks, more crossing places will need to be installed to ensure pedestrians with
sight loss can manage to cross safely. Controlled crossings are the safest option as these feature tactile dials beneath the control box to
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[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments made and the plan makes explicit provision
to provide for better, well-connected places which meet the needs of the
community.

inform pedestrians when it is safe to cross. Other crossings can presume that eye contact can be made to communicate intention between
pedestrian and driver.
Crossings would require tactile markers on the pavements nearby to inform pedestrians with sight loss that they are approaching the
crossing and dropped kerbs to guide them to the crossing point.

Consultation
Whilst EYECAN is happy to advocate for its client group on this matter, this should not be regarded as negating the need to consult directly with
Islanders with sight loss, or other disabilities.
Please see:
https://apple.news/A9n1J2QohRGeT3cSSztmSCQ
https://www.transportforall.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Pave-The-Way-full-report.pdf

ANON-ZZ1R2KR7-W

CI6 - Provision and
enhancement of
open space

The Bridging Island Plan’s acknowledgment of the concepts of ‘liveability of an area’, ‘20-minute neighbourhoods’ and ‘green infrastructure’ is
welcome. This recognises that as intensity of urban development increases these concepts offer means to address the enhanced need to
provide improved amenity space outside the household dwelling. This provision will inevitably be principally in the public domain.

CI7 - Protect open
space

Such provision is particularly important for the less-advantaged households who will be disproportionally impacted by the progressively
constrained and confined housing options. Options in which meaningful amenity space for children will be at best marginal or, at worst,
effectively absent. The potential lifelong negative impacts of limited amenity options for children, and the consequent longer term dis-benefit
for ‘society’ in Jersey should be a priority guiding theme for the Island Plan.

CI8 - Space for
children and play

Two examples illustrate potential improvements to the Draft BIP within this context.
CI9 - Country
access and
awareness
CI10 - Allotments

In respect of ‘operationalising the plan’, it ought to be clear that the plan can
only actively respond – or drive – issues which are within the vires of the
Planning and Building Law. For example, the future use of the road network is
the responsibility of the parish or Minister for Infrastructure, as the highway
Authorities, and agricultural land conditions which control what activity can
take place on agricultural land is established through the Agricultural Land
(Control of Sales and Leases) (Jersey) Law 1974.

The first is that within a specific housing development the improved mandatory provision of pedestrian and cycle access is commendable. But to
be useful, this access has to function beyond the development’s boundary. In terms of both walking and cycling, a development plan may
provide a ‘5-minute neighbourhood’. However, unless the development is connected to a wider green-infrastructure it will not enable a 20minute neighbourhood. What is the specific green infrastructure policy and initiative that enables this connection and how is it going to be
delivered? Here one solution is the ‘Designated Roads’ (not mentioned in the BIP) or an extension of ‘Green Lanes’. However, such provision is a
Parish not Island responsibility which, as recent experience in Grouville suggests, will be a provision that will remain an aspiration of the Island
Plan not its implementation reality. In terms of operationalising the Island Plan, realising these worthwhile objectives requires more joined-up
Island and Parish development planning and political will. The BIP does not consider how such essential linkage could be achieved.
The second example is Allotments for which the BIP continues the policy of its predecessors. This is to recognise Allotments as a need which
could yield multiple benefits, particularly to health and well-being: but then, in contradiction, the plan is written to discourage allotments by
creating an obstacle to their development with terms and conditions that are functionally restrictive. Judging by the sympathy, even enthusiasm,
with which ‘equine land-use’ is treated within the BIP – some 430 ha with no social or environmental audit to justify this treatment in
comparison to the islands’ trivial allotment facilities - this contradiction appears symptomatic of an unimaginative, binary and even partisan
approach to land-use policy.
I suggest that unless a more objective and enlightened policy approach to community infrastructure is adopted then progress on the social and
environmental, as opposed to economic, development outcomes and subsequent impacts implicit in the plan will be seriously constrained.
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[View full
response]

The Sustainable Transport Policy (STP) aims to create an entirely sustainable
transport system by 2030. This requires a fundamental re-think of how road
(and associated) space is allocated and used in Jersey, how the transport
system is funded and what benefits are secured in return. Jersey’s transport
system is, at present, dominated by the private car.

Integrated, safe and inclusive travel
BHLF-ZZ1R2KFH-2

BHLF-ZZ1R2KTK-K

TT1 – Integrated,
safe and inclusive
travel

TT1 – Integrated,
safe and inclusive
travel

Parking:
Convenient shopper access is a major challenge that needs attention. The walk from the Markets to Green Street or Pier Road carparks with a
weekend’s bag of food for even a small family is inconvenient or even challenging. Minden Place and Snow Hill carparks are oversubscribed and
Ann Court is a work in progress that will alleviate, but perhaps not resolve the North of Town shopper’s need. The debate on providing
appropriate shopper carparking and traffic modelling have not been objectively explored in public because a full data set is not shared, or it is
an important piece of work yet to be completed. Parking on other recent States of Jersey developments is better provided for. The new hospital
for example, proposes 750 spaces in its current plan and the new Les Quennevais School is located on one of the Island’s best bus routes, has
wide cycle and footpaths, but nevertheless appears to provide parking at a ratio of one adult to one space. Yet there seems to be a stubborn
resistance from the strategic planners to supply adequate shopper parking close to the North of town’s retail core, which would greatly reduce
the negative impact of gyrating traffic seeking a parking space.

Commercial Traffic
A further conflict arises when the traffic generated by a 'rural' business on a minor road joins a major road. In this context it is relevant to note
that the current version of the 'Standards and guidance for access onto the Highway' does not address this type of junction. There are already
examples whereby transport businesses have recently been set up along a minor single track road as a 'rural business', which minor road joins a
major road without any 'sightlines' on the junction.
It is also of note to record here that the 'Jersey Mobility Hierarchy' (figure TTl) does not contain a heading for commercial vehicle traffic. Its
headings read in the order:
•
•
•
•

The Bridging Island Plan aims to deliver sustainable transport outcomes,
including active travel, reduction in the reliance on the private care and bus
service improvements.
Policy TT4 seeks to limit off street parking., recognising some need easy
access to town. The Plan sets the aspiration for a modal shift rather than
continuation of the current patterns of high private car use, which will require
all sectors to find different ways of supporting business users and access
requirements.
[View full
response]

The Jersey Mobility Hierarchy places a focus on the individual movement of
Islanders. Islanders have more choice as to how and when they might move
in the Island, using the modes highlighted in the hierarchy. Commercial
vehicles, however, do not have the same level of choice, depending on the
nature of the business activity. This is highlighted in the sustainable transport
policy ‘design making principles for a sustainable transport system’. Decision
making principle 10 places a focus on business transport to achieve the
efficient and safe use of the road network which includes their uptake of
alternative, low, carbon fuels is highlighted as a priority.

Public Transport
Motor cycles
Car Sharing
Single Occupancy Cars

The Draft Bridging Island Plan does contain many direct references to 'cars', however the word 'commercial vehicle' is not used once.
In the view of this respondent this points to a major deficiency in the Draft Bridging Island Plan, in that it does not reflect the full impact of
economic activity on the Island.
The notion that travel by car is the only subject to be addressed by the Draft Bridging Island Plan may for instance be shown by 'Policy EO2
Business run from home', which reads, inter-alia, 'c) it does not have an unacceptable impact on the transport network;'
In the section 'Managing our emissions' only 'travel by car' is stated, and commercial traffic is not referred to or included at all.
In the view of this respondent, the 'Sustainable Transport Policy' does not address the full impact of all transport on the Island since commercial
vehicle use is not regarded.
A spokesperson for a dedicated organisation representing business in Jersey did set out in a newspaper article on sustainability, inter-alia:
'Businesses have a large part to play in the sustainability battle from how and what gets used to make products, to how offices use energy, or
recycle and avoid unnecessary travel.' (JEP 7 July 2021)
This respondent poses the question:
"Which one of the two separate economies identified in the Draft Island Bridging Plan is to be the subject to the stipulations of the Plan, in
particular in relation to transport?"
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KG1-C

TT1 - Integrate safe
and inclusive travel

Designing for the New Normal – EYECAN’s response

[View full
response]

See statement response: SR42 Disability Inclusion in active travel.

Proposal 28 Public realm works
program

Whilst EYECAN commends the expressed aims of reducing carbon emissions and promoting healthy lifestyles, some of the proposals outlined in
Designing for the New Normal present concerns in respect to Islanders with sight loss.
These are explained below.
•

Street furniture

•

Pop up kiosks / al fresco dining can be hazardous to pedestrians with sight loss, and may impact on their regular routes. Often routes are
rehearsed before they can be tackled confidently, so changes to routes can be debilitating.

•

Street furniture in some areas changes throughout the day, with pop up bollards, A frames, tables and chairs etc being moved / removed,
so that it is not always possible to anticipate either hazards or a clear path. Inconsistency in the environment can create risk.

•

Barriers could be used to define and enclose areas, to steer pedestrians away from al fresco dining, for instance. However, if barriers are
open at the base they may not be detected by a cane user unless the cane collides with the posts at either end of the barrier. The foot of
the post may itself create a trip hazard.

•

Barriers should be solid and without any trip hazards. Bollards and barriers should clearly contrast with their environment so that they are
easier to detect by pedestrians with sight loss.

•

Silent vehicles

•

Silent vehicles (electric vehicles and bicycles) pose a risk to pedestrians with sight loss as they may not be seen until the last moment, and
they may not be heard approaching. A recent accident involving a cyclist and pedestrian on the Waterfront cycle path resulted in the
pedestrian sustaining a broken back. Clearly there is potential for an accident between cyclists and pedestrians to cause life changing
injuries.

•

Being startled by a cyclist can cause an accident to a pedestrian with sight loss. If travel comes to seem too frightening and hazardous,
pedestrians with sight loss may lose confidence and choose not to venture out, which would detrimentally impact their independence and
their wellbeing.

•

Some cyclists already pose a risk to pedestrians with sight loss through unlawful use of pedestrian areas and pavements. By authorising use
of cycles in designated areas there is a risk that more cyclists will think they have carte blanche in all pedestrian areas, thereby increasing
the risk to pedestrians with sight loss, and all other pedestrians. The police have already acknowledged that it is difficult to deal effectively
with this problem. (see JEP article page 4 on 07.10.’20 – questions in States following serious accident involving pedestrian and cyclist.)

•

Guide dogs

•

Guide dogs are trained to guide their owners safely across roads onto pavements, however they become confused in areas where vehicles
and pedestrians have dual access.

Designated tracks
•

Designated cycle tracks and designated pedestrian areas in town may help, but these should be clearly defined with contrasting colour, and
be consistent in the way they are laid out. Routes should also be as simple as possible, and not require pedestrians to make frequent
crossings.

•

However, designated pedestrian areas would crowd pedestrians together. Pedestrians with sight loss need space to help them to interpret
what is happening in the environment around them, and to enable cane use.

•

Delivery, and Blue Badge, vehicles

•

Delivery and Blue Badge vehicles using reduced vehicle spaces would not be anticipated and would therefore pose a risk to pedestrians
with sight loss, particularly as Jersey Post vehicles are electric. Over time complacency may create increased problems, with drivers taking
greater liberties or driving with less care.

•

Drop off areas

•

If drop off areas in Town are reduced because of change of use, others will need to be created to allow pedestrians with disability swift
access to shopping areas.

•

Crossings

•

With increased silent vehicles using roads and designated tracks, more crossing places will need to be installed to ensure pedestrians with
sight loss can manage to cross safely. Controlled crossings are the safest option as these feature tactile dials beneath the control box to
inform pedestrians when it is safe to cross. Other crossings can presume that eye contact can be made to communicate intention between
pedestrian and driver.

•

Crossings would require tactile markers on the pavements nearby to inform pedestrians with sight loss that they are approaching the
crossing and dropped kerbs to guide them to the crossing point.

Consultation
Whilst EYECAN is happy to advocate for its client group on this matter, this should not be regarded as negating the need to consult directly with
Islanders with sight loss, or other disabilities.
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[View full
response]

Policy TT2 requires that any development affecting the physical integrity of
the island's existing cycle network provides alternative routes that are similar
or better in quality, safety, convenience and length. It is believed that the
proposal to extend La Gigoulande Quarry would not result in the
extinguishing of La Rue Berchavaise but its re-routeing (see:
https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Planning%20and%20building/A
PP.3%20-%20southern%20extension%20appraisal.pdf ).

[View full
response]

The requirement to provide parking in association with development
embraces all forms of parking provision, including space for powered twowheelers, where relevant, as set out in Policy TT4. The supplementary
planning guidance for sustainable transport zones, proposed under the
auspices of Proposal 29: Sustainable transport zones, will contain parking
standards for powered two-wheelers. The provision of public motorcycle
parking is not a planning matter.

Please see:
https://apple.news/A9n1J2QohRGeT3cSSztmSCQ
https://www.transportforall.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Pave-The-Way-full-report.pdf
ANON-ZZ1R2KUB-B

TT1 - Integrated
safe and inclusive
travel

TT1 - Integrate safe and inclusive travel

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYP-W

TT1 - Integrated
safe and inclusive
travel

The Plan notes that motorcycles are a higher priority than car sharing or cars but does not include any proposals to increase motorcycle
parking.

Mineral Waste and Water Study. Arup. Dec 2020. Part 1. Section 2.3.3. Extension of quarry and potential extinction of La Rue Bechervaise. I
would like to know what can be done with the following: To ensure that, should the application/proposal to extinguish this lane be approved, a
condition of any approval should require provision to be made for a safe and secure re-routing Cycle Route 3. In particular if it is re-routed
down St Paters Valley then a dedicated two way cycle lane should be provided on that main road.

Figure TT1: Jersey mobility hierarchy6
Suggestion: the plan should actively seek to increase space available for motorcycle parking.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

TT1 - Integrated
safe and inclusive
travel

The Trust considers that this policy also needs to acknowledge the need for appropriate infrastructure to support and deliver carbon neutrality
including electric charging points, pooled car/cycle provision, and accessibility to public transport network as detailed in Policy TT2

[View full
response]

This policy seeks to ensure that development is safe and inclusive in terms of
its impact and implications for travel and transport. Matters relating to the
need to provide electric charging infrastructure is addressed at Policy TT2;
pooled car/cycle provision at Policy TT4; and accessibility to public transport
at TT3.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

TT1 – Integrated
safe and inclusive
travel

The contribution to safe and integrated travel will be a consideration in all development proposals. Proposals will be supported where:

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

•Addressing Housing without addressing the key point that housing provision with restricted provision for car parking would be easier to
achieve, address the climate emergency & mean that the Island isn’t turned into a car park. There should be provision for cargo bikes, car
sharing to go to France etc but not one housing unit one car parking space.

[View full
response]

Where necessary, the transport implications of development will need to be
assessed through the preparation of a transport assessment or statement; this
should be proportionate to the potential impact of the development. Transport
assessments identify the impact that a development will have on the transport
network via qualitative and quantitative appraisal of its likely impact. Where
there is predicted to be an impact, this should be offset through travel demand
management initiatives that are outlined in a travel plan. This will set out
targeted measures to increase the mode share of users travelling via
sustainable transport modes. Developers of any proposals that are likely

•P 261 The failure to provide an Eastern Cycle Route is unacceptable. This should be provided without further delay or excuses, A different
approach is not the right answer. Just provide it.

[View full
response]

1.Alternative modes of transport beyond car use are integrated into the proposals.
2.Electric charging points for Electric vehicles are incorporated into the proposals
3.Public transport initiatives are included in the proposals

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

Policy TT1 –
Integrated, safe
and inclusive travel

Policy TT1 –
Integrated, safe
and inclusive travel

Noted

Active travel
ANON-ZZ1R2KAH-W

TT2 - Active travel

I am struck by the number of public parking places in Jersey that do not have cycle racks (particularly parking places in rural/coastal areas). I
think that the provision of cycle racks in all public public places or at least, in scenic areas/recreational areas would be a significant step in
helping to achieve the objectives of the active travel policy.

[View full
response]

The provision of cycle parking facilities in public car parks is an operational
transport policy issue. Their provision would be enabled and supported by
existing planning legislation and is not an Island Plan policy issue.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KX6-2

TT2 - Active travel

The current focus on promoting cycling is unfair to both pedestrians and motorists. Pedestrians are now expected to share pavements with
cyclists, many of who are inconsiderate.

[View full
response]

The draft plan seeks to secure improvements to walking, cycling, public
transport and active travel networks and to promote the use of all sustainable
forms of transport. The use of active travel infrastructure is an operational
transport policy issue. Roads are a shared form of infrastructure where people
who ride a bike are at greater risk of serious injury and death.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

TT2 - Active travel

VisitBritain consumer sentiment research shows increasing demand for outdoor leisure and sports activities. In addition, recent research
undertaken by Visit Jersey shows that 54% of consumers would consider travelling around Jersey on either a push bike or an electric push bike,
so it’s important that Jersey has the infrastructure and tourism product to support this. More public undercover bike parking spaces would
encourage people to travel by bike throughout the year so perhaps more car parks could incorporate bike spaces like the area at Sand Street.

[View full
response]

Noted.

Proposal 27 Active travel
network
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[View full
response]

Noted.

Various recent research shows the increasing importance of sustainability in terms of consumer travel preferences. The development of an
active travel network would bolster the island's eco-credentials and enable Visit Jersey to market this.
BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

TT2 - Active travel
TT3 - Bus service
improve

In 2019, 69% of visitors to Jersey travelled on commercial flights. The airport is therefore a hugely important piece of infrastructure for the island
as it forms both the initial and last impression that the majority of visitors to Jersey will experience. Therefore, any plans to improve and enhance
it are supported by Visit Jersey as we would love Jersey to have a world-class small airport.
Bristol airport is aiming to become carbon neutral for direct emissions by 2025 and to become a net-zero airport by 2050. Jersey could be a
great test bed for developing sustainable travel initiatives. If we could also have a carbon neutral airport in the future this would be great in
terms of meeting the growing demand for sustainable travel options. There may be useful learnings for Jersey airport to be gleaned from the
work being undertaken at Bristol airport: https://www.bristolairport.co.uk/about-us/environment/carbon-roadmap
In terms of the harbour, the initial view of the port and the La Collete area as you sail into Jersey is very industrial and somewhat unsightly. This
is in contrast to the unique experience of sailing past the beautiful Elizabeth Castle as you arrive in Jersey. Whilst we appreciate that a degree of
industrial-looking infrastructure around the port is unavoidable, we would welcome regeneration of this area into a more attractive landscape
and space in keeping with the focus on placemaking which runs through the Island Plan, so that when visitors arrive by ferry into Jersey, their
first impression is greatly enhanced.
Increasing convenience for passengers at the Ports is also important to enhance the visitor experience. Perhaps more focus on better
connectivity for sea/air arrivals into St. Helier could be encouraged (shuttle bus, bike hire, electric car hire).
The Plan states that proposed works at the airport (which are planned to take place during the Island Plan period) include ‘accommodating
much larger aircraft’. However, it also states that there are no proposals to make changes to the length or configuration of the runway during
the plan period. Please could further clarity be provided about the intention here.
Future-proofing the travel and tourism industry in Jersey is crucial, especially in a post-COVID world, and Visit Jersey welcomes the planned
increase in capacity at the airport from 1.2 million passengers to 3.6 million passengers.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

TT2 – Active travel

b. provision is made, where relevant, for appropriate electric charging infrastructure and facilities including showers, drying facilities, changing
rooms and lockers which meet or exceed adopted standards.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

ANON-ZZ1R2K4H-G

Proposal Sustainable
transport zones

Sustainable transport

[View full
response]

The draft plan seeks to encourage and require the provision of electric
charging infrastructure in association with development to encourage the use
of zero/low emission vehicles.

See attachment regarding cycle networks

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments made agrees that it is an objective of the
plan to improve cycling facilities, particularly in the east of the island.

This policy only applies to new development and while we don’t have comments on the policy specifically, Visit Jersey would welcome
improvements to the existing bus network in terms of routes and frequency.

[View full
response]

The operation of the bus service is an operational transport policy issue and
not a planning matter. A bus service development plan is being prepared as
part of the Sustainable Transport Policy.

In order for buses to encourage more users they need to travel between the parishes, not just into and out of town. Not everyone works in
town, and having the option to get to work is limited is not on a bus route that makes it cheaper than driving yourself.

[View full
response]

The operation of the bus service is an operational transport policy issue and
not a planning matter. A bus service development plan is being prepared as
part of the Sustainable Transport Policy. Policy: Bus service improvement
seeks to ensure that new development, where it involves five or homes or
more than 200sqm of office or retail floorspace, is within 400m of a bus route,
and where it is not, that the bus service is enhanced to serve the
development.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KHD-Z

TT2 – Active travel

JE recommends:
GoJ policy seeks to ensure EV and other emobility charging is provisioned across all sectors
•

Private dwellings, including mandatory requirements, especially those with remote parking

•

Multi-occupancy dwellings, including mandatory requirements, especially for underground and remote parking

•

Business charging

•

Business vehicles

•

Staff parking – charging on site

•

Public transport charging infrastructure (bus depot, airport)

•

Taxi charging infrastructure (on ranks, airport, harbour)

•

Public access charging

•

Producing criteria to enable permitted development in specific applications to accelerate take up and deployment of charging
infrastructure.

•

Adoption of Citizen’s Assembly Recommendations for Heating, Cooling and Cooking (5) R1, R4, R5 and Transport (4) R2

Bus service improvement
BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S
ANON-ZZ1R2KT4-V

TT3 - Bus service
improve
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ANON-ZZ1R2KKD-3

In order to encourage people to use public transport, Buses should be subsidised so fares are kept low. Also park and rides to prevent vehicles
travelling into St Helier except for delivery vehicles, public Transport and two wheeled transport, a congestion charge could be levied on all
other vehicles wishing to drive in town except for those with disabilities.

[View full
response]

The comments raised concern operational transport policy issues and are not
related to the Island Plan. It is relevant to note that the bus service is funded
by the Government of Jersey and delivered by LibertyBus under contract to,
and in partnership with the Government of Jersey.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJ5-K

It is not clear why in the imminent age of zero emission electric vehicles, private car use should be entirely discouraged.

[View full
response]

The draft plan seeks to encourage and require the provision of electric
charging infrastructure in association with development to encourage the use
of zero/low emission vehicles. The operation of the bus service is an
operational transport policy issue and not a planning matter.

The bus system needs significant expansion and investment (frequency of services) to be a viable alternative.
Would it not be possible to bring back the Jersey Railway (along the St Aubin's bay seafront) in a modern guise as a low-emission tram system?
Finally, rather than increasing congestion and emissions by placing lots of crossing points over the already busy Route de la Liberation, it would
be better to sink the entire road underground to have grade separation of traffic and pedestrians/ cyclists

ANON-ZZ1R2K3C-A

Make some buses all island so one doesn't have to go to the bus station and have to take another one.
Open up Broad Street it should never have been closed. People walk on the pavement and used the official pedestrian crossing, it is safer. I
have been nearly run over by a bike twice going the wrong way down the road with a traffic warden if view! I thought it was pedestrians only?

A bus service development plan is being prepared as part of the Sustainable
Transport Policy. Policy TT3: Bus service improvement seeks to ensure that
new development, where it involves five or homes or more than 200sqm of
office or retail floorspace, is within 400m of a bus route, and where it is not,
that the bus service is enhanced to serve the development. Proposal 28: The
development of options to address the severance caused by Route de la
Liberation will be a requirement of the development of the waterfront to be
delivered as part of Proposal 28: Public works programme.
[View full
response]

Proposal 28: The development of specific public realm enhancement schemes
will be the subject of public and stakeholder consultation. Broad Street was
initially closed as part of the response to the pandemic.

Scooters going down as if they are Louis Hamilton. It was safer with cars going down they stopped at the crossing. The shops would benefit a
great deal more. The bus stop could be used again, it was very, very popular with the elderly. The disabled parking could be in use again. I used
to be able to drop my elderly relative at the Bank I can't anymore.
ANON-ZZ1R2KGJ-5

TT2 - Active travel
TT3 - Bus service
improve

Buses need to be linked. A service running Red House, Airport, St.Ouen, St.Mary, St.John, Trinity, St.Martin and Gorey, (all church stops except
Gorey pier, Airport and Red Houses) these should link with out of town services. Grande Route de Mont a L'abbe, to Sion and northwards
should be used to create an active bike and cycle network out of town, and towards the new hospital.

The operation of the bus service is an operational transport policy issue and
not a planning matter. A bus service development plan is being prepared as
part of the Sustainable Transport Policy.

[View full
response]

The operation of the bus service is an operational transport policy issue and
not a planning matter. A bus service development plan is being prepared as
part of the Sustainable Transport Policy.
Bus service improvement seeks to ensure that new development, where it
involves five or homes or more than 200sqm of office or retail floorspace, is
within 400m of a bus route, and where it is not, that the bus service is
enhanced to serve the development.

Provision of off-street parking
BHLF-ZZ1R2K58-1

TT4 - Provision of
off-street parking

I would like there to be some thought given to retaining car parking areas for local beaches. I am Jersey born and a keen Kayaker. I was shocked
to see the proposed development plans at Greve de Lecq - lots of parking being taken away, how can folk enjoy our beautiful beaches if there
is no parking? Use the bus you say - with a kayak I can’t. Nor probably can families with hound children and all the equipment they take. Please
don’t spoil the Island for us by taking away all the parking and making it impossible for us to park at the coast. Thank you

[View full
response]

The provision of off-street parking requires appropriate parking provision to
be made in association with new development. Whilst not an issue of
relevance to the draft Island Plan, the proposed development of land at Greve
de Lecq involves the redevelopment of a private car park that currently serves
the cafe. Any redevelopment of this site will need to have regard to the level
of parking required to serve any new development here, and not to be
provide public parking. There remain public parking facilities at Greve de Lecq
that are unaffected by the proposal.

ANON-ZZ1R2K8S-Y

TT4 – Provision of
off-street parking

My comment concerns the policy to remove car parking spaces from our beaches. Like many living in such a small Island with limited amenities
my hobby is sea kayaking. This is not a carbon generating or emission sport but does require the transportation of boats and safety equipment
to be beach and being able to park within a reasonable distance of a slipway.

[View full
response]

The provision of off-street parking requires appropriate parking provision to
be made in association with new development. Whilst not an issue of
relevance to the draft Island Plan, the proposed development of land at Greve
de Lecq involves the redevelopment of a private car park that currently serves
the cafe. Any redevelopment of this site will need to have regard to the level
of parking required to serve any new development here, and not to be
provide public parking. There remain public parking facilities at Greve de Lecq
that are unaffected by the proposal.

I am concerned that over the past couple of decades such parking has been removed and or restricted. From comments over Greve de Lecq
and other sites that it is now policy to reduce parking to force people to use buses - but in reality for very many beach goers and not just those
wishing to transport sporting equipment but also families with children, prams, parasols, picnics and general child-related paraphernalia this is
simply not a realistic alternative.
Our beaches need to be treated as an essential public amenity and a valuable asset that belongs to each and every islander and public access
vis-a- vis parking should be protected and enhanced. Even in the middle of winter it is noticeable that many seaside car parks are now close to
capacity caused I assume by new residential Developments lacking sufficient parking spaces. If there is one thing that the Covid-19 lockdowns
have taught us, it is that public enjoyment of our open spaces, beaches and the seaside general has been crucial to our mental and physical
wellbeing of every islander.
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

TT4 - Provision of
off-street parking

This policy needs to acknowledge the need for electric car charging point infrastructure as part of off street parking provision.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

The provision of public parking is managed and operated separately by the
Minister for Infrastructure.

[View full
response]

As set out on p.262 in the pre-amble to this policy, the requirements to
provide electric charging infrastructure will be addressed in supplementary
planning guidance.
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ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

TT4 – Provision of
off-street parking

Electric car charging points will be required for all new parking provision

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the policy, as already drafted.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNN-G

TT5 – Port
operations

The reduction and elimination of parking in popular places - including the town centre will not just serve to encourage cycling. It has
disenfranchised older residents, who - whilst not ‘disabled’, find it difficult to walk long distances. This has led to the town ceasing to be the hub
of the Island, with many people giving up going there. It is not just on-line shopping, but parking policies that affect daily lives. For instance, not
everyone banks on-line, and getting to the bank without spending half a day on bus journeys, or walking half a mile for a ten-minute
transaction.

[View full
response]

The location and operation of public parking facilities is an operational
transport policy issue.

[View full
response]

The allocation of family-specific parking spaces in public car parking is an
operational transport policy issue. Where parking is provided in association
with development Policy TT4: Off-street parking requires that parking is
provided to meet the needs of all users.

[View full
response]

This policy relates to the provision of parking in association with new
development and guidance will be issued to determine the nature and extent
of parking that is required to be provided in association with different forms
of development, including visitor accommodation, in different parts of the
island. The provision and operation of public parking in an operational
transport policy issue.

[View full
response]

The provision of off-street parking requires appropriate parking provision to
be made in association with new development. Whilst not an issue of
relevance to the draft Island Plan, the proposed development of land at Greve
de Lecq involves the redevelopment of a private car park that currently serves
the cafe. Any redevelopment of this site will need to have regard to the level
of parking required to serve any new development here. There remains public
parking facilities at Greve de Lecq that are unaffected by the proposal.

[View full
response]

See SR61-Parking

[View full
response]

The requirement to provide electric charging infrastructure, in association
with car parking that is required for new development, will be addressed in
supplementary planning guidance for parking standards.

Whilst the bus service has improved, for most out-of-town residents beyond the coastal routes east and west, the service is still too scanty to
make it a replacement for individual choice versus the car. There also needs to be a town service, such as the ‘hopper’ bus that was so helpful
not so long ago.
ANON-ZZ1R2K8V-2

If you don't have children the consideration are not bad. But...

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

Parking can often be a challenge for our visitors, as not all hotels in town have sufficient parking. The parking needs of visitors should therefore
also be considered in addition to those of residents.

I believe very little consideration has been taken to families. The current parking and mobility for new parents are appuling. If people making
this kind of decision has to take a newborn baby out of he/she car seat on one of the parking places in town I wouldn't need to explain myself.
The current allocation for parents with children is so small, and concentrated on one car park only that is far from acceptable.

at the airport from 1.2 million passengers to 3.6 million passengers.

ANON-ZZ1R2K8S-Y

CI4 – Community
facilities and
community
support
infrastructure
CI9 - Countryside
access and
awareness

My comment concerns the policy to remove car parking spaces from our beaches.
Like many living in such a small Island with limited amenities my hobby is sea kayaking. This is not a carbon generating or emission sport but
does require the transportation of boats and safety equipment to be beach and being able to park within a reasonable distance of a slipway.
I am concerned that over the past couple of decades such parking has been removed and or restricted. From comments over Greve de Lecq
and other sites that it is now policy to reduce parking to force people to use buses - but in reality for very many beach goers and not just those
wishing to transport sporting equipment but also families with children, prams, parasols, picnics and general child-related paraphernalia this is
simply not a realistic alternative.
Our beaches need to be treated as an essential public amenity and a valuable asset that belongs to each and every islander and public access
vis-a- vis parking should be protected and enhanced.
Even in the middle of winter it is noticeable that many seaside car parks are now close to capacity caused I assume by new residential
developments lacking sufficient parking spaces.
If there is one thing that the Covid-19 lockdowns have taught us, it is that public enjoyment of our open spaces, beaches and the seaside
general has been crucial to our mental and physical wellbeing of every islander.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1K-G

Jardin de Meleches (see attachment)

ANONZZ1R2KJ5-K

TT4 – Provision of
off-street parking

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

TT4 – Provision of
off-street parking

Private car usage should not necessarily be deterred - rather, internal combustion engine usage should be deterred. Private electric car usage
should be actively encouraged and provided for as an environmentally responsible alternative.
•Where is the reduction in on street parking?

•Planning for St Helier, the key here is reduce car parking, convert say ground floor car parking into parking for bikes. Secure bike parking
would be free. The price of carparking should be increased to make up for the lost revenue on spaces for bikes, so a higher pricing for car
parking would balance encouragement of environmentally preferable cycling.

[View full
response]

The availability and location of parking provision is one of the main influences
on personal travel choice and the pattern of development across the island.
Parking also has a key role in supporting those with mobility and sensory
impairments for whom alternative modes of travel are less of a practical travel
option. In some circumstances, on-site parking provision is essential for the
functioning of a business or to ensure that the premises can be adequately
serviced and visited.
The use of land for car-parking is also an inefficient use when the demand for
land for development is high and supply within the built-up area is scarce. As
a small island with precious countryside, there is a finite supply of land, which
is increasingly under pressure and which must be used in a responsible and
sustainable manner. To promote more efficient use of land, whilst seeking to
reduce private vehicle use and encourage the use of more sustainable modes
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of travel, the plan will not support the provision of additional private nonresidential car parks, as a distinct and singular form of land use (i.e. parking
provision that is not related to or required in association with a development).

Port operations
BHLF-ZZ1R2KAT-9

TT5 - Port
operations

P265 refers to the Ports of Jersey masterplan for St Helier harbour and the need to have regard to its impact upon listed buildings and places,
both within and around the harbour, and in relation to the wider townscape setting and key landmarks, such as Elizabeth Castle. JH would argue
that fundamental to this should be a conservation/ heritage assessment of the harbour area. JH are aware that a conservation plan was
produced a few years ago but the findings are not known.

[View full
response]

Any development proposals with the harbour area, where they affect listed
buildings or their settings, would be required to consider and mitigate their
impact.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYP-W

TT5 – Port
operations

The plan allows for protection of ports land for maritime use but this is primarily driven around the safety of operations.

[View full
response]

This policy not only seeks to ensure the safe and efficient use of operational
port land, but also to safeguard its availability for essential port functions that
are of strategic significance to the island. The need for planning permission
for development in the harbour is determined by the Planning and Building
(General Development) (Jersey) Order where Part 6 sets out those permitted
development rights for harbour-related works: this is not an Island Plan issue.

[View full
response]

Any redevelopment of the La Folie area would be subject to the normal
planning process. The proposed seeks to ensure that the redevelopment of
any areas within the operational port - which would include La Folie - does
not undermine the strategic operation of the port. La Folie is also a listed
building.

[View full
response]

Policy TT5 makes provision for the potential release of land for forms of
development that are not specifically related to the operation of the port,
where the strategic function and operation of the port is not prejudiced.

The port as a whole provides employment and character for the island but can look like cheap “character” land for some uses.
Suggestion: There should be a presumption for the retention of facilities for maritime related functions such as boatyards and brokerage or
maritime social use such as for the sea cadets or scouts.
Recent development east of Albert Pier has been carried out to provide moorings for large private yachts. This will significantly change the use
and appearance and character of the area but I am not aware of any planning application other than to remove the old ferry terminal.
Suggestion: Significant changes within the harbour itself should require planning permission.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNN-G

TT5 – Port
operations

General comments about Travel and transport
LA FOLIE AREA
I am strongly opposed to sweeping redevelopment in this area. I think that the former pub and adjacent buildings should be retained, and
refurbished for residential and / or partial commercial use.
The old harbour yard with various offices and sheds should be kept for maritime use - for business and leisure, keeping historic structures. There
is a need for small boat owners to have harbour-side facilities.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYH-N

TT5 – Port
operations

New North Quay
Ports of Jersey welcome the feedback from the Call For Sites process, particularly the acknowledgment that New North Quay (NNQ) scored
highly, and request that this excellent opportunity is identified with a site-specific designation in the Bridging Island Plan.
This site is in a highly sustainable location, capable of delivering a new waterside community in the heart of St Helier. It is of such a scale that it
can provide a form of development which can include public spaces and activity to enhance the waterside environment and enable visitors and
residents to connect with a vibrant harbour. NNQ also has the potential to link to the Steam Clock site, and onward, to wider pedestrian routes
into the heart of St Helier. Its context (with no immediate residential neighbours) also means that the site can accommodate a design-led
development of a scale and height which is maximised to support sustainable spatial development objectives.
The BIP is a great opportunity to present a vision for this unique site, which could be clearly set out in a positive manner to demonstrate how
the short, medium and long-term residential development needs of the Island can be met, and to support this delivery through the planning
application process.

The preamble to the policy makes explicit reference to the development of
the St Helier Harbour Masterplan and the potential opportunity for
development at New North Quay is explicitly identified.
The policy provision in the draft plan is supplemented by reference to the
development opportunity at the harbour which is identified in the Southwest
St Helier Planning Framework.

Ports of Jersey made representations to the Bridging Island Plan (BIP) “Call for Sites” phase in spring 2020, seeking to have New North Quay
(NNQ) identified as a housing site. In response, the Government of Jersey issued a paper: “Housing Land availability and assessment of Sites”
which, in relation to NNQ, identifies the following:
Spatial score: 4 / 4: Suitability score 4 / 5: Landscape score 7 / 7: Existing Use score 4 / 5: TOTAL 19 / 21
Of all the 330 sites reviewed as part of this Call for Sites process, only one site scores higher than New North Quay (La Folie, scored at 20/21).
Having done this exercise, and identified such strong performance, we believe the site should merit a positive site-specific designation as a
housing site in the BIP.
As is acknowledged in the BIP (page 265) Ports of Jersey have developed an operational masterplan for the Port of St Helier to deliver a safer
and more operationally efficient facility with an enhanced handling capacity. The initial phase will focus change at Elizabeth Harbour, including
relocation of load-on / load-off facilities currently at New North Quay. This will then provide the opportunity for New North Quay to be released
for alternative use. The ‘existing use’ score in the site assessment would seem to acknowledge this too.
Without a positive and site-specific identification in the BIP, New North Quay would just be in the Built-Up Area, with no further policy
designations to pro-actively support this excellent site coming forward as a residential development opportunity.
The need for an allocation in the BIP is also emphasised by the content of the South West St Helier Framework, which does reference (at page
265) the operational masterplan as developed by the Ports of Jersey, and that the changes to Elizabeth Harbour provide scope for new and
further development at New North Quay – this could be taken forward, alongside the feedback from the Call for Sites assessment process, to
show the relative ‘excellence’ of the site as a housing opportunity.
The same position is supported by the St Helier Urban Character Appraisal Review 2021 (UCA Review) which says that NNQ will be the subject of
a “proposed design guide”. We look forward to this being identified as a priority workstream so that the significant potential of this site can be
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[View full
response]

Policy TT5 makes provision for the potential release of land for forms of
development that are not specifically related to the operation of the port,
where the strategic function and operation of the port is not prejudiced.

realised and a vision for a vibrant waterside community can be turned into an emerging physical project to the regeneration of the harbours
and as an asset to the whole town.
The site should not be viewed in isolation and its redevelopment can (and should) link both architecturally and physically to its context – for
example to the Steam Clock - so providing a sizable and unique site. This aggregation can also facilitate a scheme which makes the best use of
other sites and maximises the opportunity for scale and height whilst being cognisant of the heritage of the harbour and the clear desire for
placemaking, a community focus and a thriving new neighbourhood.
BHLF-ZZ1R2KYH-N

TT5 – Port
operations

La Folie
Ports of Jersey are delighted that this is the highest-scoring of all the submissions assessed following the Call For Sites process, and request that
this is endorsed with a site-specific designation for residential-led development, potentially with visitor accommodation, in the Bridging Island
Plan.

The preamble to the policy makes explicit reference to the development of
the St Helier Harbour Masterplan.

Such a designation has the potential to be a catalyst for the development of this site, and to facilitate a vibrant waterside community with a
residential-led development, to deliver a characterful and high-quality environment to a site that has been by-passed for many years.

The policy provision in the draft plan is supplemented by reference to the
development opportunity at the harbour which is identified in the Southwest
St Helier Planning Framework.

Ports of Jersey made representations to the Bridging Island Plan (BIP) “Call for sites” phase in spring 2020, seeking to have La Folie identified as
a site for housing / visitor accommodation. In response, the Government of Jersey issued a paper: “Housing Land availability and assessment of
Sites” which, in relation to La Folie identifies the following:
Spatial score: 4 / 4; Suitability score 5 / 5; Landscape score 7 / 7; Existing Use score 4 / 5; TOTAL 20 / 21
Of all the 330 sites reviewed as part of this Call for Sites process, this was the highest scoring, but this opportunity has not been identified with a
positive site-specific designation as a housing site in the BIP.
This site is within the scope of the South West St Helier Framework Supplementary Planning Guidance, adopted by the Minister in December
2019 (being located within PDS5) but it is potential is not identified in any specific text, other than at paragraph A1.25, which says:
“In the short-term, it is envisaged that development opportunities at la Folie and the site of the Steam Clock will arise.”
The BIP offers an excellent opportunity to make a positive designation to reflect the fact that this is the highest-scoring residential opportunity
site assessed in the Call-for Sites.
It is also notable that whilst the South West St Helier Framework is mentioned in the BIP, it is not given much emphasis in the strategic “Plan for
Town”. This same context emerges with the St Helier Urban Character Appraisal (Review, March 2021) which references La Folie as being within
“Character Area 5” and which, at page 123 indicates that the site will be covered by a “Proposed Design Guide”. It would be beneficial if the
“Proposed Design Guide” was identified as a workstream in the Performance Framework (BIP page 315) which identifies several other
supplementary planning guidance workstreams but nothing for La Folie.
A site-specific designation in the BIP would represent positive endorsement of the top-ranking potential of this site as a housing opportunity.
BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

TT5 - Port
operations

•Unless I missed it there should be reference to sea links with Sark, Alderney & harbours in the adjoining coast of Normandy.

[View full
response]

The Plan does not reference sea links specifically, it does however look to
ensure future Port operations.

[View full
response]

The proposed policies of the draft plan seeks to promote sustainable forms of
travel and to enable and require the provision of infrastructure that supports
it.

General comments: travel and transport
ANON-ZZ1R2K26-V

General comments about Travel and transport
Green travel policies are now common place with planning applications. These need to be given more emphasis and addressed in particular for
the proposed new public buildings. The island is heavily reliant on the car. The car population needs careful monitoring to ensure safe emissions
levels and limit congestion. There is no monitoring as it stands. Comparisons with other jurisdictions could look at Bermuda that promotes 1 car
p/household

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1K-G

TT

See attachment regarding proposed Jardin de Meleches development

[View full
response]

See SR61-Parking

ANON-ZZ1R2KFE-Y

TT1 - Integrated
safe and inclusive
travel

The breaking of the esplanade as a primary artery, as suggested in the public realm and movement strategy to link the waterfront to the rest of
town needs to be reconsidered not as an artery road, but as the aorta of movement across the island. The port will see more transport with a
growth of population and there is no other infrastructure in place to move individuals from the East to the West of the island - not just into
town. although costly the concept of sinking this road would allow the desired bridge between town and the water front whilst maintaining the
flow of traffic between one side of the Island to the other. It would be good to see more well planned cycle routes. Eg from weighbridge to la
Motte st(via Hill street) ie East of Town, rather than just a stretch of Hill street?

[View full
response]

The movement function of La Route de la Liberation is recognised as is the
need to secure a better connection, for pedestrians and cyclists, who need to
cross it. The development of options to address the severance caused by
Route de la Liberation will be a requirement of the development of the
waterfront to be delivered as part of Proposal 28: Public works programme.

TT2 - Active travel
TT5 – Port
operations
Proposal 27 Active travel
network
BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

TT1 - Integrated
safe and inclusive
travel

The draft plan seeks to make walking and cycling more attractive travel
options, and the provision of cycle routes is encouraged and facilitated by
Proposal 27: Active travel network and Policy TT2: Active travel.

People with Families/ shopping/ recycling/ will need transport more than a bike.. Most cyclist are fair weather, most people would not like to be
cycling in wind and rain, which is frequent on our Island.

Volume 3 - Travel and Transport:
Generally – Revised 2011 Island Plan c/w 2021 dBIP:

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

The St Helier Public Realm and Movement Strategy underpins and informs
the development of this proposal and policy, and its objectives, as explicitly
referenced and set out on pages 255-257 of the draft plan, can be supported
and enabled by such.
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There is very little mention of the Arup ‘Public Realm Report” which was meant to provide a masterplan? In the Revised 2011 Island Plan there
were Policies about providing cycle parking, providing EV charging points (TT4) and providing park & ride solutions (TT6) which appear to be
missing from the dBIP.

Minister’s detailed response
This draft Island Plan policy makes a clear and explicit policy requirement to
provide cycle parking and charging infrastructure (provision TT2(a) and (b)).
The draft Island Plan policies do not work against public transport and policy
TT3 requires the enhancement of public transport where development is not
within or well-served by it.

The draft BIP does not make any contribution towards increasing public transport provision Island-wide, indeed the Policies works against public
transport by making the strategic assumption it’s bad to travel therefore you can’t have new housing outside BUA (unless it’s rezoned for
affordable housing, of course). As earlier noted this overlooks advent of alternative “active travel” modes such as electric bikes. This is a
fundamental strategic planning flaw.

The Minister notes the general support for these policies.

TT1 - Integrated safe and inclusive travel & TT2 – Active Travel:
The AJA generally finds these Policies positive which we mainly support.
BHLF-ZZ1R2KYS-Z

TT1 - Integrated
safe and inclusive
travel

See attached document containing representations from Government of Jersey IHE Travel and Transport team.

[View full
response]

Following discussions with the IHE Transport team, the substantive issues
raised in this document are set-out in SR61 Parking.

TT2 - Active travel

TT2 - Active travel

TT3 - Bus service
improvement

A comprehensive plan is urgently needed for an active mobility network built to a high standard and given priority. At the very least, all A roads
and the North coast main road should have corresponding active travel routes. The Government should commit wholeheartedly to achieving
this goal. All one-way roads in St Helier, once through-traffic is removed, should be made two-way for those cycling, with "priority" signs
indicating which flow of traffic should pull in to give way, with passing places provided.

[View full
response]

The Sustainable Transport Policy active travel plan will provide a
comprehensive plan for an active mobility network and the draft Island Plan,
at Proposal 27: Active travel network, Policy TT2: Active travel and Proposal
28: Public Realm Works Programme, seeks to support and enable its
implementation. This will support and enable those aspirations expressed in
this comment - relating to the public realm and sustainable transport zones.
Those comments related to the bus service and off-street parking are
operational transport policy matters.

[View full
response]

The policy is not intended to be the sole mechanism to deliver improvement
to the bus service but rather that where development of five or more homes
or over 200sqm of office or retail floorspace, that it should be within 400m of

TT2 - Active travel
TT3 - Bus service
improvement
TT4 - Provision of
off-street parking
TT5 – Port
operations
ANON-ZZ1R2K7A-C

TT4 - Provision of
off-street parking
Proposal 27 Active travel
network
Proposal 28 Public realm works
program
Proposal 29 Sustainable
transport zones

TT3 - Bus service improvements
Park + Ride schemes should be provided across the island. For example, at Goose Green Car Park. Passengers pay a flat fee (say £4) which
covers a return bus ticket and the parking, as well as an 'extra passenger fee' (say £2) which covers a return bus ticket for other passengers
travelling with them. Journeys around town and journeys between town and: First Tower, Georgetown, Five Oaks - should be lower cost than at
present to encourage people to use them.
TT4 - Provision of off-street parking
A multi-storey residents car park should be provided in St Helier to entirely replace the existing car parking facilities. All on-street parking
should then be replaced with: hop-in spaces for north town businesses, disabled parking, resident visitor parking, car club spaces but more
importantly increased planting, contraflow cycling facilities and parklets. Providing parking outside the door only encourages people to make
short trips by car. The car park would be permit based, with priority given to inner-Ring Road residents, then to other St Helier residents, then to
other islanders. This would also allow the provision of EV charging without cluttering up the pavements.
Proposal 28 - Public realm works program
The public realm should of course be improved wherever possible, not only in busy areas but on side streets. Jersey should fully adopt Dutch
principles for street design, including plentiful planting, pedestrian and cyclist first design, as well as traffic calming and looking towards
adopting brick streets like in the Netherlands to keep speeds at an appropriate level (below 15mph on residential streets, 25mph on residential
thoroughfares). We have designated the St Helier town centre as a 20mph zone, but have not got any plan to meet the recommendations of
the 20mph zone. This would also present an opportunity for St Helier to move to Dutch-style rubbish collection. The Ring Road should be
preserved, and upgraded as appropriate, to prevent traffic rat running through its middle.
Proposal 29 - Sustainable transport zones
Traffic should entirely be banned from the area bounded by the A1, A3, Hilary Street, Burrard/Union Streets, Gloucester Street. The only
permitted traffic should be those on bikes, buses, as well as deliveries (and taxis for the purposes of accessing the taxi rank only. The rest of St
Helier should be organised into Low-Traffic Vaîsinnés, with Val Plaisant & David Place acting as one-way "collecter" roads conducing traffic
to/from the Ring Road to their direct accesses to properties/parking.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

TT1 - Integrated
safe and inclusive
travel

16.0 PUBLIC TRANSPORT
16.1 Much of the DBIP is predicated on the alleged unsustainability (in carbon release and congestion terms) of development outside of the
BUA, due to trip generation.

TT2 - Active travel
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TT3 - Bus service
improvement

16.2 The policy on sustainable transport principles includes a list of “needs” numbered 1 -10. However, numbered needs 5 and 6 are missing –
were these omitted, or perhaps they originally included sections on public transport?

TT4 - Provision of
off-street parking

16.3 Jersey is unlike many other jurisdictions in planning and land-use respects in that it is in effect an extended garden city with one or two
principal hubs. The countryside is not so much countryside as a relatively sparsely developed suburbia.

TT5 – Port
operations

16.4 Given the density grain of Jersey, private vehicle trips would be likely to be much reduced were the Government to concentrate on the
provision of a truly regular, carbon neutral, and far more comprehensive public transport system with denser coverage (including circular routes)
with sheltered and safe stops. This is in the interest and to the benefit of all Islanders.

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response
a bus route and, where it is not, that the development makes some
contribution to the enhancement of the bus service.

16.5 The need for an improved bus service is acknowledged in Policy TT3, but it appears that the onus for bus service improvement is to be
borne by development. The policy states.
“Where the provision of a bus route is not available within 400m, or where the frequency of service is considered to be too low relative to the
scale and/or nature of the development
proposals, or there is no provision of a bus stop or shelter, contributions will be sought to enable the provision of an appropriate public
transport service to serve the area”.
It is unclear whether the contribution would apply to any development or just to those over a certain size due to the wording of the policy.
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Waste minimisation
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

WER1 - Waste
minimisation

The Trust supports the policy of waste minimisation but suggests that the Bridging Plan needs to go further in terms of making provision for the
recycling of construction waste, in order not only to reduce the need for landfill, but to reduce the need for primary aggregate.

[View full
response]

Policy WER1 requires developers to address construction waste in accordance
with the waste hierarchy set out, which requires the developer to reduce
construction waste and thus reduce the requirement for landfill and
aggregate.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2N-M

WER1 - Waste
minimisation

SCOOP, The Sustainable Cooperative uses the CE as a principle of design. Within the shop there are nearly 700 different ingredients and daily
use household items sold within a bulk system with each bulk packaging designed to be repurposed or returned. There is a process to reinstate
glass jars for packaging and use returnable takeaway packaging. We estimate that household waste in 360 households has dropped by at least
50% based on our sales figures and feedback from customers, with some households producing only one bin per month. This evidence shows
that through a systems change within the retail sector waste could be fundamentally reduced. It is from this position of experience that we make
the following recommendations.

[View full
response]

The Minister recognises the benefits that focusing on a circular economy can
bring. However, as highlighted, this challenge is greater than the planning
system alone, and whilst the plan seeks to promote a greater shift towards
waste minimisation (particularly through Policy GD5 and WER1), further work
can - and is - being done outside of the planning process to drive down
Jersey's consumption of materials and resultant carbon emissions as part of
Jersey's journey to become carbon neutral.

We believe that the proposal’s approach to waste management is severely lacking. A sophisticated material reuse strategy is required in order
for the island to adhere to its sustainability ambitions and seriously respond to the government's declaration of a climate emergency in 2019.
Whilst we recognise that there are always energetic and material losses in industrial metabolisms (ie. Upcycling has an end point), the CE is
widely accepted by sustainability professionals as crucial to the waste management crises we are currently experiencing. The CE is based on the
principles of designing out waste and pollution, keeping products and materials in use and regenerating natural systems. This way, we can use,
make and design materials and products within the planetary boundaries. It is surprising, therefore, that the CE is not mentioned in depth in any
of the draft plans. The CE is necessary in the transition to a zero-waste future, net-zero emissions, maximising economic potential and ensuring
resource efficiency. Food waste plays a significant part in this, but the CE extends far wider to encompass all industry sectors including products,
infrastructure and services. The CE strategy could also address the commitment to a net zero carbon by 2035, as was outlined in the Jersey
Policy Forum whilst also working within the technical lock-in of the current waste strategy.
The CE requires collaboration from both public and private sectors, and a recognition that the policies required for a circular transition are
interconnected. The Ellen MacArthur Foundation recognises five key policy goals to achieving the CE.
•
•
•
•
•

Stimulating design for the CE
Managing resources to preserve value
Making the economics work
Investing in innovation, infrastructure and skills
Collaborating for systemic change

Governments play a crucial role in creating the conditions which enable the CE to thrive through their role as drivers of innovation and
investment. We can look to Wales as a leading example in the transition to the circular economy with 65.14% of the country recycling, in
comparison to Jersey’s 27% in 2020 (Jersey Government). In the government’s 2020 Infrastructure Capacity Report, it is clearly stated that
prevention is preferable to disposal (p. 114-115). The report shows the shortcomings of current recycling practices, and how the recycling rates
have plateaued. This suggests that a more nuanced and strategic approach is needed from the government in order to achieve the islands'
waste and sustainability ambitions. We believe this can be achieved by adopting a CE strategy.
Given that La Collete is nearing the end of its operational life as it currently stands, it is imperative that the government incorporates the vision
for the CE in future developments and does not re-commit to the take-make-waste linear economy. Here, it is also of note that there is a
growing international movement to place a moratorium on incinerators due to the unregulated toxic emissions produced. The presence of and
investment in incinerators is fundamentally at odds with the circular development strategies which we advocate.
In order for such a transition to be successful, multi-stakeholder collaboration across different sections of the community is required. It is
notable that the SA only accounts for local sources of emissions, and omits embodied carbon, going against the accepted best practice of
sustainability analyses. Embodied carbon includes the emissions associated with products and materials (for example imported food) which are
manufactured elsewhere but are used and/or consumed in Jersey. It is of note that embodied and consumption-based emissions tend to be
higher than local sources of emissions in developed economies, and therefore the predictions of Jersey’s carbon footprint is likely to be far
greater than is estimated in the SA. We suggest that the report requires a more nuanced material flow analysis which accounts for embodied
carbon alongside on-island emissions. We recommend the Dutch organisation Metabolic (https://www.metabolic.nl/) to undertake this analysis
due to their world-leading approach using systems thinking to tackle the global sustainability challenges, providing clear and actionable
leverage points for change. It is critical that we are transparent and proactive about the island's contribution to the climate crisis, and therefore
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must take a global approach and enact local action. A material flow analysis is needed in order to provide greater transparency and data on
what is being wasted. This provides the information needed for long-term circular innovation.
Alongside the clear environmental benefits resulting from the circular transition, a recent study by the Green Alliance and WRAP Foundation
estimated that a transformational uptake of the CE in the UK would also result in 517,000 gross new jobs across the UK. This document lists the
businesses in Jersey who are already operating within the framework of the CE, illustrating that there is a clear market for these businesses. If
supported throughout the Island Plan, the transition to the CE could support the creation of new green jobs and aid the island’s post-COVID
recovery.
SCOOP advocates an approach which reframes waste as materials for innovative reuse. We suggest that the following schemes are
implemented:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The development of materials labs to drive the innovation in materials use
Sort at source policies which allow materials to re-enter the production cycle
Digital product material passports which enables the sharing of data on material flows
Upscaling reuse facilities
Building upon Jersey’s recycling record by providing home pick-up for recycling services in every parish
Incorporating CE education in schools
Simplifying resource categorisation to improve ease of recycling, especially for plastics
Accessible central composting system allowing food waste to become fertiliser
Stimulating high-quality design with an emphasis on durability, reusability and design for repairability, recyclability and compostability.
Investing in both physical and digital infrastructure to support the CE transition
Enabling community and business action by providing economic incentives
Re-evaluation of the governments sourcing policies and land-use policies in line with regenerative principles (see section 2 of SCOOP’s
response to the draft plan)
Tax and procurement strategy (see section 3 of SCOOP’s response to the draft plan) in line with CE to maximise return on invested energy
and fee incentives
Improved public-private collaboration and working capacity
Smarter waste management systems by organic nutrient recovery from waste water
Partnerships with transport companies and UK depots to build relationships with EU, UK and International businesses that are building a CE
structure. (for example Sesi cleaning products). CE is an international trading concept.

Recommendations
•
•
•

Engage with Metabolic (or a similar company) to perform a flow analysis and establish a true account of carbon and collateral sustainability
factors
Put a moratorium on all end-of-the-line waste strategy investments until we have addressed unnecessary waste within the system in line
with the CE methods outlined above.
To set a target for 2034, following the end of line of the incinerator for a transition toward a circular island.
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Managing flood risk
ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

WER2 – Managing
flood risk

Where possible, development which is vulnerable to flooding, or could increase the probability of flooding elsewhere, should be located away
from areas at risk of flooding.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested amendment to wording but wishes to retain
the policy as-drafted.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

WER2 - Managing
flood risk

The AJA is surprised about the necessity to include this completely new Policy and the supporting AECOM “Strategic Flood Risk Assessment”
April 2021 (together with Flood Risk Maps) in what will be a short-term 3-year Island Plan. The risk categories on page 272 of the dBIP identify
risk of flooding between every 1 in 30 years to 1 in 1,000 years for a 2-hour storm duration with 6.5mm/hr continuing loss rate using theoretical
hydraulic modelling, which AECOM admit represents the worst-case extent of inland flooding.

[View full
response]

The Minister disagrees that the short duration of the Bridging Island Plan is an
appropriate justification to defer the consideration of flood risk in Jersey.
Flooding already impacts many parts of the Island, and this is expected to
increase in both frequency and intensity as a consequence of climate change.
The Minister must take appropriate action now to protect the island from the
effects of climate change.

When AECOM suggest on page 17 that Le Bourg hamlet in Grouville is at high risk of flooding, despite Le Bourg being at top of an inland valley
on edge of the interior agricultural plateau rather discredits their assessment. Unfortunately the inland flood risk detailed maps supposed to be
in Appendix B of the AECOM report are missing from their published report. The AJA recommends this section needs a complete review against
recorded historical flooding, preferably completely removing from the dBIP to give time for such a review pending re-introduction into next 10year Island Plan.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

With regard to the assertion that there is an error in the AECOM strategic
flood risk assessment, the Island Plan proposals map includes the flood risk
area and it can be clearly seen that the high flood risk area identified near La
Bourg (Grouville) refers to the area around the path of a known watercourse.
It should be expected that an inland valley leading onto a coastal plain will be
susceptible to flood.

The Minister for the Environment will work with the Minister for Infrastructure to develop supplementary planning guidance to define and
establish an appropriate width and characterisation of buffer-strip alongside areas of coastline, coastal defences and watercourses, which will be
used to support the implementation of flood risk policies and the conservation of these important habitats, together with a protection regime
against pollution.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the suggested wording change but is satisfied with the
framing of the proposal, as already drafted.

Although several paragraphs mention land reclamation, advance the line and use other sites for inert waste, a number of which are below. I
maintain my previous comments to the environment minister that advance the line for coastal defences must be resisted, as the advance the
line may not accomplish anything. Pg.271 states- “In areas where there is a potential for flooding to happen, even if flood management
measures are in place, there is always a possibility that these could be overtopped, exceeded, fail or breached. Because of this, it is never
appropriate to class a previously identified flood risk area as ‘not at risk’ due to flood management infrastructure being in place.”

[View full
response]

The evidence base for advance the line is set out in the adopted Shoreline
Management Plan (2020). The impact and potential benefits of such schemes
will be considered at the point of making a planning application.

Land reclamation
BHLF-ZZ1R2KKX-Q

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure
CI7 - Protected
open space
WER4 - Land
reclamation

Although pg.305 states “However, until such a time that firm plans are in place to extend the life of La Collette, it is expected that, once it has
reached capacity for accepting waste for disposal, La Gigoulande Quarry will become the island’s prime disposal route for inert waste”
Pg.280 Land Reclamation
“For the areas where there is the most significant risk of coastal flooding, the proposed shoreline management approach includes the policy
option to ‘advance the line’, which means creating new sea defences seaward and beyond existing coastal defences. This has the potential to
deliver additional benefits for the community, environment and economy where developable land is created as a by-product of optimal sea
defence design. The SMP identifies that this policy option may be appropriate for the management of flood risk along sections around the
island’s coastline, and specifically around Town in the short- to medium- term.”
My comment-The previous advance the line must still be resisted.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

WER4 - Land
reclamation

As set out above in relation to Policy SP2, the Trust is concerned about any proposals for further land reclamation. There is an urgent need to
consider the long-term impacts of land reclamation on the marine environment. Land reclamation cannot be simply viewed as a means of
providing an easy solution for addressing Jersey’s waste and sea defences. Sufficient analysis needs to be done to ascertain whether “advance
the line” and land reclamation are acceptable in terms of environmental impact and coastal processes. Potential negative impacts should
prevent further land reclamation from taking place.

[View full
response]

The evidence base for advance the line is set out in the adopted Shoreline
Management Plan (2020). The impact and potential benefits of such schemes
will be considered at the point of making a planning application.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K62-V

WER4 - Land
reclamation

Response to Draft Bridging Island Plan Policy WER4 – Land Reclamation

[View full
response]

The Minister has considered the points raised and agrees to amend the policy
to improve clarity and interpretation that all land reclamation activity must be
undertaken to meet both structural and environmental standards.

As set out in the Government Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) there is a need to protect the Island community from future coastal flooding
due to rising sea levels as a consequence of climate change. The role of land reclamation to deliver the SMP is recognised in the Draft Plan. The
SMP has identified ‘advance the line’ as an appropriate response in some areas and such schemes could potentially start during the Interim
Island Plan period. ‘Advance the line’ is an approach where flood defence lines are moved seaward to achieve the SMP standard of protection
with a strip of reclaimed land created to contain wave overtopping or for appropriate community use (consistent with policy WER2). Such
developments bring long-term benefits to the community (consistent with WER4).
Advance the line reclamation schemes require suitable fill material between the new (seaward) coastal defence structures and the existing
coastline. It is recognised by the planning and waste regulatory functions of Jersey Government that ‘fit for purpose’ inert waste material is
appropriate for use as general fill (infill between engineering elements of the construction and the existing shoreline).

The Minister is in agreement to change the wording in accordance with the
proposed preferred option:
“…..The fill material for land reclamation schemes, other than for engineering
elements, will comprise inert waste derived material that cannot economically
be processed to meet an engineering material specification and that meets
the structural and environmental protection standards required for the
scheme.”

In line with waste strategy principles, optimising the use of inert waste in this way avoids the use of significant volumes of primary aggregates or
higher quality recycled aggregates (e.g., manufactured from demolition waste for beneficial use, consistent with WER1) in general fill
applications by replacing them. This preserves primary and recycled aggregates for their highest value applications in the construction sector, as
specified engineering aggregates and structural, capping, or drainage elements. This objective appears to be supported by WER4 and other
policies and the outcome to preserve primary aggregates is also consistent with the objectives of MW1 to safeguard mineral sites and further
increases the potential sustainability gains. The proposed optimal applications of different sources of material are illustrated in the appended
graphic.
However, we consider that the following specific part of a clause in WER4 (underlined) is open to interpretation. Certain interpretations could
jeopardise the option to use suitable inert waste as general fill, thus requiring recycled or primary aggregates to be used for this lower value
purpose. This would be inconsistent with the policies referred to above, waste strategy principles and the objectives of the circular economy and
waste hierarchy to recover waste and offset the use of virgin raw materials, and the evidence base for the draft bridging island plan.
“The fill material for land reclamation schemes, other than where it is required for engineering purposes, will be restricted to inert residual
materials that have been subject to a recovery process and from which no further value can be recovered.”
Fill materials for reclamation, to allow beneficial use, are required to have properties in terms of stability and low leachability (to address
environmental risks) and this places a value to the material, which is incompatible with the ‘no further value’ phraseology. To realise value as
general fill, a ‘recovery process’ may also be unnecessary and create a barrier to using inert waste in the most sustainable, economic way.
When ‘advance the line’ land reclamation schemes proceed, IHE would seek to source fill material from construction, demolition and excavation
inert waste derived sources received, or held, by the Department. This would achieve the optimum economically viable use of this material,
which would need to have been tested against, and comply with, criteria to safeguard both the structural integrity of the scheme and the
environment (including by complying with the Waste Management (Jersey) Law 2005, as required). This approach would also expedite the
transfer of volumes of stockpiled fill into schemes, minimising construction disruption periods, and potentially extend the La Collette inert waste
site operational life (consistent with policy MW2).
Therefore, to ensure this collective aim can be met and not be jeopardised by uncertainty of the definition of the terms underlined above, the
engineering team proposes the following replacement or supplement to the above clause.
Supplementary wording proposed (underlined) if the identified clause is wholly retained as drafted (not the preferred option, with reference to
the above explanation):
“The fill material for land reclamation schemes, other than where it is required for engineering purposes, will be restricted to inert residual
materials that have been subject to a recovery process and from which no further value can be recovered, that is, the recovery of the material to
meet a higher value engineering specification is not practicable, technically or economically”.
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[View full
response]

The strategic interest of the island cannot be defined, as it will be an individual
assessment of considerations of public interest.

Proposed replacement clause (preferred option, with reference to the above explanation):
“The fill material for land reclamation schemes, other than for engineering elements, will comprise inert waste derived material that cannot
economically be processed to meet an engineering material specification and that meets the structural and environmental protection standards
required for the scheme.”
The above amendment would provide clarity to support appropriate material use to meet the principles of sustainable development.
Explanatory graphic: Optimal applications of alternative inert materials (see attached)

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

WER4 – Land
reclamation

The island’s strategic interest, - this phrase needs defining
Land reclamation proposals must be accompanied by detailed biodiversity and environmental impact assessments, with appropriate mitigation
and /or compensation schemes which fully offset any negative impacts

Land reclamation proposals will require an EIA (as provided for by the Planning
and Building (Environmental Impact) (Jersey) Order 2006), which will set out the
detailed information asked for.

Water pollution and waste-water management
BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

WER5 - Water
pollution
safeguard area

The Trust considers that this policy should be strengthened to require environmental reports on all new developments within the water
pollution safeguard area, including relating to new and innovative crops that may have different water requirements or produce potentially
damaging effluents.

[View full
response]

The water pollution safeguard area covers a large proportion of the island,
and to require ALL development to produce environmental reports would be
disproportionate - the policy does require development which may lead to
water pollution in this area to be considered. The Minister notes that the
planning system does not control crop diversification and therefore cannot
make policy to deal with any such effluent.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

WER5 – water
pollution
safeguard area

unacceptable impacts - THE TERMS ACCEPTABLE, AND UNNACEPTABLE IMPACTS NEED TO BE DEFINED ie. what is an acceptable impact? - any
impact must be avoided, mitigated or compensated for.

[View full
response]

The acceptability of impact will be a judgement of that impact, taken in light
of all other considerations, including the means to avoid, mitigate or
compensate the impact. Requiring ‘any’ impact to be avoided, mitigated or
compensated for is unreasonable, and a judgement will be made at the time
as to what response, if any, is required.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

WER6 – Surface
water drainage

All SuDs schemes must be accompanied by a risk assessment for pollutants entering the groundwater, and proposals to remove all risk of
ground water pollution

[View full
response]

Consideration of pollution risk will be made, and the information required will
be based on the probability, risk and nature of potential pollutant.

ANOZZ12KVX

Strategic Proposal
1 - Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

The draft Bridging Island plan talks about protecting the National Environment around St Ouen and the wet lands in the bay but there is no
mention of extending the mains sewage infrastructure to help reduce waste contamination in the area. In the 90s the RRB at the time were
saying they would connect all the homes in St Ouen's bay in 10 years and several politicians since have said they would push for mains drains to
be extended into the bay. Now there appears to be no plan to extend the mains drains to cover St Ouen's Bay. Could this please be considered
and added into the plan to protect the area.

[View full
response]

Strategic Proposal
4 - A west of island
planning
framework

Protect St Ouens Bay by extending the mains sewage network to connect all the houses in the bay that currently have stand alone sewage
treatment systems.

The Minister for Infrastructure is generally responsible for the extension of the
foul sewerage network across the Island, save for where this is required in
accordance with Policy WER7 - Foul Sewerage. Whilst the majority of the
Island is now connected to the public foul sewer, foul sewerage infrastructure
needs that remain outstanding may also be addressed in the Development of
the Infrastructure Roadmap (Strategic proposal 5), which will support the
understanding of priority and funding requirements across all key public
infrastructure.

Strategic Proposal
5 - An
infrastructure
roadmap for Jersey

Improve the quality of the Natural area by improving the waste management.

Invest in the Sewage Infrastructure to protect the Environment.

SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
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Protect St Ouens Bay by extending the mains sewage network to connect all the houses in the bay that currently have stand alone sewage
treatment systems.

[View full
response]

Policy WER7 sets out the requirements for new development in relation to the
need to deal with foul sewage throughout the island, including St Ouen’s Bay.

[View full
response]

The Minister recognises the need to address the various forms of pollution
through the planning process. Pollution which affects human health and
wellbeing is considered through Policy GD1 - Managing the Health and
Wellbeing impact of new development. Reducing traffic pollution is an
underlying and core principle to the spatial strategy which seeks to reduce
the need to travel by car, and the travel and transport policies which seek a
shift toward for sustainable forms of transport. The Minister also notes the
requirement for many larger-scale forms of development, including industrial
development, to be subject to an environmental impact assessment, as
provided for by the Planning and Building (Environmental Impact) (Jersey)
(Order 2006), which would include the need to consider the various forms of
pollution as may be relevant to the nature of development being proposed.

natural
environment
PL5 - Countryside,
coast and marine
environment
NE1 - Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity
NE2 - Green
infrastructure and
networks

ANONZZ1R2KVT-X

SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

General comments: Minimising waste and environmental risk
ANON-ZZ1R2KR7-W

This comment primarily concerns the lack of attention to noise and light pollution in the living and working environment. It is telling that the tick
box format presented for comments doesn't include options for these topics. QED.
The Island Plan is, as I understand it, a strategic and tactical document for improving the quality of citizens’ lives through the design, creation
and management of the built and the natural environment. In this context I suggest there is a significant deficit in the Draft Bridging Island Plan
of attention to the negative outcomes and impacts of development interventions which class as ‘pollution’.
Particularly serious is the deficit for light and noise pollution, and specifically as it already occurs and impacts on citizens. Likewise a deficit on
the potential for its improved management (which should mean control and reduction) in citizens’ lives as soon as possible, not some time in
the future. Most references are to policy statements or criteria for future development.
Initiatives (or signposting to such initiatives) to manage light and noise pollution are conspicuous by their absence. While such pollution’s
potential impact on wellbeing is acknowledged, the potential scale of impact on human health and on the natural environment appear
unappreciated.
There are 46 occurrences of the word pollution in the document. Two-thirds (29) are to water pollution and most of the rest are to air pollution.
This emphasis reflects Jersey’s historic attention to its water management as a critical resource in the responsibility of a sole agency. Also the
island’s low level of industrialisation in a predominantly maritime airstream. However, this emphasis does not excuse the lack of attention to
light and noise pollution.
Vehicle pollution is mentioned once in the context of ‘encouraging zero emissions vehicle’, with no reference to a need to address the air
pollution now occurring from extant vehicle fleet which, incidentally, will dominate for at least the period of the next island plan. ‘Carbon’ and
‘waste’ pollution get one general mention each.
Light pollution appears specifically mentioned in a context once (only in the Green Background Zone – no reference to it in the Built-up Area
where it is presumably most apparent). That the Planning department’s cursory ‘planning guidance’ on light pollution is decades old and totally
unfit for purpose doesn’t feature as a concern.
A similar pattern exists for noise pollution. Of the 63 occurrences of noise, two thirds (40) are to aircraft noise. The balance are general
references, viz. noise as relevant to ‘health and well-being’, to criteria for future policy but little specificity. As for ‘vehicle pollution’, no reference
to either a need to address extant noise pollution occurring from extant pollution or appropriate initiatives to be implemented in the short-term
based on current knowledge and capabilities.
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[View full
response]

The potential use of inert waste material to undertake ‘advance the land’
flood defence schemes is highlighted in Policy WER4.

The failure to recognise and address noise and light pollution gives the impression that the BIP is as a somewhat generalised reference
document for a conversation and negotiation between town-planners and developers and other agents. Rather than a draft of a people-centric
plan comprising evidence-based interventions cross-matched to agents to improve the quality of the built-environment that the majority of
citizens experience currently, as early as possible.

ANON-ZZ1R2KT4-V

Can the defence for limiting flooding in low areas and demolition landfill materials not be used to benefit the other?
Why are buildings not maintained to limit the amount of demolition? Can storm drains be forced to become part of building a new
development, to allow for holding excess water and then gradually release to not overwhelm drains.

The demolition of buildings is addressed by Policy GD5
Stormwater drainage is addressed by Policy WER6.

ANON-ZZ1R2K26-V

The Island needs to have an independent environmental regulator without further delay to deal with current development issues and before any
further development and infrastructure matters arise

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

The Minister notes this suggestion, which is for consideration outside of the
Island Plan review process.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K5Z-3

UI1 – Strategic
infrastructure
delivery

1.BACKGROUND INFORMATION

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and agrees the importance of developing a water strategy
for Jersey and looks forward to working with Jersey water to begin
developing this at the earliest opportunity. In respect of the disappointment
expressed that water is missed from the ‘integrated approach’ highlighted as
necessary from the MWW and ICS studies, the Minister highlights that the
plan makes specific provision for a water strategy to be developed in light of
the known challenges. This work means a more detailed response can be
developed to deal with long-term water supply and quality issues, and that
such a strategy can extend well beyond the vires of the Island Plan, achieving
an integrated approach where essential legislative requirements, government
departments priority planning can form a relationship with the long-term
infrastructure planning needs of Jersey water. Such an approach will help to
ensure that not only will future water supply and quality issues have the
benefit of integrated strategic planning, but also that solutions to longer-term
infrastructure requirements can better supported by Government. More
information about the consideration of minerals, waste and water are
provided in the following statement responses:

1. Jersey Water welcome the opportunity to engage with the consultation draft of the Bridging Island Plan.
1.2.The key objective of Jersey Water is to ensure continuity and quality of the public water supply andthe Company understands that the
policies within the Island Plan are the primary consideration for the determination of planning applications for development proposals.1.3.The
Company is engaging with the Island Plan review process at both a strategic and detailed level to understand the implications for their
operations and support positive outcomes for their objectives.
2. CURRENT POSITION
2.1. The present planning policy framework is contained in the Jersey 2011 Island Plan (Amended 2014) and various elements of the Plan relate to
water supply:SP2 –Efficient Use of Resources
2.2.This policy requires that development should make efficient and effective use of resources –including water –to help develop more
sustainable patterns of development, including the conservation of water resources.NR1 –Protection of water resources
2.3.This policy sets out that development that would have an unacceptable impact on groundwater quality will not be permitted. In particular,
this relates to development that would rely on septic tanks, soakaways or private sewage treatment plans and confirms that they will not be
permitted except where they accord with Policy LWM2 [a technical foul sewer assessment]. Applications within the Water Pollution Safeguarded
Area should also be referred to Jersey Water prior to determination.

SR55 - Waste and water - La Gigoulande Quarry
SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

NR2 – Water Capacity and Conservation
SR63 - Simon Sand and Gravel site
2.4.Development will not be permitted unless adequate water supply is made available at the time of the development. All major proposals are
to submit a Water Conservation Strategy or Statement of Sustainability to show how all practicable water conservation and management
measure are being achieved.
2.5.“Strategic development requirements ”are also identified in PolicyNE6 (Coastal National Park)and where such workis noted as a potential
exception to the general presumption against development, and the policy identifies that such work might include “new or extended utilities
infrastructure” but only where its environmental implications are properly identified, avoided and / or mitigated as far as possible.
2.6.The expansion of Val De La Mare reservoir, the extension, replacement or renewal of La Rosiere desalination plant are both identified as such
“strategic development” in the associated supporting text
2.7.The associated wording for the Green Zone Policy NE7 does not include such specific references to strategic development projects.
However, Policy NR9 also considers the delivery of Utilities Infrastructure Facilities and identifies that such development should be within the
defined Built-Up Area, or within the grounds of an existing infrastructure facility. This policy also acknowledges that development that seeks to
extend, alter or intensify the use of existing infrastructure facilities in the Green Zone or the Coastal National Park will need to demonstrate that
the need for development is proven; alternatives have been properly identified, and that the environmental implications are properly identified,
avoided and mitigated.
2.8.The supporting text associated with this policy again makes specific reference to Val de La Mare Reservoir, and the desalination plant at La
Rosiere.
3.ISSUES AND OPTIONS PAPER
3.1.In September 2019 Jersey Water made representations to the Strategic Issues and Options Paper for the emerging replacement Island Plan,
introducing the water resource issues that they considered the new Island Plan would need to deal with.
3.2.This representation identified:
ÞA Water Strategy should be an explicit strand of the Island Plan, being of strategic importance and having land-use implications;
Þ The need to increase capacity to meet growth forecasts and provide resilience means that the Gigoulande Quarry should be considered as a
water-supply resource, with wider environmental and community benefits in the longer term;
Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

The Minister has framed Policy UI3 to apply to all development – meaning all
development (where relevant) should reduce water consumption to lowest
practicable levels. The Minister highlights larger-scale development to add
emphasis that such schemes will only be supported under the policy if the
requirement is met (therefore changing from a ‘should’ towards a ‘shall’). The
Minister feels this approach to be proportionate at this time but will seek to
address water conservation measures more robustly in the development of
the water strategy. This may involve addressing the issue through building
bye-laws.
The Minister notes the comment with regard to consultation within the water
pollution safeguard area, and will seek to ensure that a clearer process for
communication is put in place.
The Minister notes the position in relation to managing flood risk.
Detailed planning and operational issues such as the management of specific
water pollution problems in parts of the island are for consideration outside
of the development of the plan.
With regard to the alternative use of the designated hospital site should the
hospital not become delivered (which includes Jersey Water land), this is
covered in SR10 - Our Hospital’ and associated sites and infrastructure.
In respect of delivering the strategic countryside access site at Grands Vaux,
the plan provides support for development in the countryside where this will
lead to landscape and environmental improvements and enhanced public
access and awareness. Support for enabling and linked development, which
may be required to realise this development, has policy support in GD4 –
enabling and linked development.
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Þ Water conservation and management policies should be elevated as considerations in the determination of planning applications, to be in
corporated as requirements in new domestic and commercial planning applications;
Þ The spatial policy framework should acknowledge that water supply infrastructure is mainly in rural areas, and the Green Zone and Coastal
National Park policies should identify their strategic importance and provide clear and positive support for future management / improvement.
4.CALL FOR SITES
4.1.In February 2020 Jersey Water made further representations to the Bridging Island Plan “Call for Sites” process, to specifically identify the
need for La Gigoulande Quarry to be designated as a raw water storage facility to offer long term supply resilience.
4.2.The benefits of the Quarry option, in the context of alternatives, had been outlined in the previous submissions to the Issues and Options
Paper, noting that in order to meet future demands at Val de la Mare the work would probably need to involve raising the dam height, which
would be technically complex and expensive
4.3.The site at La Gigoulande was presented as it offers a unique and one time opportunity to help address the forecast water supply deficit for
the Island. The benefits of repurposing the site for water supply include many wider environmental, community and societal benefits both now
and into the future.
5.BACKGROUND REPORTS
5.1.As part of the Evidence Base ahead of the BIP, the Government of Jersey commissioned Arup to produce a Minerals, Waste and Water Study
(“the Study”) which was published in December 2020–this was part of a package of similar reports, to review the various technical workstreams
which feed-in to the Bridging Island Plan,
5.2.At page 74 of the Study, it is noted that the owners of the Gigoulande Quarry commissioned their own work on the potential of the quarry
to be used for water storage, which apparently indicated that the capacity for water storage was smaller than expected.T his document has only
recently been shared and is under review by Jersey Water.
5.3.The Options exercise in the Study confirms the preferred “Integrated Scenario” and recommends that, on balance, the future of La
Gigoulande Quarry should be as an integrated minerals and waste asset (rather than as an additional water reservoir). In relation to water, this
‘balance’ is on the basis that there are other interventions that would meet future water demand, which the Study identifies as
•
•
•
•
•

Increased capacity at Val de la Mare Reservoir;
Increased capacity at La Rosiere Desalination Plant (or a new desalination plant)
Water efficiency-related planning policies and building Bye-Laws(similar to UK BREEAM)
Managed water demand through non-household water efficiency and through intensive media campaigns;
Continued leakage reduction.

5.4.The Study also notes that the operational impact of outage at Val De La Mare in order to construct a new dam will need to be assessed, and
this is potentially significant for Jersey Water. The environmental impact of the required interventions at Val de La Mare will also need to be
considered, potentially including criteria-based policies in the Bridging Island Plan, and that in the long term there might still be the potential for
La Gigoulande to incorporate water storage (post-2040, to utilise the minerals extension into Field P966).
5.5.The recommended Integrated Scenario also includes for Simon Sand to be used for continued extraction, receipt of inert waste and
restoration, with a time-line beyond the currently envisaged2023 end-date.
5.6.The Study identifies that by fixing this end-date, the need for fill material could not be met solely through inert waste management alone.
This would be an extremely serious concern for Jersey Water, as they extract from the St Ouen aquifer, and this water resource cannot be
jeopardised. Jersey Water’s resource plan involves increased abstraction from the aquifer from 2030 following satisfactory resolution and
remediation of the PFAS contamination issues.
5.7.The situation in relation to timetable at Simon Sand is just one example of how the integrated approach is complicated, with a multi-site /
multi-owner approach, evolving over time. Indeed, not all the interventions identified in the Study are land-use controls within the scope of the
Island Plan, such as media campaigns, landfill tax and higher gate fees.
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5.8.Jersey Water suggest that the requirement for these other actions to come forward (as part of the integrated approach) should be identified
as a priority workstream, with clear timetable, in the ‘Performance Framework’ as a key piece of outstanding work.
6.CONSULTATION DRAFT BRIDGING ISLAND PLAN
6.1.Published in April 2021, for a 12-week public consultation period, the Bridging Island Plan (“BIP”) proposes a land-use policy framework to
cover the period 2021-25, on the basis that a longer-term horizon would be too uncertain given the complications relating to Brexit and Covid19.
ISSUES FOR OPERATIONAL SITES
6.2.In following up the conclusions of the “integrated scenario”as recommended by the Minerals, Waste and Water Study, it is noted that
volume three of the BIP relates to Minerals Extraction and Solid Waste disposal. Policy MW1 then safeguards La Gigoulande Quarry and Simon
Sand as mineral sites and confirms that development of these identified sites for purposes other than mineral extraction will not, in general, be
supported.6.3.The supporting text associated with this policy also identifies that there is a long-established expectation that the Simon Sand site
will cease operation in the near term and that the landscape is to be restored in the relatively short-term period of this plan (to 2024).6.4.Policy
MW2 designates seven sites as being suitable for inert waste management or disposal, which include La Gigoulande Quarry, but not include
Simon Sand.
6.5.The approach in MW1 and MW2 to the situation at Simon Sand is notably different to the integrated solution set out in the Minerals, Waste
and Water Study. It is therefore not clear from the BIP evidence base how this is justified in relation to the broader needs of the island and
appears to be a reaction to only the current circumstances at Simon Sand.
6.6.Jersey Water would, in particular, be keen to understand the envisaged mechanism for restoration at Simon Sand, given that the integrated
solution highlights that by fixing a short timetable, the need for fill material could not be met by inert waste only. This is a critical issue given the
potential for pollution of the St Ouen Aquifer and requires clarification as a priority.
6.7.It is particularly notable that “Strategic Proposal Five” also references the Infrastructure Capacity Study, published slightly ahead of the
Minerals, Waste and Water Strategy (each having conclusions that generally align). The Infrastructure Capacity Study also identifies that there
will be a deficit in the supply/demand balance during the plan period and that :“integrated approach to water is required, taking into account
the islands requirements for minerals and inert waste management.”
6.8.The Infrastructure Capacity Study also notes that the long-term solution is likely to be across a range of sites, or sites in combination
,including increased capacity at Val De La Mare reservoir or an alternative new reservoir site, the desalination plant and continued leakage
reduction and demand control measures.
6.9.Despite both the Minerals, Waste and Water Study, and the Infrastructure Capacity Study recommending an integrated solution across all
work streams, it is evident that the BIP has prioritised the position in relation to both minerals and waste, each with site-specific designations, to
the detriment of water in frastructure –where there is only more general commentary.
6.10.The majority of Jersey Water sites are within the Green Zone or Coastal National Park as defined in the BIP. There is a brief commentary in
the middle of page 74 which acknowledges: “Throughout the coast and the countryside there is a range of sites and facilities to ensure the
communities essential needs are met, such as an adequate supply of drinking water, the provision of aggregates to support development
needs, and the management of waste materials. Proposals for the maintenance and/or expansion of the strategic sites and facilities will be
supported where it is demonstrated to be in the public interest, and where the impact on landscape and seascape character is avoided,
minimised and mitigated.”6.11.This position is then repeated within the text of Policy PL5 which states:“The development of sites and
infrastructure that helpmeet the islands strategic needs for minerals, waste management, energy and water will be supported in the countryside,
around the coast and in the marine environments, where it is demonstrated to be in the islands strategic interest, and where its impact can be
avoided, minimised, mitigated or compensated.”
6.12.This position is reflected in the supporting text associated with Policy UI2, which acknowledges that: “requirements for more significant
water utility infrastructure development beyond the grounds of existing facilities may emerge during this, or in the subsequent planned period.
The need for a water strategy for the island is recognised and will be prioritised during the plan period. This, coupled with other water resource
policies, will be critical to ensuring the long-term sustainability of water resources and the adequacy of the associated infrastructure. In
recognition of the longer-term supply challenges and the lead in time for major utility infrastructure improvements, and in light of the findings
of the integrated minerals, waste and water study, the plan supports the principle of enhancing existing water infrastructure,
specifically:•Increased capacity at Val De La Mare reservoir;•Increased capacity at La Rosiere desalination plants (or a new desalination plant);
and •Continue leakage reduction works.”6.13.It is notable that in relation to both minerals and waste, the sites identified in the integrated
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solution are set out within the actual policies in the BIP, yet the water sites from the same integrated solution have no site-specific designations
on the Proposals Map, neither are they referenced within the text of the actual policies.6.14.Jersey Water request that, to support the principle of
enhancing existing infrastructure, the BIP includes a positive policy, and a site-specific identification on the Proposals Map to confirm that,
subject to the relevant environmental and technical safeguards, an extension to the existing desalination plant at La Rosiere will be supported
ISSUES FOR WATER SUPPLY AND QUALITY
6.15.Jersey Water note and endorse the Proposal for a “Water Strategy for Jersey” as an important exercise in infrastructure planning to inform
subsequent Island Plan policies. This should be progressed at the very earliest opportunity to ensure that there is no policy lag, as practical
options emerge in the short term from the work that Jersey Water are already undertaking in their Water Resource Strategy.
6.16.Policy UL3considers “The Supply and Use of Water”, reflecting generally the terms of Policy SP2 in the adopted Island Plan, however Jersey
Water note that the threshold for the water conservation statement requirement to be engaged is proposed as200 m², or above five dwellings.
Below this threshold the obligations on developers are not precise and refer to “all practicable water conservation and management measures”.
Jersey Water recommend that this policy should be enhanced to set water efficiency targets in all new developments in order to reduce the percapita consumption rate.
6.17.Elsewhere in the draft BIP, PolicyWER5 establishes a “Water Pollution Safeguard Area ”and requires that: “development within this area, that
would lead to unacceptable impacts on the aquatic environments, including surface water and groundwater quality and quantity, will not be
supported”.
6.18.As with Policy NR1 of the current Island Plan, Jersey Water note that the supporting text to the BIP Policy WER5 sets out that they will be
consulted prior to determining planning applications within this area, to ensure that the public water supply is not put at risk from
pollution.6.19.Jersey Water recommend that a clear process is put in-place so that they are consulted on these applications in a robust and
systematic manner.
6.20.The same requirement for consultation with Jersey Water at the application stage is set out in the supporting text to Policy WER6, which
considers surface water drainage and promotes SUDS solutions, the separation of foul and surface water sewers, and compliance with quality
standards for any discharges of surface water to groundwater, local water courses and water bodies.
6.21.Jersey Water support this approach to consultation and reinforce the need for the Planning Authority to monitor such works when
delivered on site, including compliance with any planning conditions.
6.22.A new element of the BIP is the specific approach to managing flood risk set out in policy WER2. Jersey Water note that flooding risks
associated with reservoirs are part of the identified risks and will continue to work with the Government of Jersey as required to inform
assessments and monitor outcomes.
OTHER MATTERS
6.23.Elsewhere in the Island Plan there are site-specific matters which are not related to the storage or quality of water, but which have the
potential to impact on Jersey Water operations.
6.24.The land area associated with the proposed Policy CI3 designation of the development site for “Our Hospital ”covers the current Jersey
Water office headquarters and amongst other factors, sets out that “proposals for the alternative use of land designated as part of the Our
Hospital development sites will not be supported.”
6.25.Jersey Water seek clarification as to the position of this policy if the hospital, for whatever reason, does not proceed on this site then the
current wording precludes any further developments of the existing Jersey Water office site –which is unacceptable and should be reconsidered
by explicit acknowledgement of alternative scenarios within this policy wording.
6.26.The supporting text of Policy CI3 also states that in order to support the timely availability of the Hospital development site, the
development needs created as a result of the displaced services and facilities will be supported as linked development through the planning
application process, recognising their role in enabling this strategically significant infrastructure project to be completed.
6.27.The timing of this approach is critical, as the BIP is unlikely to be adopted until Spring 2022, by which time it is our understanding that the
Our Hospital team will have submitted their application and most-probably expected a determination. The policy supporting displaced
operations to facilitate the wider Hospital project may therefore not be in operation before it is required, and the enabling applications are likely
to have been submitted (and determined) ahead of the adoption of the policies.6.28.Jersey Water request specific policy reference to support
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the acknowledged need to relocate their Westmount facilities as part of the Hospital project, including the potential need to relocate to, and
expand, other operational sites (such as Millbrook).
6.29.In relation to other sites within the ownership of Jersey Water, Policy CI9 identifies Grands Vaux reservoir as a significant opportunity to
create access to the countryside and provide a new recreational amenity space. The potential to secure public access to the north of the
reservoir is acknowledged in the supporting text to be dependent upon the ability of Jersey Water to consolidate and relocate some of its
operations supporting text identifies that the public benefit to be realised through any such relocation can form part of the consideration of any
linked development proposals. This acknowledgement is appreciated.
6.30.It should also be stressed that GrandsVaux reservoir is primarily a key water resource holding critical island infrastructure and that this
operational requirement must remain the primary consideration at the site.6.31.For balance, the operational context of Grands Vaux -including
both the need to consolidate/relocate operations from the site, and to emphasise that the reservoir is critical island infrastructure -should be
recorded in the wording of Policy CI9 itself.
7.CONCLUSIONS
7.1.Jersey Water note that the conclusions of the ‘integrated solution’ presented by Government of Jersey in their evidence base for the BIP have
not been carried forward in full into the proposed policy position. The ‘water’ element of the integrated solution does not benefit from sitespecific designations in the same manner as the minerals and waste elements do. Further, the proposed short-term conclusion for the Simon
Sand site runs counter to the indication in the integrated solution that this is unlikely to be deliverable by using inert waste. This may represent a
significant risk to important water resources, and the approach presented in the BIP needs further explanation before Jersey Water can confirm
the proposed approach is acceptable.
7.2.The new approach to “The Supply and Use of Water ”in Policy UL3 is welcomed, as is the continued engagement in relation to “Water
Pollution Safeguarding” (WER5) and “Surface Water Drainage” (in WER6).
Policy UL3 may benefit from precise targets, which may enhance the ability for expedient outcomes to be delivered by providing clarity on
requirements up-front.
7.3.The context of the existing Jersey Water Headquarters seems to have been lost in the Our Hospital designation under CI3, as does the status
of Grands Vaux as an operational reservoir in Policy CI9. Both these policies would benefit from a better balance to recognise the present
context.
7.4.Jersey Water look forward to working closely with the Government of Jersey in the future stages of the BIP

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

UI1 – Strategic
infrastructure
delivery

strategically significant infrastructure - THIS NEEDS TO BE DEFINED

[View full
response]

Infrastructure upon which the island and islanders depend.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

UI2 – Utilities
infrastructure
facilities

Proposals for the development of new, extended or altered utility infrastructure facilities will be supported where it is:

[View full
response]

Consideration of contribution to climate resilience and adaptation will be made
in the assessment of planning applications, as provided for by Policy SP1 –
Responding to climate change.

ANON-ZZ1R2KG7-J

UI3 - Supply and
use of water

The provision of water to all properties in jersey should be a priority.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and agrees this view, as is provided for by Policy UI3.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJ5-K

UI4 - Telecoms
and other masts
and equipment

I am opposed to construction of telecoms masts or equipment in new locations

[View full
response]

The Minister notes this view.

Much pressure is put on all the ageing utilities causes major problems when roads need digging up for replays. Our utilities are not design for
the amount of demand they are being given.

[View full
response]

The capacity and lifespan of the island's major infrastructure is considered in
the Infrastructure Capacity Study (2020). The Minister for the Environment has

ANON-ZZ1R2KT4-V

Demonstrated, with appropriate evidence, that it will contribute to the development of island resilience and adaptation to climate change.
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proposed the development of a long-term infrastructure roadmap for Jersey
(Strategic Proposal 5).
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As a group of likeminded and extremely concerned homeowners close to La Gigoulande Quarry we have spent many hours and incurred
considerable costs researching the effects of and justification for extending the quarry.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

Provision of minerals
ANON-ZZ1R2KTB-A

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Our efforts have highlighted that this matter is not only one of concern for us - but for residents throughout the island. All of our points have
been submitted via this consultation under individual names - both with respect to individual personal concerns, ecological issues and the
bigger picture concerning building and population policies for the whole island.
When we moved into our homes - the quarry was already operating. We chose to live there. We cannot therefore be accused of NIMBYISM.
However extending a quarry to less than 100m from homes is just not reasonable or safe to do.
Between us we have commissioned and retained an independent planning company who have researched the claims made in the island plan
and they have produced a report.
The report is too lengthy to submit here, but I include below some of the questions raised - which surely must contribute to the need to put this
whole REZONING of a green field ON HOLD until we can have full scrutiny of these, and the many other important issues highlighted.
Questions
1.

2.

3.

4.
5.

La Gigoulande Quarry, owned by Granite Products Limited, is located in the 'Green Zone' in St. Peter's Valley, on the parish boundary
between St. Mary and St. Peter. It is one of only two local producers of crushed rock products for the construction industry. Operational
since 1946, La Gigoulande produces ready-mixed concrete, aggregates and concrete blocks for use in infrastructure, housing and civil
engineering projects.
There remain a number of concerns that need clarification and meaningful public consultation on, before clear minerals planning
recommendations can be made about the future of La Gigoulande Quarry and Field My966. These include:
a. Who was consulted in terms of key stakeholder public interest groups and members of the public, such as neighbours in the locality
to Field My966 regarding the proposed use of Field My966 as an extension to La Gigoulande.
b. The sustainability appraisal carried out by the Department may not comply with Jersey’s obligations under the Strategic
Environmental Assessment Directive as the requirement is to carry out a sustainability appraisal of each of the proposals in a plan
during its preparation. Sustainability appraisal should be applied as an iterative process informing the development of the plan. Its
role is to promote sustainable development by assessing the extent to which the emerging plan, when judged against reasonable
alternatives, will help to achieve relevant environmental, economic and social objectives. It should be transparent and open to public
participation. It cannot just be done as a 'looking back' exercise at the end. Failure to carry out the sustainability appraisal process
properly can expose the plan to legal challenge via judicial review.
c. Whether La Gigoulande’s primary aggregates supply role is required to sustain the island’s construction industry given the overall
increased level in secondary aggregates use.
d. Whether La Gigoulande should become a joint recycled and primary aggregates production site.
e. Whether Jersey Water’s proposal to use the quarry for water storage will be more beneficial than continuing primary aggregates
supply. No meaningful public consultation has taken place and no data was obtained by ARUP weighing the environmental benefits
and disbenefits to either proposal.
An Environmental Impact Assessment is necessary to properly understand the impacts and any possible mitigation making the Scenarios
Assessment carried out by ARUP of limited value. It is unclear how ARUP can state “acceptable impact on ecology, as La Gigoulande is
already an operational site” when the environmental, noise and neighbour amenity impacts of extending into Field My966 have not been
assessed. The position remains very confused at present given use of La Gigoulande as a reservoir or, for minerals extraction, inert waste
re-processing and landfill are mutually exclusive uses even with a Field My966 extension for extraction.
The opinion of Ports of Jersey appears to have been overlooked in ARUP’s report.
What justification is there that it is acceptable to import sand but not aggregates?

The fact that the sustainability report came out after the draft island plan was published and that the ARUP reports are inconsistent, flawed and
biased were also major findings.
For information: This new quarry will be located approximately only
•

183m From Greenhills Hotel
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safeguarded mineral area
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See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

140m From Historic Properties
100m From nearest dwelling
0-10m From Historic protected Gun Mountings (Listed)

Please put a stop to this now, and allow fairness to everyone affected.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6Y-3

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Land use and resources.
A number of references have been made to the ARUP Minerals, Waste & Water report of December 2020 the brief for this report failed to give
due emphasis to the CNP & STP and as a result of this the ARUP report is terminally flawed and again is unsafe to use as supporting evidence.
On the contrary, the MWW report is so determinedly ‘business as usual’ that it poses a severe threat to all and any policies looking to promote
sustainability, pollution reduction and increasing resilience in Jersey.
The new RIBA report makes it very clear that the practice of demolition development as currently practiced is wholly unsustainable and has to
cease as a matter of urgency. The BIP is, if anything encouraging even more demolition as opposed to reuse, this in direct contrast to a number
of private sector conversions and refurbishments currently taking place thanks to the private sector, thus the BIP is directly contributing to future
harm and damage.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

As set out above, the Trust supports increased inert waste recycling in order to reduce the need for new aggregate extraction and landfill. The
Trust also very much welcomes and supports the long awaited closure and restoration of Simon Sand Quarry within the heart of the Island’s
Coastal National Park. However, it is troubled by Policy MW1 which appears to be offering consent for the extension of La Gigoulande Quarry
into Field MY966 prior to an EIA being completed or indeed any public consultation/engagement. This wholly undermines the value and
purpose of EIAs and the Trust would suggest that the policy should be amended to support in principle some limited extension to the quarry
without being location specific.
Given the continuing failure to deliver comprehensive restoration plans for the Island’s quarries the Trust considers that Policy MW1 should be
amended as follows:“
The implementation of such approved schemes will be secured through the use of planning obligation agreements.

ANON-ZZ1R2K9A-E

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I live near to the quarry and I don’t mind really as I don’t see it much and I am at school when they blast and it makes the house shake.
Sometimes when I am holiday from school I can hear it and it scares me.
I was looking at the field that they want to extend the Quarry into and I noticed that there was a really big stone nearby so I looked in my books
and I realised that it was a mounting for the anti aircraft guns that the Germans put in place to protect the airport in the war.
It is listed as a German Occupation Site and forms part of the KERNWERK central battle headquarters for Jersey.
One of the big stones is in the field next to where they want to put the new quarry and the other one is listed as being on the edge of field
MY966 which is the one that the quarry want to use.
I have looked it up and these are historic listings HER reference PE0111 part of an integrated network of German defensive structures
constructed during WW2.
It says that you cannot carry out any activity which might injure or deface this site or part of this site.
Surely you cannot put a quarry near these pieces of history as people will not be able to visit them or walk past to see them. They are such an
important part of our islands history and they attract many many visitors to the island.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJJ-8

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry
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My family and I are deeply concerned about the proposed extension of the Quarry in St Mary. We are local residents and use the lane that is
proposed to be removed on a regular basis for walking and cycling to school. Without that lane we are pushed onto increasingly busy roads
with 30 mph speed limits which are regularly used by people cutting through the countryside.
It seems inexplicable to us that the planning authority could be considering decimating valuable lane, farmland and environmentally established
environment to allow a UK company to make more concrete. Something that is demonstrated to emit a huge quantity of carbon. Surely this is
the opposite of what we should be trying to achieve.
We also question the methodology of pushing this through a masterplan instead of a the Quarry applying for a planning application. This
seems like an attempt to slide a proposal sideways through the system. Coupled with the huge acquisition price paid for the field by the Quarry
and Jersey Gov's promotion this has to be public questioned. What are the motives here?!
Considering our recent troublesome planning application to change the roof covering on an existing dorms window in our roof, the very
suggestion of an extension of a quarry, which shake the very foundations of our Grade 2 listed house, would be laughable if it were not to
deadly serious.
This must be stopped in it's tracks.
Thank you for the opportunity to speak.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KQA-6

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I write this email to say I’m totally against the expansion of the quarry in St Mary’s if this is allowed to go ahead this only says one thing to me
Jersey’s Government is happy destroying its environment. The quarry as it stands is surrounded by green fields and large beautiful trees it
should be the most important role our Government takes to ensure our environment is fully and powerfully protected!
Over development has to be stopped, any vital new development has to be built in a much more eco friendly way if a new build is truly
required. Refurbishment and Retofitting should be the priority for Jersey now, please no more new developments, the carbon footprint for new
builds is massive! How can this be a sustainable long term?
Also what is a sustainable population for Jersey it is clearly now over populated, new developments are out of control they’re large and
unsightly not in keeping with our beautiful Island. Please enough damage has been done leave the green fields alone! Leave our trees alone!
Where is our Environment Minister who believes in protecting our Environment?

ANON-ZZ1R2K1C-8

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3
year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years time.
No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken, these should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion. This concerns me as the current quarrying has a direct impact on my cottage it is structurally
damaging and impacted my mental health It is immoral to put this extension into the draft without considering the impact on local houses,
people and wildlife, not to mention losing a vital green lane.
The island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it looked
at how much more aggregate could be recycled and for what cost. This failure to publish the full range of costs and benefits of recycling versus
quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed.
A comparitive carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation has not been undertaken.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K36-W

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

During lockdown me and my mummy and brother walked around the lanes every day. We like the lane opposite our house as it is a bit quieter
and there are not as many fast cars.
I also saw a lot of geese on the field that they want to make into the quarry. Where will these geese land if the field has gone?
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See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
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The planning application to extend Ronez Quarry at St John has recently been
approved (see:
https://www.gov.je/citizen/planning/pages/PlanningApplicationDetail.aspx?s=
1&r=P/2016/0714)

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

There are also lots of geocaching boxes in the trees that a family put there a long time ago and you can follow the route where to find them on
your phone - it is like a treasure hunt.
I would not want that lane to go as it is my favourite.
***
The important point that my son is making here is that MENTAL HEALTH is so important at all times, but especially during lockdown. Being able
to get out and walk in the lanes on a daily basis became a treasured routine for ours and many other families. Green lanes, peace and quiet
around our homes must be cherished. These are our FOREVER HOMES please don't ruin them.

ANON-ZZ1R2K9C-G

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

My main concerns about extending the quarry are that it will:
1.
2.
3.
4.

decimate agricultural land
destroy a very popular green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and wildlife
impact traffic in the area

Facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land../
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — why isn’t Jersey
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials?

ANON-ZZ1R2K2B-8

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am completely against the enlargement of the Quarry site at St John, a part from the destruction of a beautiful part of Jersey that is enjoyed by
many. The destruction of the natural habitat and the vast amount of trees that will bo destroyed in the process is vastly against the need to
protect the Climate change we are all seeking to combat.
It will cause a complete eye sore on so many levels, and with no regard for the people who live in the area. It is your duty as our elected
representatives to protect and vote against this proposition for the sake of climate change for the future of our children. I rest my case.

ANON-ZZ1R2KQ2-Q

Our comments are in relation to our objection to the proposed rezoning and extension of La Gigoulande Quarry.
We are concerned about the inclusion, in the Draft bridging Island Plan consultation, of the suggestion that the quarry wish to extend their
operations into field MY966. This would not only mean the loss of a valuable, prime agricultural 21 vergée field but part of the beautiful country
lane (La Rue Bechervaise) next to it. This lane connects to the cycle/footpath in St Peter’s Valley, which offers a safe passage to the south coast.
Across the main road are lanes giving access to St Mary’s Village and St Ouen, all with only minimum contact with main roads. These are much
used by locals and holiday makers.
There would be a huge impact on local inhabitants, the nearest dwelling is only about 130m from the edge of the field and others, including the
Greenhills Hotel about 200m. Inhabitants also include wildlife that would be displaced from the banks and trees if this extension were to be
approved.
We feel that a thorough assessment of the necessity to extend the quarry has not been carried out including a rethink on how buildings are
constructed in the future. There was an argument that the environmental impact of importing building materials was greater than quarrying
them locally. Would this still stand up if, in the future, fossil fuelled transport (mainly ships) were replaced by hydrogen powered versions?
Where would the next extension be?
We hear accusations of nimbyism but really this site is in the whole of Jersey’s back yard, and we urge the Government of Jersey to remove this
proposal from the Draft bridging Island Plan and thoroughly research and debate the future of the islands’ population and housing
requirements.
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ANON-ZZ1R2K2Q-Q

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

My comments below are in response to Field MY966 & Extending La Gigoulande Quarry

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area
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See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

I do not live in St Mary or St Peter. But importantly, I do live in Jersey, an island with a precious environment that has always depended on
islanders and government for protection.
Whilst I understand we need to plan ahead, putting the extension into the draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left
at current size but the island plan is only a 3 year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full
consultation and conversation that looks at whether or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years time.
Green spaces are vital for good mental health and we need to protect the natural environment that ourselves, the other species that live on our
island and future generations. Decisions to destroy nature irreversibly should not be taken lightly and so should only be made once proper
research has been done to look at alternative options including:
•

•

We have to have a proper population control policy in place before making large decions like this. At some point we need to restrict
population, to the detriment of our economy. It won't suit everyone, but this Island can only fit so many people and buildings on it before it
is destroyed. Please protect our Island's natural environment as priority.
A comparitive environmemtal assessment of quarrying versus importation needs to be undertaken. We need to consider importing building
material; similar or alternatives. If it costs more then let the developers/users pay (I am likely to be one of these), not the environment.

We also need to consider if we can recycle more building materials. Again, I realise this will be at a financial cost.
•

A full impact report on the nature in the surrounding area should be carried out.

The extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability and time needs to be spent considering it. It must not be rushed through. The
island plan consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for planning application consultation later on.
Please don't make the mistake of destroying our environment for the gain the mining business and developers.
Thank you for taking time to read this.

ANON-ZZ1R2K9P-W

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

The extension of La Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that the whole island needs to spend time considering and this island plan
consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for public enquiry and planning application consultation later.
Putting the quarry extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at the current size but the island plan
is only a 3-year plan, therefore it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation
that looks at whether to include an expansion in the next island plan in 3 years’ time.
No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken, these should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion. The results of these assessments may show a genuine need to expand the quarry and will
then aid the public and our states members to make the correct decision for the island.
The draft island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it
looked at how much aggregate could be recycled and for what cost in both monetary and environmental. This failure to publish the full range
of costs and benefits of recycling versus quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed.
A comparative carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation has not been undertaken.
A recent report by the BBC shows that the production of cement accounts for about 8% of the world's carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-4655844 and whist La Gigoulande is not directly involved in cement production a reduction
in aggregate use would also lead to a reduction of cement use and therefore CO2.
The quarry has already received permission for future inert waste landfill, careful consideration needs to be given as where that inert waste will
be dumped before the quarry is to be expanded and quarried for a further 30-40 years. The draft plan seeks to protect the islands coastline
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through a Coastal National Park which would indicate a presumption against further reclamation from the sea for inert waste. So where is it to
be dumped if not La Gigoulande?
The re-zoning for the expansion of the quarry includes a green lane in St Mary, La Rue Bechervaise. This lane is lined with mature trees and any
expansion of the quarry through the lane will require the removal of many of these trees and vegetation, any replanting of trees post use of the
quarry is likely to be in the region off 80 years from now before they reach the same level of maturity.
The surrounding small parish roads are already over used by heavy vehicles, many operated by Granite Products, doing untold damage to the
road surfaces and sub-structure, forcing pedestrians not into the hedge but in some places onto the hedge or roadside bank so that the heavy
trucks can pass. They regularly use La Cheve Rue, La Rue a Georges, La Rue es Boeufs, La Verte Rue (St Lawrence) when departing from the
quarry and returning via La Longue Rue , Rue Bechervaise, La Rue des Aix and La Cheve Rue.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJV-M

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am very much opposed to the expansion of Gigoulande Quarry.
The proposal to rezone field MY966 in the Draft Bridging Plan seems far too rushed and lacking in scrutiny.
The quarry has 8 years life left in it. The Bridging Plan is for a three year period rather than the usual 10 years. The reason (stated in the
publication’s introduction) being that it is harder to plan for the future, at the moment, due to the effects of Covid and Brexit. So there is time to
delay the decision and give it proper scrutiny.
Many aspects need more consideration:
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.

The impact on nearby residents, properties and businesses.
a. Blasting - residents nearby already complain of the ground shaking during blasting. The blasts would be nearer houses and could
cause possible damage. Has this been investigated?
b. More dust falling on properties. Possible health risks as a result.
c. Noise from blasting, crushing and screening. Constant loud and sudden noise can have significant effects on mental health.
d. The impact on other businesses, for instance the Greenhills Hotel - the benefit to the quarry business (owned off-island) would be to
the detriment of the hotel business (owned on-island).
The loss of a beautiful lane/ cycle route and biodiverse treed hedgerows. We need to actively preserve our pleasant country areas for the
benefit of islanders and visitors alike.
The loss of a good, large agricultural field in a designated green zone. This productive field has grown a variety of crops in the past few
years including potatoes and daffodils.
Concrete is recognised as having the most damaging carbon footprint of all construction materials. Jersey is planning to become carbon
neutral. Different building materials and construction methods need to be considered.
Ronez Quarry has been given permission to expand. Surely this takes the time pressure off a decision to extend Gigoulande Quarry.

The Government of Jersey should at least defer the decision to expand the quarry until the next Island Plan in three years’ time, to allow for
proper scrutiny of the proposal.

ANON-ZZ1R2K4Z-2

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Please remove the proposal to re zone field MY966 from the draft island plan.
Jersey already has plenty of reserves – enough for the hospital and new homes for its islanders. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to
run plus at least 6 more years beneath its equipment. Ronez has at least 20. This draft island plan is only going to last for the next 3 years. With
well over 30 years of reserves already, why the sudden rush for this rezoning to be done, and why so secretly?
This quarry was never intended as a long-term provider – that was earmarked for Ronez, whilst Granite Products was to concentrate on
recycling. It was stated that the quarry could provide reserves until 2076 with recycling so why do they now claim to have only 8 years left?
Nowhere in the report is recycling mentioned AT ALL as an option, so they conveniently seem to have forgotten what they were tasked with.
The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated wildlife. All
this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs to keep it
running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
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It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the quarry
would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it would become
– a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism, and this application flies in the face of two of them.
The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the rush to
rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going to happen.
Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed
through.

ANON-ZZ1R2KX3-Y

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I just wanted to write that I am totally against the expansion of the quarry in St. Peter.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

The loss of a good agricultural field which could potentially be used for food production for future generations for thousands of years is an
un-acceptable loss forever,
Without a proper population policy how can we prove that this quarry extension is even needed?.
Concrete and cement production are huge carbon producers and fly's in the face of our proposed 'carbon neutral 'policies.
Any building materials that are required in the Island can be shipped in, with a second existing quarry in the Island this is adequate to meet
concrete productions requirements.
Government should be encouraging eco friendly construction methods with subsidies etc.
This will have a devastating effect on the homes and businesses in the vicinity.
The Island doesn't have an un-employment problem, therefore anyone affected can be employed elsewhere.
This is such a beautiful part of the Island with many mature trees and quiet country lanes, it will be devastating to lose these for future
generations.

ANON-ZZ1R2KX3-Y

MW1 - Provision
of minerals

I just wanted to write that I am totally against the expansion of the quarry in St. Peter.
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ANON-ZZ1R2KE7-G

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I write to strongly oppose the rezoning of a green zone field which will facilitate a new quarry to be built in Field MY966, St Mary.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

A beautiful example of a prime agricultural field, positioned midway between hundreds of other vergees, well utilized and immaculately kept by
Jersey farmers, surrounded by numerous homes (one which is particularly close) and businesses (including an hotel), an abundance of wildlife, a
mile of busy cycle route and several leafy green lanes.
Allowing this field to be rezoned will just be the starting block for creating an enormous quarry on our beautiful little island, effectively allowing
a very ugly scar on the landscape.
The proposition goes against policy GD1 Point 3C which claims that any development must not adversely affect the health, safety and
environment of users of buildings and land by virtue of emissions to air, land, buildings, and water including light, noise, vibration, dust, odour,
fumes, electromagnetic fields, effluent or other emissions.
A new quarry would certainly cause many of these issues to be exacerbated to a much further extent than are already tolerated. Add to this the
pressure on the already busy road system and we run the risk of ruining this quiet, calm corner of our island.
Quarries exert all sorts of health risks to people living nearby. In the UK they are currently lobbying for quarries to be at least 1000 metres away
from residential areas to prevent diseases such as asthma, lung disease and cancers. These risks must be mitigated, not actively encouraged!
In practical terms, living near an area where dynamite is used creates blast noise, shudders, and insurmountable amounts of dust affecting both
the inside and outside of properties (daily dusting is required) external cars and windows are always dirty.
Jersey policy ERE1 states that agricultural land is safeguarded and this particular field is right in the middle of other well used agricultural fields,
farmed by Jersey farmers. Future generations must be able to benefit from the unique benefits of Jersey, one being for growing food, relying
less on food imports.
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Other propositions, such as the use of Warwick Farm was rejected as a possible hospital site - partly due to the fact that it is in a green zone.
How can the same rationale not be applied to a commercial quarry?
Similarly, the destruction of bicycle lanes goes against the carbon reducing policies that Government are currently considering. These were
named as an ‘immediate priority’ for investment.
Why are the government not looking at the redevelopment of brown field sites before earmarking green areas for industrial development?
Surely we need to look at alternative and more environmentally friendly methods of building which do not rely the quarries as much for the
future.
One option is using timber frame build packs. These can be built far more quickly and cost effectively than traditional build properties and
retain the high quality standard required, as well as sound and heat efficiency. They save in construction times and labour costs (as we are short
of build labour on island).
Locally owned Ronez Quarry which has over 50 years of material available is surely a better choice for an expansion of current quarrying needs,
if these are deemed as necessary? It is located away from homes and businesses and has its own sea access for imports, when required, for the
future.
The St John Rural Committee have just voted to support the extension of Ronez Quarry so we have plenty of supplies for the island from here.
We cannot quarry on Jersey forever - so we need to plan for this and take action now - as Ronez have reported that they are doing.
We cannot keep extending the life of La Gigoulande Quarry - at the expense of green belt land and the health and safety of islanders.
Quarrying is unsustainable and this is clearly a case of profiteering by a UK based company.
The ARUP report, upon which this development relies, is based upon information, facts and figures provided by La Gigoulande Quarry
themselves, who are clearly financially interested.
There are major discrepancies apparent.
•
•
•
•
•
•

ARUP said that the quarry had a ‘limited lifespan’ and now they want to extend that life.
In the Island Plan 2011 they said there were 3.2M tonnes of reserve giving a 27 year lifespan. Now in 2020 they say that there are 900,000t
left and an 8 year lifespan.
Where has the remainder gone? (The amount used per year has not significantly changed).
The land under the Plant Machinery must be investigated for use.
Ports of Jersey must be consulted regarding imports of this nature. We are told that they can handle it, obviously with some preparation
needed. If we can import sand, why can we not import aggregate?
The ARUP figures are wrong and our Government have/are relying upon them to vote.

The argument that this aggregate is required for the new hospital and new housing planned is irrelevant to this matter, as the idea is to
complete the housing stock by 2024. If this field was to be used, it would not be utilized before that time anyway. We are told that much of the
hospital materials will be brought in from abroad.
This whole process is flawed. The Island Plan is relying upon information which needs to be checked and independently verified. If this is done
then the process cannot be criticised. ARUP seem integral to many developments on the island and they must be transparent, thorough and
accurate or else there will be a major loss of TRUST.
La Gigoulande was always meant to have a limited lifespan and we must face that fact.
This will not affect current building supplies.
We have taken professional, independent advice upon the ARUP report. The conclusion was that ‘the report reads as though ARUP were given
the answer to the question that they were being asked, and then produced a report justifying the conclusion’.
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I therefore request that this proposal be removed from the Bridging Island Plan to allow time for full investigation into the options available for
the future of building in Jersey – otherwise we will be in this same position in 10 years time at the detriment of St Mary.
It will just give us time for full and independent investigation into the ARUP report and to scrutinise the environmental impact of Quarrying field
MY966 BEFORE re-zoning takes place.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJ3-H

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Since I wrote my previous submission a number of additional important and relevant points have come to mind which I would like to share:
These points are to do with the Island Plan and the re-zoning of field MY966 to which I register my concern that an official of Jersey
Government has failed to consider the implications of rezoning this green field and road, for quarrying and commercial UK gain.
I have 50 years experience in designing, construction, operation and owning 4 star hotels. I therefore feel qualified to state that Greenhills Hotel
is a great asset for Jersey in terms of both Tourism and employment. Some staff live there - it is their home. Should you approve this ridiculous
scheme the hotel will fail. Visitors will not return to this hotel or the Island of Jersey. Government have committed heavily to promoting the
island in an effort to regain its former status as an attractive holiday/short break option. This development flies in the face of that policy....
I have no affiliation to the hotel or the Seymour family but feel it appropriate to strongly advise you carefully consider your actions.
Regarding the position of the new quarry, I have flown as a licensed pilot into the island and when approaching can see what an eyesore/scar
on the landscape this is for all visitors coming in, by air, to see. If this is extended further our beautiful island will be ruined - people will think
that we are all crackers!
When people purchase properties in Jersey (or elsewhere for that matter) they take reassurance from the fact that certain areas are in the 'green
zone'. It is an implied term that this land will not be built upon. Being surrounded by green fields is a major factor in house purchase/build
decisions and this cannot then be ridden roughshod over, overturning these 'guarantees' to suit a UK Company at the detriment of everyone in
the vicinity.
Green zones are 'protected' for a reason and if such terms are overridden and affect homeowners - then people will want compensating for the
lack of ability to enjoy their own property.
It is also very concerning that a quarry can be built so close to homes and I am making investigations into this with Health and Safety advisors.
In many jurisdictions 200m is the very minimum and this applies in many countries of the world. This raises the point that the Quarry is already
well closer than 200m to my home, and whether this should itself be formally investigated and addressed?
I just cannot grasp the reasoning behind this proposal - who is the person suggesting this?
The Jersey people must not be failed by the officials who represent them and their wishes. Should this scheme be endorsed there will be so
many serious repercussions.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KBE-U

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

As resident of St. Lawrence I am deeply concerned about the proposed expansion in the Draft Island Plan to the Quarry. As a local resident we
use the lanes frequently for walks, enjoy all the wildlife and flora and fauna that we see as well as enjoying the tranquillity of the Greenhills
Hotel. I fear that the noise and dust pollution would be incredibly detrimental to an area that is enjoyed by many for walks and cycling - not just
the local residents.
I hope that mine is not the only concern that is raised and that you can reconsider this plan.

ANON-ZZ1R2K7S-X

MW1 - Provision
of minerals

Gigoulande quarry - I would like to register my total opposition to this proposal and the lack of consultation on this very important principle
and plan.
It seems iniquitous that this sale has gone ahead presumably with some sort of informal guarantee that permission will be granted in due
course, on the basis that the purchase price is way beyond that which would be normal for an agricultural field.
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We must stop desecrating the small amount of land we have for agricultural use for many and varied reasons of which I’m sure you are aware there is no justification in allowing this and dealing with jersey’s declared climate emergency.
The extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that the whole island needs to spend time considering and this island plan
consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for planning application consultation later on.
Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3
year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years time.
No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken, these should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion.
The island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it looked
at how much more aggregate could be recycled and for what cost. This failure to publish the full range of costs and benefits of recycling versus
quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed.
A comparitive carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation has not been undertaken.
I would be glad to receive your comments
Thank you
[REDACTED TEXT]

ANON-ZZ1R2KGU-G

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

My comments below are in response to Field MY966 & Extending La Gigoulande Quarry (St Peter/St Mary):
“Winnable reserves have been identified in these areas which will secure on-island supply of primary aggregate for the next 20 to 30 years.”
Minerals extraction and waste disposal p. 302
The ARUP report is based on forecast figures which have no bearing on a Government of Jersey population strategy. The huge population
growth predicted in the report justifies the need for extension of the quarry and may be a way to satisfy popular concerns that housing in Jersey
is in short demand and more affordable housing needs to be found/built. However, there are many questions to be raised here:
1.
2.

What about recycled materials to be used in construction and rebuilds? Surely this could significantly mitigate the need for extending a
quarry to the detriment of the countryside and the neighbouring properties;
What about importation of mineral resources? Has a study been done to determine whether buying from abroad would in fact be easier,
cleaner and cheaper? If not, this needs to be reviewed to give a balanced argument.

MW1 – Provision of minerals
“All proposals for extended mineral extraction sites must be accompanied by an environmental impact assessment and a comprehensive afteruse site restoration plan.”
“Proposals for extended extraction at Ronez Quarry and La Gigoulande will only be supported where environmental and other impacts can be
successfully limited or mitigated.” Minerals extraction and waste disposal p. 302
This must mean a full and independent review is carried out without delay to assess the current level of noise, disturbance and damage done to
buildings with each explosion let off by the quarry before any notion of extending the quarry can be taken into account. Do we have a way of
checking whether the current explosions meet or do not meet legal requirements here or in the UK? I can assure you that anyone living within
1km of the quarry experiences very, very loud explosions on a regular basis which are, without doubt, damaging infrastructure and a
considerable source of noise pollution.
Other environmental impacts include:
1.

the loss of a green lane which is used by many local walkers and runners as well as hotel visitors and tourists;
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the loss of an agricultural field which is used all year round to a large yield of varied crops;
destruction of wildlife and their natural habitats;
the loss of a designated cycle path used all year round by a large number of cyclists;
the death of more than 120 mature trees

ADDITIONAL PERTINENT POINTS/QUESTIONS
•

•

•

•

Why has the application for the extension to Ronez quarry been left pending since 2016? It suggests re-zoning of the motor-cross track as
part of the plan which is far less controversial and destructive than blowing a second huge hole in the middle of an agricultural field so near
homes and businesses. I would suggest this option needs to be reconsidered as more viable than La Gigoulande and the huge negative
environmental impact this will have.
Granite Products is owned by an UK company, Brett and Sons. The ARUP report which underpins much of the argument for extension of La
Gigoulande Quarry, used data provided by this company. This raises the issue of impartiality and bias and, therefore, strongly requires
further independent consideration and scrutiny from a statistical and environmental perspective.
Field MY966 sold for more than £1.65 million for which there has been no planning application. This indicates a level of very high
confidence that approval for extension is a ‘done deal’. It would be a terrifically huge gamble if no promise has been made to Brett and
Sons. Scrutiny of this transaction is essential before any further action.
How can a Parish Green Lane be sold to a private UK company? Are Green Lanes so easily sold to the highest bidders?

CONCLUSIONS
I believe this plan to extend La Gigoulande Quarry should be removed from the Draft Island Plan to give more time to scrutinise and compile
data independently. It seems that this plan has been far too rushed and there is a significant lack of consultation with people whose lives will be
unduly affected by the proposals.
Parish officials from St Mary have assured me in person and by email that my concerns are valid and should be taken very seriously and I hope
that they will help and do what they can to halt proceedings. Civil Servants I spoke to last week at the Island Plan roadshow tried to convince me
that this is merely a draft set of proposals with no certainty they will come to fruition. I remain unconvinced and sceptical for emotional and
rational reasons; I firmly hold the belief that the plans the extend La Gigoulande Quarry to be morally, ethically and strategically wrong.

ANON-ZZ1R2K8J-P

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

With reference to the plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry in St Mary I would like to raise the following points - as the person who will be
most personally affected by its expansion.
I bought the land upon which I then built my house in St Peter for £3.5M. There was an agreement (in which the States were involved) whereby
this money was kept in Jersey and paid into Woodside Farms, a Jersey Company, by the vendor. This was known as an ‘Enabling Policy’ to assist
the farmer who was in financial trouble at the time. I had strict stipulations about what I could build on the land – two luxury houses. I was
encouraged by the States to enter into this agreement to assist Farming and Agriculture.
Why was I encouraged to do this, when I was helping out the vendor and the States, only to now be told that my home is at risk of having a
quarry right next door? I feel very let down by the people who I helped.
When I bought my land and then built my home on it, the quarry and Granite Products were in situ and I did not have a problem with it. I did
not think that it would affect my home at that distance away.
However once I moved in it became clear that I was wrong. I can feel the effects of the blast and the house sometimes shudders depending
upon the size of it.
I have spoken to the quarry about this and they now inform me when they will be blasting - which can be as much as once or twice a week.
I can just about live with this despite the fact that there is a lot of dust generated and my cars and windows are often dirty and a relentless job
to keep clean.
However - I did not dream in my worst nightmares that the quarry would wish to expand into field MY966 which is just 100m from my property.
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I have the full support of my many neighbours when I request that this quarry expansion be removed from the island plan to give full
consideration to other options available for both Granite Products as a company and for building methods on the island as a whole.
When I built my home I used a lot of recycled products and shipped others in from abroad. This worked out to be far more cost effective to
source and import as well as being both convenient and of excellent quality.
Three generations of my family live within my home and the impact of a quarry moving so close to us really concerns me, especially as we have
a baby in the house who loves to play in the garden. The dust and debris that comes over already is a worry but if the quarry extends into field
MY966 I will be able to look right into it from my bedroom window. This is not right and will ruin the views from my house which currently look
over the fields.
I employ staff at my house to look after the grounds and the chicken farm that I operate. Blasts from a new quarry next door could well kill
some of my birds with the shock. I have hundreds of birds there and accommodation for them all. I have also planted an orchard in my grounds
at great expense and the dust from a quarry would absolutely kill my trees.
I am concerned that I will not be able to keep my staff if the orchards are ruined and if my chickens are compromised.
My house is going to be the closest one to this new quarry and the stress and worry about all this is making me ill and the same goes for my
neighbours in the next house along to mine.
I built my house in the good faith that it was surrounded by a green zone which was protected by the Government. It is one of the best points
about its location, in a green leafy area surrounded by fields and lanes. I am also very close to the WW2 Heritage sites, some of which remain
on my land.
I have privacy here which I need and enjoy and want to do so for years to come. Please review this decision to rezone the land which is
unacceptable and will ruin the lives of myself and my family.
I have proved myself in building this house that there are alternative methods of construction and recycling and importing which can be used in
order to reduce the needs for aggregate on this island.
Ronez has been approved an expansion which will give us years worth of supplies so please do not ruin more green belt of Jersey by quarrying
and all that it entails – our health, our wildlife, our mental wellbeing, our lanes, our homes – our whole way of life.

ANON-ZZ1R2KEH-1

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

All mineral data for the ARUP report was provided by the quarry itself. It obviously has a vested interest in this rezoning application and
therefore the report cannot in any way be deemed independent, nor can the figures be accepted without scrutiny. There are too many
discrepancies and too much conflict of interest, as highlighted below.
Jersey has no population policy, so how exactly have these aggregate requirements been estimated? Figures quoted by ARUP are for a
population increase of between 800 and 1500 per year for the next 30 years. The Draft Island Plan assumes 600 for the next five years, with later
figures to be determined. Consequently, ARUP’s estimates for aggregate requirements are as inflated as its population assumptions. This is not
government policy, as there IS no government policy. These figures need to be scrutinised as they have, again, been provided by the quarry to
justify its own extension.
La Gigoulande has huge reserves underneath its existing plant and equipment but makes no mention of them. Instead, it prefers to quote
massively lower reserves than 10 years ago, purchase and ultimately blast a farmed field in a Green Zone. Ronez Quarry in Guernsey is prepared
to move its machinery, however complicated a process, to access and mine its own currently inaccessible reserves. La Gigoulande should be
forced to be equally transparent, and these reserves should be included in its figures, and the aggregate beneath its plant and equipment
extracted, in advance of any rezoning application. Granite Products has previously done exactly this, and should do so again. It purchased new
machinery which covered its current reserves. It was happy to cover to do this as it was in its own commercial interests then, and should not
complain about doing so now. This would ensure that Ministers were presented with accurate figures and could make decisions on the basis
that the information provided was correct. More evidence of unrealistic figures is demonstrated below.
The 2011 Island Plan (Minerals – 10.10) stated ‘The operating company presently estimates there are approximately 3.2 million tonnes of
consented reserves remaining at the quarry (1), giving a theoretical life expectancy of 27 years at current average extraction rates (118,000
tonnes per annum). However, it argues that the life of the quarry could be prolonged by a further 40 years to 2076, when recycling operations
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are established under the auspices of Policy WM6 (if recycling volumes are available), because primary aggregate production would be reduced
by 50%.’
In stark contrast to this, however, the ARUP report 2020 now quotes vastly reduced reserves of 900,000 tonnes and a quarry life of less than 8
years, which it uses to justify the need for rezoning. Even allowing for above average yearly extraction rates, La Gigoulande miraculously appears
to have 'lost' an absolute minimum of 6.5 years of reserves, as well as the above-mentioned extra years which it claimed could last until 2076.
This is baffling although, it must be said, rather convenient for a quarry which is applying for permission to rezone/extend due to lack of
reserves.
Such vastly opposing figures for 2011 and 2021 clearly and literally do not add up. Either these figures have been manipulated to suit various
timelines and applications, or La Gigoulande rather worryingly seems to have no idea from one decade to the next about the state of its
reserves and as a result its forecasts are completely inaccurate. Both scenarios are concerning.
These figures MUST be scrutinised before any rezoning is considered, given the massive differences between the original long-term estimates of
2011 and the current ones. These discrepancies cast serious doubt on the veracity of the 2011 Plan which Ministers signed and agreed, as well as
the current 2020 ARUP report presented to Ministers for approval.
Another question which needs to be asked is why the rezoning of MY966 is being considered at all? The 2002 plan agreed by ministers stated
that La Gigoulande Quarry had a ‘limited lifespan’ and that long term production of aggregates would be produced at Ronez instead. It also
stated that ‘preparations should be made for the import of sand as well as crushed rock. This plan was agreed by Ministers.
The 2011 Island Plan made few changes to this policy, but over the following years it became apparent that Jersey should ‘replace primary
aggregates wherever practicable by recycled, or secondary aggregates’ and by ‘reconsidering the option of importing aggregates’…. an option
which was retained. Long term production was again confirmed for Ronez, and La Gigoulande was to incorporate waste storage into its facility.
However, in its recommendations for the forthcoming Island Plan, ARUP states that La Gigoulande Quarry ‘is once again facing the need for
further permitted resources’ if its role as a major supplier is to continue. But it was never the plan for La Gigoulande’s role as a major supplier to
continue, and Ministers had already agreed that it would have a ‘limited lifespan’. Why, therefore, is this rezoning being considered at all? The
quarry and its UK parent company are leading this rezoning application, and Ministers are at risk of being innocently hoodwinked by its figures.
Furthermore, the importation costs quoted by ARUP do not tally with what a few telephone calls to the UK produced, nor with what Ronez
Guernsey quoted for importing aggregate. Once again, these figures would seem to have been manipulated in order to deter any thought of
imports. Ports of Jersey have confirmed that imports would be no more expensive than local product. They would simply need a couple of years
in terms of infrastructure, which they have. These figures and claims must be scrutinised before even talking about rezoning.
This issue is of huge concern to all islanders for the following reasons:
Figures provided to an ‘independent consultant’ were produced by the interested party (the quarry) alone. This is unethical, is a conflict of
interest and therefore warrants scrutiny. The quarry has a vested interest in this rezoning and its figures cannot be relied upon.
The application to safeguard a field in the Green Zone for minerals extraction has not been the subject of any environmental impact
assessment. Such an assessment would highlight just how disastrous this would be to nature, wildlife, businesses, listed buildings, and the
enjoyment of the wider community.
The sustainability report was not produced prior to the rezoning application, but retrospectively. This may be subject to judicial review.
There has been no consultation whatsoever with residents and local businesses, all of whom need to discuss their objections and concerns.
The rezoning and subsequent planning application would close a country hotel which is much loved by both visitors and islanders. The hotel is a
gold standard for Jersey tourism and the island’s green credentials.
Ronez would seem far more practical in terms of extension, so why has its own application to extend been pending since 2016? What is the
reason for this delay? Surely extending Ronez, which was always earmarked for long-term aggregate production, would make more economical
and environmental sense than rezoning a green field, with all the subsequent devastation it would bring.
It was established that La Gigoulande was not a long-term provider of aggregates, therefore this whole rezoning question is moot. It should be
removed from this Draft Island Plan to allow for scrutiny of the figures and for a full and thorough investigation into alternatives such as
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recycling and importation costs. If deemed appropriate, the rezoning application can then be added to the next Island Plan and the delay will
have caused no disadvantage to the island. However, this Draft Island Plan cannot be signed off in its current state whilst so many discrepancies
and omissions regarding the quarry’s figures remain, and whilst so many questions need to be answered.
La Gigoulande’s UK parent company have very tight operating margins and have stated that they may be facing a large tax liability in the UK.
They need to repair their balance sheet. Jersey has become their main cash cow, and Brett and Sons appear to be pushing an unnecessary
agenda with this proposed extension. The massive discrepancies between past/current/anticipated figures all leads to a very confusing picture
indeed – one that needs to be fully scrutinised before Jersey’s literal heart is ripped out beyond repair. Allowing this would leave an unnecessary
scar on Jersey’s reputation, purely for the benefit of a UK company.

ANON-ZZ1R2KBQ-7

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I want to lodge my concern about the plans to extend the quarry.
I live very near this are and love the countryside and the wildlife which exists around the area.
I am not convinced that the plan to expand is necessary and the negatives far outweigh the positives. I have read the ARUP report and it does
not make a compelling argument that justifies destruction and mayhem in my neighbourhood.
My main concerns are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

decimate agricultural land
delete a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and all manner of wildlife
impact traffic in the area
affect neighbours nearby
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

What really shocks and worries me is that the potato field was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2T-T

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I don't agree with this plan because of implications as follows
•
•
•
•
•

ANON-ZZ1R2KQ7-V

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Explosions/vibrations
Quarry noises
Loss of lane/views
Pollution/dust/noise
More traffic

My comments to follow are both specific to the proposed expansion of La Gigoulande quarry and it's potential expansion into fields MY966 but
also encompass a general concern at a complete lack of cohesive strategy in terms of the ongoing development of our island.
There is a complete lack of evidence or justification that the long term supply of primary aggregates should include the planned expansion of La
Gigoulande quarry works, and to give this any level of support or endorsement as part of any future policy or consideration on the bridging
Island Plan would be irresponsible and contrary to any moral, ethical, environmental or socially justifiable basis.
It is fundamentally wrong for the Government to allow this specific proposal to be included at this time or for any politician to support that even
the principle of the extended mineral extraction at La Gigoulande should be safeguarded, the focus and support should be to prevent the
desecration of our natural environment and the irreversible damage and impact on the countryside and the residents and other businesses in
the area that would be done should this expansion be permitted.
We do not need or want our Government to support this element of the proposal at this time. The findings and recommendations within the
Minerals, Waste and Water Study 2020 should be a basis for much more detailed environmental and strategic review, not a knee jerk reaction. A
full assessment of all alternative sources and methods of future construction should be undertaken, then and only then should any decisions on
any need for expansion of any of our existing quarry sites be taken and those decisions should be based on detailed and duly considered
factual evidence and long term vision.
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It is also unacceptable and extremely concerning for our politicians and senior officers to suggest that we the public should not be concerned at
this stage and to take comfort that all aspects of impact of any expansion would be addressed as part of any subsequent planning process, we
need any plan for the expansion to be stopped now.
Please remove any support or endorsement of the expansion of La Gigoulande Quarry, even in principle, from the Bridging Island Plan.

ANON-ZZ1R2KX7-3

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am a neighbour to La Gigoulande Quarry situated approximately 500m from their southerly perimeter and if their application to extend the
quarry into field MY966 then I will be approx 200m away. We currently experience large blasts twice a week on Tuesday and Friday at 1pm
which is not a nice experience and causes distress to not only the wildlife in the area but also our wellbeing through constant noise and dust
made by the quarry together with cracked windows and structural damage caused by the blasting. The proposal not only brings the quarry to
within 200m of our property it also raises the blasts site from down in St Peters Valley, 40-50m higher, level with our house to one of the
highest points on the Island. This will be devastating for hundreds of properties in the area and these blasts will affect the wellbeing and wildlife
of people in a 1 mile radius, so its not just the current neighbours that will be affected.
If successful the quarry will be allowed to destroy a valuable green field together with several hundred mature trees and a popular green road
used by walkers and cyclists daily and when they have destroyed this one then local government will simply let them blow up another one. It will
impact several hundred homes, a popular Hotel, a catholic church and devastate one of Jerseys most beautiful countryside.
I'm not sure who, whether Cohen, Luce or Young but someone of high ranking was party to the quarry paying 7 times current market value for
field MY966, letting the quarry pay millions to construct the walkway in St Peters valley and letting the quarry pay to resurface the valley road in
exchange for Brett Industries acquiring a hundred million pound quarry. They will rape our Island of natural beauty and not a penny of that cash
will stay in Jersey. Not a good deal for Jersey.
Yes, we need houses, but find a better way to build them with less impact on our natural resources. Recycle more, highly tax our natural
resources, ship in aggregate and sand and if this is not sustainable then stop building and stop more people coming to our Island so we can get
on enjoying it like we have done so for centuries.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJ9-Q

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

As a reasonably local Coin Varin resident, I am a little alarmed by the proposal to include field MY966 as 'site provision' for La Gigoulande
Quarry expansion.
Whilst I understand the need for the States to have policies MW1,2,3, by re-zoning this large productive agricultural field does the Draft plan not
provide a commercial advantage to Granite Products? Surely it is up to this private UK-owned company to establish its case? I have read the
whole Draft Bridging Island Plan and the Arup report 'Minerals, Waste and Water Study' Dec 2020. Whilst the Draft plan acknowledges the
uncertainty around planning for the future this aspect doesn't seem to constrain the Arup report. The 'RAG' ratings of the three scenarios
discussed lack detail and accuracy, for instance the 'Green' rating for impact on Watercourses etc in the third scenario is in conflict with
concerns raised in the earlier ARUP report of 2008, and the green rating for no impact on the built environment and heritage is plainly wishful
thinking.
Given the recent permission extended to Ronez quarry, the inclusion of an 'earmarked field MY966 should be reconsidered.
This area in the heart of Jersey contains St Peter's Valley, The Elms (NT) and nearby Morel Farm (NT), many single track lanes and teems with
wildlife and biodiversity. It is an oasis of calm and is well used by walkers, joggers and cyclists.
The current noise and explosions are heard regularly and felt at my location and beyond. Extending the quarry will only magnify this invasion
into the peace and tranquility of the area and impact on residents' health and well-being. The current quarry extends from the valley up to the
fields above, incursion into Field MY966 will be an eyesore as the views around are extensive.
This proposal is a quick fix, which ignores many of the laudable aims of the Draft Bridging Plan. It does not protect the environment and it is not
a sensitive development.
The quarry is not a sustainable resource and this merely passes the buck of sustainable development onto the next generation whilst
bequeathing them a mined out waste disposal site. Let's be more imaginative in how we resolve this issue - perhaps by considering a wider
perspective?
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ANON-ZZ1R2K15-T

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my views on the possible extension of La Gigoulande Quarry into Field MY966.
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Looking at this issue from a purely environmental perspective, in light of the fact that we are in a Climate Change Emergency, as declared by the
States of Jersey in May 2019:
The 35 employee UK owned concrete company involved is running out of raw excavated material and needs to expand. It is unviable for them
to quarry elsewhere in the Island so they want to use Field MY966.
They produce ready-mix concrete and dense concrete blocks. Concrete is officially the single most destructive material on Earth!
Alternative low impact eco products are available (eg. aircrete/AAC, woodcrete, hempcrete, etc.) but one problem is that architects don’t often
specify them. They might feel that builders of their designs would be unfamiliar with them (or that their client might have reservations), and as
builders can’t substitute the materials specified on the drawings for more environmentally sustainable ones, the building industry just carries on
using the same dense concrete block and reinforced concrete construction methods they’ve always used; it’s a vicious circle.
Some buildings do require high density/ high strength concrete (eg. Energy from Waste plant, Airport control tower and other large multistorey buildings) but these are few and far between and the vast majority of buildings do not.
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products.
Perhaps this could be achieved by encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging
building materials (through Planning and Building Regulations and/or tax incentives).
Anyone with reservations about alternative construction products and methods needs look no further than Europe where they have been
successfully used for many years, eg. Aircrete/AAC in common use for 100 years (invented over 800 years ago), Woodcrete for over 70 years,
Hempcrete for 50 years, and there are many more.
Dense concrete is not the only option and especially in this time of climate change crisis, we should be doing everything possible to minimise
our use of these environmentally damaging materials.
Expansion of the quarry will destroy a large area of Jersey’s Green Zoned countryside. I have only identified a single aspect of why it should not
be considered. It is in direct contravention of the declared Climate Change Emergency, but is wrong on so many other levels. Please do not
allow it.t.

ANON-ZZ1R2KAV-B

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I want to comment on the plans to extend the quarry in St Peter's Valley.
I am completely against these plans for many reasons.
1.
2.

3.

The Minister also notes that ways in which modern methods of construction
can be further supported are being explored in collaboration with the
Minister for Housing and Communities.

the harm to the environment; it goes without saying that the damage and destruction these plans will have on wildlife, trees and green land
will be horrendous and irreversible.
we are told we need this extended quarry for aggregate for all the new buildings and housing the island plans to do. Why do we NEED
more housing? Because Jersey has no population control policy so there are more and more people = more and more need for housing.
So, we keep quarrying and quarrying until the island is over-populated with no green fields left. Such short-sighted planning.
Jersey needs to look at more long-term solutions to building which are more ecological. Concrete is extremely environmentally unfriendly.
What about timber-framed houses and other building materials which can be imported? Has this even been considered?

The extended quarry is only a good idea for the business who owns the quarry. It is not wanted by local and shouldn't it be needed. Let's use
Ronez for the big projects and revise all thinking for the extra housing.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJE-3

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Gigoulande. This proposed Quarry use is totally destructive of the environmental integrity of the Parish... Such permission would irretrievably
alter for ever the peace and rural nature of the area.. The destruction of the field and land by blasting affects a very large area of the Parish, way
beyond the actual acreage in use Noise,dust,increased road use of small lanes are destructive of the beauty and peaceful heritage of Jersey.. it
would destroy the essence of this rural Parish for ever and for whose benefit..Certainly not the Island nor the Parish and its residents..
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ANON-ZZ1R2KXA-D

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am expressing my concern over the proposed consideration to extend the life of the Gigoulande Quarry. My concerns lay with the mixed
message this sends at a time where the people are facing the reality of climate change and growth in population.
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We are being constantly reminded it’s the little things we do like ‘reduce, reuse, recycle.’ ‘Grow your own.’ And ‘protect our green zones.’
Agricultural land loss in Jersey is to be avoided where possible and I do feel losing it to Gigoulande Quarry is counterproductive to the island
plan.
You should be looking to safe guard our children’s future by encouraging companies to explore and be the world’s front runners in eco
construction! I do understand it is easier and cheaper to carry on as we are however it’s an industry that is in high demand and therefore the
effort will pay off.
Please consider putting a stop to the extension possibility now. This will allow time to explore the other options for the spent quarry space and
what to do when supplies run out sooner; rather than it needing permission due to lack of alternative solutions.
I do live close and I can feel the quake of the blast, it won’t be coming closer to my home however I worry for the stunning hotel it will be
moving towards. We are losing a lot of hotels. It’s such a shame to put another one in jeopardy when there is optimism for the future tourist
trade.
Finally I attach a poem written my my daughter [REDACTED TEXT], and her friend [REDACTED TEXT] at such a young age they seem to have a
big hope for the future. Let’s show them we care about the island they will inherit.
The Quarry
The Quarry is expanding, it’s multiplying fast,
If we don’t do something soon our wildlife will not last,
Expensive houses shake,
habitats of birds, beetles, bees and other creatures lost,
Once the quarry starts expanding there is no turning back,
However if we go eco we can help the world,
We keep our jobs,
We stay sustainable,
We help save the future!
Thank you for the opportunity to share our view and trust our voices will be heard.

ANON-ZZ1R2K21-Q

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

My main concerns are it will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
delete a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
affect neighbours nearby
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

Facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — why isn’t Jersey
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials?

ANON-ZZ1R2K8C-F

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Under no circumstances should the extension of the quarry into Green Zone should be contemplated. The government should be focused on
altering the status quo, not continuing it. We need sustainable development and a halt to recent rapid population growth. This proposal flies in
the face of reality and the desperate need to reduce resource use.
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ANON-ZZ1R2KB2-8

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

As a local resident I am concerned with the impacts arising from potential decisions associated with planning proposals for field MY966:-
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I am concerned that the proposed rezoning will decimate a field currently used for agriculture, will delete a very popular green lane and cycle
route, will create the need to fell over 100 trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and all manner of wildlife in the area.
There has been very little in the way of an economic assessment, which is needed to understand the impact of continuing to extract minerals in
the island versus importation. In addition, it is key to understand the impact that the quarry would have on the sustainable economic future of
the Greenhills Country House Hotel which will, if proposed be within 200 metres of the quarry. Other residential properties would be within 100
metres of the proposed quarry.
As the reserves of the quarry are stated as having a life of over 8 years so would it not make sense to remove these proposals from the Bridging
Island Plan so the proposals can be properly scrutinized and fully assessed.
We should all be grateful to live in such a beautiful Island, let’s ensure we don’t rush plans that could impact so many people and destroy one of
the most peaceful areas of the Island.

ANON-ZZ1R2K7S-X

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Gigoulande quarry - I would like to register my total opposition to this proposal and the lack of consultation on this very important principle
and plan.
It seems iniquitous that this sale has gone ahead presumably with some sort of informal guarantee that permission will be granted in due
course, on the basis that the purchase price is way beyond that which would be normal for an agricultural field.
We must stop desecrating the small amount of land we have for agricultural use for many and varied reasons of which I’m sure you are aware there is no justification in allowing this and dealing with jersey’s declared climate emergency.
The extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that the whole island needs to spend time considering and this island plan
consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for planning application consultation later on.
Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3
year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years time.
No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken, these should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion.
The island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it looked
at how much more aggregate could be recycled and for what cost. This failure to publish the full range of costs and benefits of recycling versus
quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed.
A comparitive carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation has not been undertaken.
I would be glad to receive your comments
Thank you
[REDACTED TEXT]

ANON-ZZ1R2KEJ-3

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would like to know who established the ‘Terms of Reference’ for the ARUP Report? It contains assumptions; data; forecasts and cost estimates
neither debated nor brought to the attention of States Members - who have told me they were unaware of this report. According to
KEPlanning, who we have consulted, the ARUP Report is flawed and biased because they only had access to data provided by those financially
interested in the outcome of the report. Effectively the ARUP report reads as if ARUP were given the answers to the questions that they were
being asked and then produced a report to justify their conclusions.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KBC-S

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Firstly, thank you for taking the time to read this email. Public consultation is an important part of the democratic process so putting policies in
place to ensure that the opinions and concerns of the general public are heard is reassuring and to be applauded.
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The last 18 months have proven a difficult period for all Jersey residents. The global pandemic has had a drastic effect on the global and local
economy and on the health and mental health of our friends and loved ones. However, with the sadness and worry that came with lockdown
and other increased measures, many bright sides have come out of the last 15 months. Many conversations that I've had with friends and
colleagues have expressed their increased appreciation for Jersey's natural beauty and the areas around where they live, which has mitigated
anxiety and deep sadness from being away from their friends and loved ones whilst growing their sense of local or community spirit.
This is one of the few reasons why I am writing to object to the expansion of La Gigoulande Quarry. In a time of instability and loneliness, the
green area around the quarry site has afforded local residents respite and although we are (hopefully) coming out the other side, our
appreciation of the environment around us has never been higher and our longing to preserve it only increases with this appreciation and a
wanting to preserve this for the next generation. Linked to this, it is concerning that there appears to be no statement in the draft plan about
the potential environmental impact from expanding the quarry, which once can only presume is due to the low to no environmental benefit that
would come from it's expansion. Further considerations should definitely be made surrounding this in order to make a fully formed, correct
decision.
Expansion of this quarry site would also have disastrous consequences for the Green hills hotel, for which it's marketability largely relies on it
being a country retreat, not quarry adjacent. The hotel itself is a celebrated part of the island community and has, again, provided respite for
many local residents who couldn't go abroad this year. In order to keep Jersey's tourist industry sustainable coming out the other side of the
pandemic, policies and actions must be put in place to protect hotels like the greenhills, not to cripple or potentially shutter them. Furthermore,
it is my understanding that very little consultation has taken place with Jersey Tourism about the Island Plan and the effects it could have on one
of the Island's largest industries. In order to maintain a proper, democratic system, surely a holistic approach on consultation must take place in
order to ensure a consensus that meets the needs of island's economically, psychologically and holistically in a sustainable manner.
Further areas of concern/conjecture include but are not limited to;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

1.65mln purchase price - Suspiciously high
Brett and Sons' weak balance sheet
Death of a Green lane purchased by a UK company
The loss of MY966
The required yield of MY966 will ONLY represent around 12% of aggregates supply
No proper/independent assessment of importation costs
Ports of Jersey's view is that the cost of imported aggregates will not be more expensive
Ports of Jersey have confirmed that imports of 70,000 tonnes aggregates is not a problem
Disturbance, disruption and noise, blasting and vibration, and potential pollution of land, air and water
For the local communities, individual houses, sensitive receptors and economic sectors important to the local economy;
For natural heritage and biodiversity, landscape, visual amenity, and the historic environment
Lack of clear and open discussion with local communities affected by the plan - A large part of the awareness and subsequent objections
from local residents to this plan have been drawn up by a group of dedicated locals determined to preserve the area.

In conclusion, whilst I recognise the importance of this plan in providing much needed resources to a rapidly expanding population, there is also
a need to protect low populated areas of natural beauty in the Island. These areas provide great walks and retreat for the local population,
wider Island and tourists away from the hustle and bustle of their normal lives to an area more akin with peace and serenity.

ANON-ZZ1R2KTV-X

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Quarries are an eyesore, the dust it causes. It will end up all over your cars and your homes. When it rains it rains white dust also if you have got
asthma that will impact on your health or cause lung problems.
Some open mines use dynamite which you will feel for miles around and the traffic will increase a lot.
This should be fought against, stand up and take your gloves off orelse land will be destroyed.
Wildlife and community - do not let them ruin it.
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I have been watching this development proposal from Scotland and I have family on the island who have worked hard to get where they are
today.
Jersey will end up full of holes and you need compensation for the effect that this will have on your houses.
I bet that the people promoting this don't live close to it!

ANON-ZZ1R2KGK-6

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Field MY966 - La Rue Bechervais. I believe the re-zoning of the field for use as an extension to the La Gigoulande Quarry should not be allowed.
The surrounding area is one of natural beauty with small green lanes. The re-zoning if it goes ahead will destroy the area and increase the traffic
volume greatly. Further the increased traffic will be large Ronez lorries travelling to and from the extension and the roads are simply too small.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

ANON-ZZ1R2KQ1-P

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I write as a born and bred Jerseyman, who has known and loved the Island for 80 years. I used to own a house there, visit regularly and still
follow news on the JEP website.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

Over the years, I have become appalled by many of the developments that have taken place. Since Dandara were allowed into the Island many
years ago, planning has been haphazard and much of the esential "character" of the Island has been lost. The attractive ness of much of "the
country" has been destroyed. Fortunately, the seaside developments have been better managed ... except for the harbour area. Green Lanes and similar schemes - are a fine idea but need to be protected and developed in a responsible, environmentally-friendly way.
I have a particular point to make concerning the proposed development of Field 966 as an extension of the Granite Products quarry. Recently I
saw on the JEP website that Ronez quarry was to be extended; the plans seem well thought through as few people live nearby and the quarry
has been there for as long as I can femember.
The proposal by Granite Products is a different matter : valuable agricultural land has been sold off at an inflated price and the quiet
atmosphere of the St Peter's Valley area will be seriously harmed. Of course, sellers everywhere try to exploit the "system" to acquire the best
price for their property but in a place like Jersey, this should be controlled very strictly. Developing a quarry in a rural area is totally irresponsible.
Last month I wrote to all members of the States of Jersey; no one acknowledged but I hope these comments will be.

ANON-ZZ1R2KAG-V

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

This is first time I have decided to take a stand on things which are happening in Jersey which I don't agree with.
I find it absolutely terrible that there are plans to extend the La Gigoulande Quarry. This is an area I know well and to think it is under threat has
made me so angry.
For me, the fact the potato field was sold for £1.65 million indicates that there must have been many discussions behind closed doors otherwise why would Granite Products risk so much money?
I understand we need more houses but there has to be a better way than destroying nature. We have a very small island to look after - we need
to make sure we don't keep building and building. If we keep building because there are more people then things will end in a complete
concrete jungle.
I think the people of Jersey have had enough of bad Government decisions . This time you can stop before you make another one which your
grandchildren and great-grandchildren will have to live with.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6N-R

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

General comments about Natural environment
I am very concerned that the Island plan while saying it is about creating a better future and protecting our environment is not doing enough to
do this.
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The fact that good agricultural and in some cases organic land is being looked at as sites for housing is insane. We cannot keep adding to the
population here. We are already at bursting point and do not have the infrastructure to survive more people moving here to do jobs etc.
We HAVE to pave the way for other Islands and Nations to be more sustainable. With the plan to extend La Gigoulande Quarry for example why?! We should be actively seeking for all new builds to be using sustainable and environmentally friendly products which are already
available. Concrete is the single most destructive and vile material created on this earth. The fact that that site was to be used for recycling and
clearly isn’t is shocking. To decimate agricultural land for this, get rid of a popular green lane which is part of a cycle route (which again for
environmental reasons should be protected and more created!) AND the fact that trees and hedge habitats for birds and wildlife will be
removed for an eyesore that will damage local businesses and negatively impact neighbours as well. And this is all to support a UK company
who seem to have obtained the necessary land in an underhand way.
Please can we put the environment first! Without trees we cannot breathe. Without bees we cannot eat. We are at a crucial point where we
could be sealing the fate of the human race and environment must come first if we are to see further generations like my 5 year old live a long
happy life on this planet we call home.
Please be the first to push this point and not be corrupted by money.

ANON-ZZ1R2K1C-8

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Please consider the environmental impact we only have one jersey and rushing this through without any assessments is not responding for the
good of Jersey people but meets the needs of a secific powerful company

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

ANON-ZZ1R2K25-U

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am very concerned about and against the expansion of the inland Quarry for various reasons:

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNY-U

CI2 - Healthcare
facilities
CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

the disappearance of a very well used green lane that links safe travel for pedestrians, cyclists and other users as well as it’s vegetation and
wildlife habitats.
2: an increase in dust, noise and traffic which is completely against environmental conservation and is unwanted by residents and wildlife
living nearby.
3: a decrease in property value for those home owners living nearby.
4: we should be looking at more sustainable construction products that do not destroy areas, but enhance and support our planet and its
environment.
5: it would be fundamentally wrong to allow this to happen and in my view very short sighted and greedy.

I am writing to express in the strongest possible terms my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande quarry into green agricultural fields,
These plans are hidden and buried deep in a 3 year bridging plan, which already does not denote the level of transparency and honesty which
such a massive undertaking requires.
I believe that this must be opposed for many reasons, under the Government's own criteria, and list just a few of these reasons below.
Firstly, it completely undermines the Government's commitment to reduce greenhouse gases. Concrete and development are two of the
biggest creators of emissions, and on a small island where the bulk of our energy is imported, it is probably the biggest source of emissions onisland. Allowing a quarry to be gouged out of a field will guarantee that the government fails to meet its own targets with regards to carbon
emissions. In addition, the loss of hundreds of mature trees and a sizeable chunk of our precious and irreplaceable biodiversity, will be
absolutely devastating. This is unprecedented and unnecessary, given the increasing growth in hemp on island could replace the
environmentally devastating substance concrete, with the substance hempcrete, which is hardwearing and actually locks away carbon emissions.
It will significantly negatively affect the tourism industry. In a year where we are losing several of our Jersey-owned independent hotels, it
beggars belief that the government would absolutely cripple the Greenhills hotel by changing the environment from a green, pleasant, rural
outlook to a dusty, industrial, noise-polluted hellscape.
The plan allows that there are 8 years left in the current quarry, but this plan only covers 3 years. It should not be necessary to pass this planning
permission so early, and it is extremely suspicious that this plan was hidden so deeply. It reeks of corruption, as does the fact that the field has
already been purchased for far above the face value of an agricultural field. Another aspect of this lack of honesty and transparency is that the
figures regarding the importance of the quarry all come from the company who will profit - there is no independent investigation, which would
seem important given the way that this issue affects the entire island.
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See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
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Regarding the government's active transport policy, this will obliterate an old, well-used, and loved road, which is disproportionately used for
active travel, or walking and cycling. This is public land and we overwhelmingly do not consent to the loss of a public right of way to furnish a
UK company with more profits. For, if the quarry is allowed to destroy our countryside, Jersey will not even gain financially. The quarry is UKowned, so profits will go straight off-island, and due to our miserable tax regime, we will not even benefit from the taxes.
This time is the best opportunity to protect our island from inappropriate and damaging projects. The quarry, once it reaches the end of its
natural life, could be used for several important infrastructure projects, such as a reservoir or even inert waste. Extending the quarry is possibly
the worst possible use of the site. Please stop this before it goes further.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KFJ-4

CI3 - Our Hospital
and associated
sites and
infrastructure

Jersey already has plenty of reserves – enough for the hospital and new homes for its islanders. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to
run plus at least 6 more years beneath its equipment. Ronez has at least 20. This draft island plan is only going to last for the next 3 years. With
well over 30 years of reserves already, why the sudden rush for this rezoning to be done, and why so secretly?
This quarry was never intended as a long-term provider – that was earmarked for Ronez, whilst Granite Products was to concentrate on
recycling. It was stated that the quarry could provide reserves until 2076 with recycling so why do they now claim to have only 8 years left?
Nowhere in the report is recycling mentioned AT ALL as an option, so they conveniently seem to have forgotten what they were tasked with.
The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated wildlife. All
this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs to keep it
running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the quarry
would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it would become
– a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism, and this application flies in the face of two of them.
The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the rush to
rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going to happen.
Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed
through.
Islanders need to know that their elected ministers have been provided with accurate, evidence-based and non-biased facts upon which to base
their decision. The report is anything but. This is a big point – islanders are being duped, and so are our ministers. Jersey has no population
policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 610 per year, for the next five years. So how is it that Granite Product’s report predicts ‘low’
growth rates of 800, medium of 1000 and high of 1,500 for the next 20 years? This is total manipulation of the facts by the quarry in order to
justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it
can not possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.

ANON-ZZ1R2KTN-P

GD 1 - Managing
the health and
wellbeing impact
of new
development

Restrict the expansion of the Granite products quarry

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

ANON-ZZ1R2KGV-H

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am not supportive of the extension of safeguarded mineral sites at Field MY966, La Gigoulande Quarry (St Peter/St Mary).

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

The surrounding area is naturally beautiful, and extension of the existing quarry will damage that natural beauty.
Excavating for granite is an incredibly loud and capital intensive process. Extending this beyond the existing quarry will severely disrupt the local
area (and residents). There are other options that could be considered.
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See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

There are also suspicions about integrity of the bridging plan process. The relevant filed was acquired recently for an amount that was
significantly higher than the "current use" value of the property, suggesting the acquirer was confident that the site would be converted into a
quarry before the bridging plan process had been completed.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYP-W

BHLF-ZZ1R2KV8-2

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

The need for local aggregate is assumed and not proven. It will be a long time before new granite is created here and the continued expansion
of quarries cannot be sustainable.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Suggestion: No extensions to quarries should be allowed. The remaining years life in current quarries should be used to plan alternatives.

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

'm writing out of concern about the possibility that the Jersey Bridging Plan might include provisions allowing La Gigoulande quarry to expand
into field MY966, which is part of the island's protected green zone.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

I have visited Jersey a number of times as a tourist, always staying nearby the site in question in the L'Aleval area. This part of Jersey is an
extraordinary place, and part of what has made me want to keep coming back over the years has been the peaceful natural beauty of the area,
which would be permanently marred by the proposed expansion of the quarry.
As an outside observer, I have always felt that Jersey takes the preservation of its natural landscape very seriously, and so the possibility that
green zone land could be redesignated as a safeguarded mineral extraction zone would, I feel, be very damaging to the reputation of the island
and its government.
Furthermore, that the quarry paid well above market rates to secure the purchase of the field seems deeply suspicious, and friends who live in
the area are, I think, rightly aggrieved by the underhand means through which the quarry is attempting to expand.
I would urge States of Jersey members to reconsider the proposal and remove it from the island's bridging plan.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K9S-Z

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

We have visited Jersey both recently and in the past, and found it to be a very welcoming and pretty island.
Obviously geared up towards holiday makers - we have enjoyed the beach views, country walks and the island history, especially the military
aspects.
During our last visit, we went to see friends in St Mary and noted the traditional buildings and rolling fields that surrounded properties. It was
interesting to see all of the John Deere tractors on the land, working to produce potatoes and daffodils as well as to note that we were close to
the German Military HQ located in St Peter and numerous reminders of their occupation dotted around.
It is therefore with some concern that we are told that a UK owned quarry wish to expand into this very area and decimate the fantastic
atmosphere and views on offer. Not to mention the damage to the green lane that will be destroyed, the wildlife and the possible damage to
properties positioned close to this new extended area.
As a small island, Jersey should not be promoting heavy industrial works, there is only so much land available and to give this up to quarrying
will ruin the island. Jersey cannot be self sufficient for all required products and the import of such items must be considered along with the
adoption of more modern building methods for starter homes and smaller buildings. This needs to be looked at now, rather than later and
perhaps some difficult decisions made in order to preserve the islands beauty for islanders, tourists and future generations.

ANON-ZZ1R2KEG-Z

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

So, the plan is to allow a UK company to destroy a Jersey Green Lane, a cycle path enjoyed by local families as well as tourists, often those
staying at the Greenhills Hotel, for walking, running, horse riding, cycling of course, and just generally taking the air.
Then, to commence blasting and digging for aggregate in the adjoining green zone agricultural field, purchased at a suspiciously inflated price
prior to any planning application, a mere 100 metres from the nearest residents’ homes. That’s the plan.
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Can we consider an alternative? Import the aggregate and convert the quarry into a reservoir, which has the support of Jersey Water, thereby
enhancing the quality and the integrity of the environment, rather than despoiling it.
Climate change is not going away and unfortunately summer droughts may well become the norm. It may soon become apparent that a
sufficient, reliable supply of clean water is significantly more important than locally quarried aggregate, which, of course, can be easily and
economically imported.
This is a beautiful, rural part of Jersey with many lovely homes, some historic, and a community respectful of and caring for its environment.
To extend the quarry, with the accompanying increase in traffic, heavy machinery, noise and air pollution and shockwaves from blasting causing
increasing property damage, into this unspoilt corner of the green belt would constitute a seriously negative environmental impact on the
countryside which, I believe, would be a fundamental mistake.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KBV-C

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

We have visited Jersey both recently and in the past, and found it to be a very welcoming and pretty island.
Obviously geared up towards holiday makers - we have enjoyed the beach views, country walks and the island history, especially the military
aspects.
During our last visit, we went to see friends in St Mary and noted the traditional buildings and rolling fields that surrounded properties. It was
interesting to see all of the John Deere tractors on the land, working to produce potatoes and daffodils as well as to note that we were close to
the German Military HQ located in St Peter and numerous reminders of their occupation dotted around.
It is therefore with some concern that we are told that a UK owned quarry wish to expand into this very area and decimate the fantastic
atmosphere and views on offer. Not to mention the damage to the green lane that will be destroyed, the wildlife and the possible damage to
properties positioned close to this new extended area.
As a small island, Jersey should not be promoting heavy industrial works, there is only so much land available and to give this up to quarrying
will ruin the island. Jersey cannot be self sufficient for all required products and the import of such items must be considered along with the
adoption of more modern building methods for starter homes and smaller buildings. This needs to be looked at now, rather than later and
perhaps some difficult decisions made in order to preserve the islands beauty for islanders, tourists and future generations.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KFK-5

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I wish to add my name to the many who are against Granite Products being given a further extension to their license and to enlarge the present
quarry site, losing a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle lane 3A, as well as at least 150 trees and countless wildlife. The much-loved
Greenhills Hotel would also be lost undoubtedly, due to noise pollution at the very least. There is no other similar country hotel on the island. I
have fond personal memories as I stayed there after my wedding. I recommended it to my daughter and partner recently, and they preferred it
to their experience at the Atlantic Hotel because of its unique ambiance and peaceful location in the green countryside. My children spent many
happy hours walking and playing in the vicinity of the quarry, using that green lane to access the woodlands. Jersey has a commitment to go
‘green’ - so why not look at alternatives to the products related to this quarry there are many available.
The island needs its trees, and there is a global need to reforest - Jersey included, to counter the effects of climate change. Whilst visiting my
son in New Zealand, I spent a great deal of time walking in a park in a disused quarry. It was an incredibly popular place for families and
individuals - different zones had been created including plants and trees from Christchurch’s Sister cities. Perhaps Jersey could do something
similar when the quarry is abandoned - there is very little public access to woodlands in Jersey, and is being reduced all the time by private
landowners closing footpaths in recent years. This would be a vital natural resource for the wellbeing of the local community and the island.
Many research studies highlight the beneficial effects of biodiversity and particularly of woodlands and forests. Please consider the long-term
needs of the island as a whole when making your decision.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KQH-D

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I have relations in Jersey and have been very fortunate to visit the island over many years since my early childhood in the 1960’s. During that
time, the island has naturally changed, but I was very concerned to learn of the application for the proposed re-zoning and expansion of the
quarry which would have such a detrimental effect on the local environment and homes. I understand the agricultural land was purchased for a
hugely inflated price by Granite Products and that ARUP Consultants are providing the States with impartial advice in respect of this proposal.
How can this be impartial if ARUP are using Granite Products' flawed claims to justify the expansion? It would be a travesty if this was permitted
on such a beautiful island.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KD3-B

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I write to object to the proposal to extend the quarry at La Gigoulande, St. Peter's Valley. Jersey already has plenty of reserves – enough for the
hospital and new homes for its islanders. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to run plus at least 6 more years beneath its equipment.
Ronez has at least 20. This draft island plan is only going to last for the next 3 years. With well over 30 years of reserves already, why the sudden
rush for this rezoning to be done, and why so secretly?

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

This quarry was never intended as a long-term provider – that was earmarked for Ronez, whilst Granite Products was to concentrate on
recycling. It was stated that the quarry could provide reserves until 2076 with recycling so why do they now claim to have only 8 years left?
Nowhere in the report is recycling mentioned AT ALL as an option, so they conveniently seem to have forgotten what they were tasked with.
The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated wildlife. All
this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs to keep it
running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the quarry
would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it would become
– a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism, and this application flies in the face of two of them.
The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the rush to
rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going to happen.
Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed
through.
Islanders need to know that their elected ministers have been provided with accurate, evidence-based and non-biased facts upon which to base
their decision. The report is anything but. This is a big point – islanders are being duped, and so are our ministers. Jersey has no population
policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 610 per year, for the next five years. So how is it that Granite Product’s report predicts ‘low’
growth rates of 800, medium of 1000 and high of 1,500 for the next 20 years? This is total manipulation of the facts by the quarry in order to
justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it
can not possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.
The extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that the whole island needs to spend time considering and this island plan
consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for planning application consultation later on.
Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3
year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years time.
No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken, these should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion.
The island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it looked
at how much more aggregate could be recycled and for what cost. This failure to publish the full range of costs and benefits of recycling versus
quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed.
A comparative carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation has not been undertaken.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

MW1 – Provision
of minerals

•There has been talk about expanding quarrying at the top end of St Peter’s Valley. This would appear unacceptable. If this is the price of further
building expansion, then it shouldn’t happen. I understand this is only a possibility, but it does suggest the question of the cost of mineral
extraction v more inappropriate building will be one that needs to be addressed.
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ANON-ZZ1R2KJS-H

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Field MY966, La Gigoulande Quarry (St Peter/St Mary): It is unknown on how this change of use (if it happens) would impact bats that may use
the area for foraging, movement within the area or for roosting. I would hope that if this is accepted within the Island Plan that a significant
amount of appropriate assessments be undertaken with respect to the possible impact on bats (a protected species) as well as other species
protected under the Wildlife (Jersey) Law 2021. We would assume that the planning application for change of use of land would require an EIA
under the Planning and Building (Environmental Impact Assessment) Jersey Law 2006. This is especially the case as this site is next to an
Environmentally Sensitive Area.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

ANON-ZZ1R2K25-U

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Please see my comments against the quarry expansion in the initial question section.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

I wish to register my objection to the plans to extend the quarry in St Mary.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

MW3 – New,
extended and
existing waste
management sites
BHLF-ZZ1R2K64-X

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I object on the grounds that if passed it will:
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

decimate agricultural land
destroy a very popular green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and wildlife
detrimentally affect thé future of the Greenhills Country Hôtel
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above.

I understand that the rationale behind the application is to provide building materials for development of the Island. I also understand there is
sufficient supplies to last for many years and that much of these will be supplied to the UK. This is an unacceptable arrangement from the island
and Islanders point of view. The government of Jersey should be considering the cost and lost to the island and future generations that this
proposal, if approved, would detrimentally impact.
Furthermore, more environmentally friendly building products should be considered for future projects: we are producing hemp concrete locally
which is a very sustainable and locally produced building product.
Please do not approve this application.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6C-D

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I wish to register my objection to the plans to extend the quarry in St Mary.
I object on the grounds that if passed it will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

decimate agricultural land
destroy a very popular green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and wildlife
detrimentally affect thé future of the Greenhills Country Hôtel
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above.

I understand that the rationale behind the application is to provide building materials for development of the Island. I also understand there is
sufficient supplies to last for many years and that much of these will be supplied to the UK. This is an unacceptable arrangement from the island
and Islanders point of view. The government of Jersey should be considering the cost and lost to the island and future generations that this
proposal, if approved, would detrimentally impact.
Furthermore, more environmentally friendly building products should be considered for future projects: we are producing hemp concrete locally
which is a very sustainable and locally produced building product.
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[View full
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See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

Please do not approve this application.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KPP-M

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Hidden away deep in the draft island bridging plan is an application to rezone a farmed green field and ‘safeguard’ it for minerals extraction.
Funnily enough it’s the same green field that Granite Products paid ten times over the odds for - a whopping £1.65 million. This was just weeks
before being the SOLE provider of the figures in a report put forward to the States of Jersey to justify its own expansion.
LET ME EXPLAIN WHY THIS SHOULDN’T HAPPEN YET - BECAUSE ALTHOUGH IT MAY ONE DAY NEED TO HAPPEN, IT DOESN’T NEED TO
HAPPEN YET.
Jersey already has plenty of reserves – enough for the hospital and new homes for its islanders. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to
run plus at least 6 more years beneath its equipment. Ronez has at least 20. This draft island plan is only going to last for the next 3 years. With
well over 30 years of reserves already, why the sudden rush for this rezoning to be done, and why so secretly?
This quarry was never intended as a long-term provider – that was earmarked for Ronez, whilst Granite Products was to concentrate on
recycling. It was stated that the quarry could provide reserves until 2076 with recycling so why do they now claim to have only 8 years left?
Nowhere in the report is recycling mentioned AT ALL as an option, so they conveniently seem to have forgotten what they were tasked with.
The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated wildlife. All
this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs to keep it
running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the quarry
would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it would become
– a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism, and this application flies in the face of two of them.
The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the rush to
rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going to happen.
Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed
through.
Islanders need to know that their elected ministers have been provided with accurate, evidence-based and non-biased facts upon which to base
their decision. The report is anything but. This is a big point – islanders are being duped, and so are our ministers. Jersey has no population
policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 610 per year, for the next five years. So how is it that Granite Product’s report predicts ‘low’
growth rates of 800, medium of 1000 and high of 1,500 for the next 20 years? This is total manipulation of the facts by the quarry in order to
justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it
can not possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.
I am against this rezoning and wish for the issue to be debated in the states before any decision is taken. Stop decimating the island in the
name of greed.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K95-2

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would like to register my concerns about the quarry extension in St Mary.
The whole of St Peter’s Valley is beautiful and I welcome the efforts made to make it safer and more accessible to walkers and cyclists.
I welcome the work being carried out to Gigoulande Mill, encouraging interest and accessibility to a fascinating part of Jersey history.
I feel that the proposed quarry extension would only serve to undo all this good work.
Once the peaceful beauty of this area is lost, it will never return.
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Please can the powers that be have the courage to protect and preserve this area and put the environment first.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1A-6

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

With reference to whether to grant permission to extend the quarry at St.Peter’s Valley, I would suggest opening up the quarry at St Catherine.
That lump of land commonly known as Gibraltar could supply the island’s needs for years to come and when it is finally flattened it would
provide some much needed useful space.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

BHLF-ZZ1R2K8U-1

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I want to let you know about my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry. My main concerns are that it will:

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

decimate agricultural land
delete a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to cut down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
affect neighbours nearby
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above
Contribute to destroying the character and heritage of Jersey which will be lost for future generations

Facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — why isn’t Jersey
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials?

BHLF-ZZ1R2KEM-6

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my dismay and utter horror regarding the planned quarry extension in St Mary’s.
I cannot grasp why a beautiful island nine by five miles is even entertaining allowing a UK owned company to dig up a chunk of the island. We
are small enough – why make us smaller?
However specifically this quarry expansion raises the following major concerns.
•
•
•

•

I understand that ARAP consultants, upon whom the States rely for impartial advice, are getting their information from Granite Products.
This is an inherent conflict of interest.
The quarry expansion is predicated on very bullish population growth forecasts which is not corroborated by other departments within the
State’s administration.
Why should Jersey be self-sufficient in aggregates (at tremendous environmental cost) when as a small island we import nearly everything
else from oil products, to consumer goods? Surely there is a cheaper alternative to import such products from France. The Jersey economy
is based on finance, tourism and agriculture and the quarry expansion does not sit well with either the tourism or agricultural sector.
The quarry expansion will have a detrimental impact on the local environment with the felling of over 200 trees and the permanent closure
of a cycle lane.

The current quarry has a mine life of over 8 years, so it would not in any way prejudice Granite Products if the rezoning application was delayed
by 3 years and was proposed for the more formal upcoming Island Plan in 3 years’ time.
I thought that Jersey and the decision makers would be more interested in Jersey leading the way in offsetting carbon and leading the
environmental charge as opposed to being part of the dirty program. I am writing to raise my OBJECTION to this terrible, terrible business
decision. It would be a catastrophe for Jersey and our reputation.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KN1-K

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to you as a concerned resident of St Peter. I strongly object to the expansion of La Gigoulande Quarry into the field MY966. There
are about 10 more years of potential extraction of aggregates at the current quarry site so the plan seems in the least premature. There are no
strong compelling economic reasons to expand the existing boundaries, the material to be quarried can easily be sourced from outside the
island for no higher cost. Why then make permanent environmental damage in a green zone of considerable beauty being enjoyed by residents
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safeguarded mineral area
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See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

of the island and visitors? According to the Bridging Plan "Green Zone of Distinct character need high level of protection". This is completely
contrary to that plan.
To expand in a green zone of distinct character, ignore the loss of agricultural land and beautiful green lanes; which would disappear, seems
completely unjustified. The beautiful area overlooking St Peters Valley is used by islanders and visitors alike for walks and bicycling.
The shocking and deeply upsetting revelation that the agricultural field was purchased by La Gigoulande Quarry for £ 1.65 Miljon ( the value as
agricultural land, as we all know is a fraction of that). There was to my knowledge no application filed or approvals made and no environmental
impact statement. How is this possible? It is very difficult to explain how something like this can happen here to family and friends in Jersey and
the UK.
The popular Country House Hotel Greenhills is very near the proposed quarry expansion and would most likely have to close down. Who wants
to stay in a rural country hotel and go for walks next to an active quarry?
The shortsightedness of this is very disturbing indeed. Once the field becomes a quarry it will change the area for ever from a beautiful green
area, peaceful lovely habitat for all kinds of wildlife, to a sad eyesore. I cannot see that this would benefit the island short term and definitely not
long term, financially or otherwise. Environmentally it would be a disaster.
I sincerely hope and pray that this is not a "done deal" as some of my more despondent friends think.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KCT-B

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

My main concerns about extending the quarry are that it will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
destroy a very popular green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
affect neighbours nearby
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

Facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — why isn’t Jersey
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials?

BHLF-ZZ1R2KB4-A

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to object to the replanning of the quarry in St Mary's .
This English company is jeopardising the existence of long established features of the area, such as Greenhills Hotel and generally the peace and
quiet of the residences, with their quarrying explosions and the general look of the place.
Surely tourism should be given due consideration. They already occupy a considerable area, and I'm sure with good management they could
continue as they are.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KN6-R

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Please note- Like many islanders, I object to the quarry expansion and agree with the following statement.
Jersey already has plenty of reserves – enough for the hospital and new homes for its islanders. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to
run plus at least 6 more years beneath its equipment. Ronez has at least 20. This draft island plan is only going to last for the next 3 years. With
well over 30 years of reserves already, why the sudden rush for this rezoning to be done, and why so secretly?
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This quarry was never intended as a long-term provider – that was earmarked for Ronez, whilst Granite Products was to concentrate on
recycling. It was stated that the quarry could provide reserves until 2076 with recycling so why do they now claim to have only 8 years left?
Nowhere in the report is recycling mentioned AT ALL as an option, so they conveniently seem to have forgotten what they were tasked with.
The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated wildlife. All
this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs to keep it
running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the quarry
would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it would become
– a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism, and this application flies in the face of two of them.
The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the rush to
rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going to happen.
Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed
through.
Islanders need to know that their elected ministers have been provided with accurate, evidence-based and non-biased facts upon which to base
their decision. The report is anything but. This is a big point – islanders are being duped, and so are our ministers. Jersey has no population
policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 610 per year, for the next five years. So how is it that Granite Product’s report predicts ‘low’
growth rates of 800, medium of 1000 and high of 1,500 for the next 20 years? This is total manipulation of the facts by the quarry in order to
justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it
can not possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.
Please – if you’ve read this far, don’t just like or comment here. It won’t do anything other than make me think you’ve read it. We need to get
ministers to remove this application from the 3-year plan in order to give them time to scrutinise the figures and then make an informed
decision. That’s all I’m asking, and it’s what we as islanders (and our visitors) deserve. This is a massive island-wide issue and with figures being
manipulated for the quarry, just imagine where else on island this might be happening

BHLF-ZZ1R2KM1-J

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I wish to express my objection to the expansion of the Gigoulande Quarry. The extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that
the whole island needs to spend time considering and this island plan consultation is too small a window to do that.
Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3
year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years’ time.
I don’t believe any health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken & these absolutely need to be part of the discussion.
Reading comments on social media etc I believe Jersey already has plenty of reserves. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to run and
Ronez has at least 20 following the green light for the expansion of the same.
The expansion will see us lose a green lane, a farmed green field and part of a cycle route, plus approximately 150 trees and all the associated
wildlife. We will also most certainly lose the Greenhills Hotel as the blasting will only be around 225 metres away!!!
My daughter has only just recently moved to a lovely house [REDACTED] St Mary, [REDACTED]
She has experienced huge vibrations which shake through our house when the explosions at the quarry are set off on a Friday afternoon.
When she moved in she had a large crack repaired between the house and conservatory & in just 3 months it has already reappeared which is
causing her significant expense.
Jersey needs a population policy in place before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it cannot
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possibly know how much aggregate it needs and I don’t see recycling mentioned anywhere either! We are a small beautiful Island only 9 by 5
miles…..we cant carry on mining aggregate forever from this tiny area so we need to stop this now and start looking at the alternatives!

BHLF-ZZ1R2KFF-Z

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am completely against the destruction oh the Jersey country side by extending the Quarry this must be allowed to happen.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

BHLF-ZZ1R2KR4-T

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Obviously I am not an Islander but being a British Citizen I have a great interest in the lovely Channel Islands and in particular Jersey.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area
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See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

I have attempted to research the reasons for and against The Quarry and don't believe the reasons against being put forward by many of The
Islanders is based on a NIMBY approach.
•
•

•
•

Jersey is committed to become carbon neutral by 2030 which undoubtedly becomes more difficult by losing trees, and green fields.
I understand the long term plan for tourism is 1 million visitors and £500 Million revenue. This target will become more difficult with all the
negative publicity if the expansion goes ahead particularly if the Greenhiils Hotel has to close which currently attracts high spending visitors
to Jersey.
Why are the population growth rates put forward by Granite Products so very much higher than the assumed rate of 510 ? A sceptic would
conclude to justify the expansion of the quarry,
Whilst I am not close enough to form an opinion on other facts and figures but if the numbers I have seen are only half correct the Island
has enough reserves for many years without expansion.

I am sure there are many other issues put forward by The Islanders as to why expansion should be put on hold, but from what I have read with
an open mind it is a " slam dunk" why expansion should not be allowed certainly in the next few years.
Pleas note I am not hinting or suggesting for one minute that some officials could benefit financially if it proceeds.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVG-H

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.
My main concerns about extending the quarry are that it will:

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
destroy a very popular green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
affect neighbours nearby
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

Facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
Please do not allow the expansion of this quarry. The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for
dense concrete products — Jersey should be encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally
damaging building materials Thank you for registering this objection.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K8H-M

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

As a regular visitor to the island of Jersey who has recently been made aware of the proposals made in the draft Bridging Island Plan, I would
like to share some of my concerns regarding said proposals.
One of the major draws of Jersey as a tourist destination is the ability to walk almost anywhere around the island via beautiful, green country
lanes or footpaths. I have taken many walks around the island and along sections of the coast, enjoying both the beautiful views along the coast
and the quiet solitude along many of the country lanes. This is such an important part of the experience and general atmosphere of the island
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and I am saddened to hear that an area in a supposed green zone is being considered for rezoning to a safeguarded mineral extraction site. La
Rue Bechervaise I remember being a particularly pleasant lane to walk along; the branches of the trees arching over to create a tunnel gives a
wonderful sense of isolation and a pleasant shade on a hot summer's day.
While I appreciate that a certain level of industrial expansion is sometimes necessary to support a growing population, the decision to mark field
MY966 for mineral extraction seems awfully premature. If the State of Jersey is truly concerned about preserving its greenery then this site
should at the very least be kept as a green zone, allowing for full scrutiny over any proposed quarry expansion, until the full Island Report is
produced in 2025. Rezoning the field now puts many question marks on the statements made about retaining and enhancing the policy regime
on green backdrop zones made in the strategic outline of the Bridging Plan, and I genuinely worry about which of my favourite walks may be
marred in future through "necessary" industrial expansion. What is the point of having designated green zones if they can be so easily rezoned
into industrial sites?
On top of the potential loss of a wonderful walking lane, an expansion to a quarry would be horrific for the environment. Quarrying imparts a
huge toll on the surrounding area, not only through the destruction of any livable land for animals, but the extra noise and pollution produced
by nearly doubling the size of the quarry would cause many problems for surrounding wildlife, not to mention that valuable agricultural land
would be lost. I have as yet been able to find any mention of environmental impact reports, instead most of the supporting evidence focuses on
the economics of a potential expansion. This is an incredibly narrow view, and much more needs to be done to assess any impacts beyond
securing operational security for the quarry.
I also have to question whether the expansion is actually needed; a brief skim through the relevant parts of the previous island plan suggests
that the quarry in 2011 had 3.2 million tonnes of reserves, allowing for operations through to 2038 if the extraction rate of 0.118 million tonnes
per annum continued, and if recycling operations were established that the lifetime could be expanded to 2076. In the Minerals, Waste and
Water study published by Arup in December 2020 it is stated that the average output of the quarry was 0.125 million tonnes per annum, and
that the quarry has just 0.9 million tonnes remaining. Even applying the 0.125 million tonnes extraction rate over the 10 years from 2011 to 2021,
there should still be around nearly 1.9 million tonnes of reserves left. Either the reserves were overstated in the 2011 island report; the extraction
rate over the past decade has been nearly double what has been reported; or the current reserves have been massively understated. Whichever
is the answer, somewhere there has been a misrepresentation of the truth. This, along with the payment of over £1.5 million for just 1/3rd of a
square kilometre suggests that there are some rather unsavoury tactics being employed by the companies involved in this proposal in pursuit of
larger profits, rather than for the security of the island's long-term resources.
I firmly believe that the role of government should exist to protect its people and land from exploitation by private firms, and I sincerely hope
that the State of Jersey fulfils this role when it comes to this proposed expansion. There are many, many questions surrounding the issue that
need to be answered before any land is rezoned. The current proposals do not go nearly far enough to protect the island, its wildlife, nor its
residents from the interests of the companies involved. To be frank, if a government does not show interest in protecting its land's natural
beauty and wildlife, I have no interest in supporting the tourism sector of said government.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K67-1

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

I would like to inject to the following:
Hidden away deep in the draft island bridging plan is an application to rezone a farmed green field and ‘safeguard’ it for minerals extraction.
Funnily enough it’s the same green field that Granite Products paid ten times over the odds for - a whopping £1.65 million. This was just weeks
before being the SOLE provider of the figures in a report put forward to the States of Jersey to justify its own expansion.
LET ME EXPLAIN WHY THIS SHOULDN’T HAPPEN YET - BECAUSE ALTHOUGH IT MAY ONE DAY NEED TO HAPPEN, IT DOESN’T NEED TO
HAPPEN YET.
Jersey already has plenty of reserves – enough for the hospital and new homes for its islanders. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to
run plus at least 6 more years beneath its equipment. Ronez has at least 20. This draft island plan is only going to last for the next 3 years. With
well over 30 years of reserves already, why the sudden rush for this rezoning to be done, and why so secretly?
This quarry was never intended as a long-term provider – that was earmarked for Ronez, whilst Granite Products was to concentrate on
recycling. It was stated that the quarry could provide reserves until 2076 with recycling so why do they now claim to have only 8 years left?
Nowhere in the report is recycling mentioned AT ALL as an option, so they conveniently seem to have forgotten what they were tasked with.
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The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated wildlife. All
this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs to keep it
running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the quarry
would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it would become
– a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism, and this application flies in the face of two of them.
The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the rush to
rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going to happen.
Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed
through.
Islanders need to know that their elected ministers have been provided with accurate, evidence-based and non-biased facts upon which to base
their decision. The report is anything but. This is a big point – islanders are being duped, and so are our ministers. Jersey has no population
policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 610 per year, for the next five years. So how is it that Granite Product’s report predicts ‘low’
growth rates of 800, medium of 1000 and high of 1,500 for the next 20 years? This is total manipulation of the facts by the quarry in order to
justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it
can not possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.
Please – if you’ve read this far, don’t just like or comment here. It won’t do anything other than make me think you’ve read it. We need to get
ministers to remove this application from the 3-year plan in order to give them time to scrutinise the figures and then make an informed
decision. That’s all I’m asking, and it’s what we as islanders (and our visitors) deserve. This is a massive island-wide issue and with figures being
manipulated for the quarry, just imagine where else on island this might be happening.
Please – copy and paste this or use your own words and send to islandplan@gov.je with your own name and address, as otherwise your
comments won’t counted.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KQ6-U

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

As a local resident I would like to raise my concern the the proposal to extend the nearby quarry, the damage to the environment and increase
in noise and pollution surely means this proposal should be removed from the Island Plan.
It also would have a detrimental effect to the nearby Greenhils hotel and I fear due to the proximity to the hotel this would result in a significant
loss of business to the proprietor and resulting loss of jobs.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVB-C

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.
My main concerns about extending the quarry are that it will:

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
destroy a very popular green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
affect neighbours nearby
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

Facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
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Please do not allow the expansion of this quarry. The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for
dense concrete products — Jersey should be encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally
damaging building materials.
Thank you for registering this objection.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVN-R

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

The extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that the whole island needs to spend time considering and this island plan
consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for planning application consultation later on.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3
year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years’ time.
No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken, these should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion.
The island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it looked
at how much more aggregate could be recycled and for what cost. This failure to publish the full range of costs and benefits of recycling versus
quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed.
A comparative carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation has not been undertaken.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KRM-K

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Jersey already has plenty of reserves – enough for the hospital and new homes for its islanders. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to
run plus at least 6 more years beneath its equipment. Ronez has at least 20. This draft island plan is only going to last for the next 3 years. With
well over 30 years of reserves already, why the sudden rush for this rezoning to be done, and why so secretly?
This quarry was never intended as a long-term provider – that was earmarked for Ronez, whilst Granite Products was to concentrate on
recycling. It was stated that the quarry could provide reserves until 2076 with recycling so why do they now claim to have only 8 years left?
Nowhere in the report is recycling mentioned AT ALL as an option, so they conveniently seem to have forgotten what they were tasked with.
The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated wildlife. All
this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs to keep it
running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the quarry
would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it would become
– a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism, and this application flies in the face of two of them.
The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the rush to
rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going to happen.
Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed
through.
Islanders need to know that their elected ministers have been provided with accurate, evidence-based and non-biased facts upon which to base
their decision. The report is anything but. This is a big point – islanders are being duped, and so are our ministers. Jersey has no population
policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 510 per year, for the next five years. So how is it that Granite Product’s report predicts ‘low’
growth rates of 800, medium of 1000 and high of 1,500 for the next 20 years? This is total manipulation of the facts by the quarry in order to
justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it
can not possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K32-S

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing as a resident of St Mary in relation to the proposed rezoning of Field MY966 (owned by Granite Products) and the potential
demolition of Rue Bechervaise as part of the draft island bridging plan. I firmly oppose the proposal and urge you to remove the rezoning from
the bridging plan.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Field MY966 is a designated green zone in an area of natural beauty. What is the merit in Jersey having green zones if these can be redesignated on a whim, and turned into quarry sites. I understand that, once used, the site would then be used for landfill. This would be a
travesty in such a beautiful area. I understand that safeguarding of Field MY966 for minerals extraction has not been subject to any
environmental impact assessment. This beggars belief and sheds doubt on Jersey’s commitment to a greener future.
As an island, we already import a number of resources, such as raw materials to consumer goods. Why exactly do we need to be self-sufficient
in aggregates at such a high environmental cost? Given that imports are possible, why should aggregates be exempt when there are so many
disadvantages? Environmentally speaking, the destruction of Rue Bechervaise and the repurposing of Field MY966 would eradicate a substantial
agricultural field, destroy habitat for local wildlife and fell hundreds of trees. It would also remove a popular cycling lane, which would deter
islanders (myself included) and tourists from utilising green modes of travel.
There are a number of local properties near the proposed extension which is of great concern. I believe that English law requires quarries to be
at least 200m away from dwellings. According to local news coverage, should the extension go ahead, some properties would be within 130m of
the quarry. Given that the blasting is disruptive and damaging at present, this should be further assessed before any safeguarding is approved.
The proximity would be particularly problematic for the delightful Greenhills Hotel, which has always been a country retreat. Given recent blows
to the tourist industry after the Covid-19 pandemic, it would be sad to see Jersey tourism affected by the closure of a renowned island hotel.
As a St Mary’s resident, I am appalled that the rezoning application was inserted into the draft bridging plan without being brought to the
attention of locals. There has been a total lack of consultation with residents and local businesses (including hoteliers such as The Seymour
Group, who are understandably worried about the impact on the Greenhills).
What is of further concern is the sale price of Field MY966. Paying £1.65 million for an agricultural field worth roughly £200,000 raises the
question as to why Granite Products, whose parent company are facing financial difficulties, were willing to pay such an inflated amount for a
‘protected’ green zone. Frankly, this seems underhand. It was shortly after this purchase that Granite Products provided their data for the 2020
Arup report, which forms the basis for the proposed expansion. Brett and Sons - being La Gigoulande’s UK parent company - are under
investigation for tax liability in the UK. The Jersey business is clearly profitable for Brett and Sons, so they are pushing the expansion. How can
the States of Jersey sign off on allowing Jersey’s countryside to be ripped apart so that an overseas company can stay afloat? It would seem that
Brett and Sons were relying on the rezoning and extension being approved when they bought Field MY966 for 10 times its agricultural value.
Having read into the proposed rezoning further, I cannot help but notice that the proposal is based on inconsistent and biased data projections.
Our government uses the report of Arup’s consultants to inform policy. The Arup report takes data provided directly by Granite Products. There
is a clear conflict of interest here. The data supplied by Granite Products, which includes population projections and housing requirements, has
not been verified in any official capacity. Granite Products has a significant vested interest in the rezoning application. The data provided to
Arup was informed by this interest.
It is vital that these figures are scrutinised. There are clear discrepancies in the various data provided by Granite Products and therefore in the
Arup report. The 2011 Island Plan stated that Granite Products had 3.2 million tonnes of reserves, which would last 27 years. The 2011 Island Plan
also stated that the life of the quarry could be prolonged by a further 40 years to 2076 when combined with recycling operations which would
reduce primary aggregate production by 50%. Conversely, the 2020 Arup report 2020 quoted significantly reduced reserves of 900,000 tonnes
and a quarry life of less than 8 years.The reduced reserves quoted in 2020 are used as a basis for the potential rezoning, but these figures
indicate that the quarry has somehow lost years of reserves. The 2020 report is also silent on the potential extension to 2076 when combined
with recycling. I cannot find any justification for the change in the information made available to islanders. Does this not seem rather convenient
for a quarry looking to extend?
I understand that the plant and machinery at La Gigoulande were relocated and upgraded in 2017 and that Granite Products made the
commercial decision to install the new equipment on top of winnable reserves. Have the winnable reserves sitting beneath the machinery been
left out of the 2020 Arup report, resulting in the reduced and inconsistent figures? If this is the case, Granite Products’s claim that they have
remaining winnable reserves of 900,000 tonnes is simply incorrect. Arup’s reference to ‘economic winnable reserves’ in their report is
misleading, as this only covers reserves that could be accessed without Granite Products incurring expense from moving their machinery.
Ironically, Granite Products were all too happy to move their machinery in 2017 as part of the general upgrade. Ronez have indicated that they
are both able and willing to move their machinery to access winnable reserves. Why should Granite Products not be held to this standard? The
2011 Island Plan made reference to Ronez’s quarry at Sorel, and the Bailiwick Express wrote on the same issue in relation to Ronez’s Les Vardes
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quarry in Guernsey. Based on these reports and articles between 700,000 and 1,000,000 tonnes of winnable reserves would be available to
Ronez at each of these locations if they move their own plant and machinery. Applying this logic to La Gigoulande would result in an extra 10
years of reserves at the current La Gigoulande site which have not been included in the data provided to Arup and, by extension, the States of
Jersey. Surely the Jersey Government should insist that Granite Products use these reserves before extending into a protected green zone? The
figures provided by Granite Products just do not add up and are severely misleading. This questions the veracity of the 2020 Arup report, and
clearly necessitates further scrutiny.
I would also appreciate clarification as to why the rezoning of field MY966 is being considered at all? The 2002 Island Plan stated that Ronez
would produce aggregates long term because La Gigoulande had a ‘limited lifespan’. It stated that ‘preparations should be made for the import
of sand as well as crushed rock’ into Jersey. Moreover, the 2011 Island Plan states that Jersey should ‘replace primary aggregates’ by ‘recycled, or
secondary aggregates’ and by that the island should reconsider ‘the option of importing aggregates.’ The 2011 Island Plan confirmed that Ronez
would be used for long term production, and that La Gigoulande would incorporate waste storage into its functions. Essentially, La Gigoulande
was never meant to be infinite. However, in their recommendations for the bridging plan, Arup have said that La Gigoulande ‘is once again
facing the need for further permitted resources’ if its role as a major supplier is to continue. Based on the 2002 and 2011 reports, La Gigoulande
was NEVER meant to have a role as a major supplier. It had an agreed limited lifespan. Why on earth are the States of Jersey looking to expand
a quarry when Jersey made strategy based on the very same quarry being limited?
I note that the 2020 Arup report says that, by 2031, if 257,000 tonnes of secondary aggregates are reprocessed and Ronez provide the predicted
249,000 tonnes annually of crushed rock, Jersey will not need aggregates from La Gigoulande when current reserves end, nor would it need to
import any crushed rock aggregate. Ronez therefore seems like the far more obvious choice for a quarry expansion. The Sorel quarry has always
been earmarked for long term aggregate production, so why do we need to extend La Gigoulande at such a high environmental cost?
To summarise, it is clear that the rezoning agenda is being driven by Granite Products and its failing UK parent company. The figures on which
Arup (and therefore Jersey’s ministers) are relying are unnecessarily convoluted and frankly misleading given that the quarry has winnable
reserves underneath its plant and machinery. This simply must be scrutinised before serious damage is caused to a protected green area. The
damage to agriculture and tourism from the proposed rezoning would be catastrophic. How can we as a small island prioritise a UK company
using Jersey for profit over the interests of a local business like The Seymour Group? It is astounding that there has not been an environmental
impact assessment. It is vital that this be carried out to assess the full extent of the damage to nature, wildlife, and the wider community that the
destruction of Field MY966 and Rue Bechervaise would incur. What confuses me most, is why Jersey is looking to extent La Gogoulande when it
was officially never meant to be a long-term source of aggregates. Why alter this, especially on the basis of such questionable data? Basing
policy on figures provided by an interested party such as Granite Products requires scrutiny. The quarry’s vested interest in the potential
rezoning means that accepting its projections without scrutiny would be unethical.
As a resident of St Mary, I implore ministers to remove the rezoning from the bridging plan. This would allow ministers the opportunity to fully
evaluate the figures and make decisions based on complete and correct information. The draft bridging plan cannot be signed off in its current
state given that there are so many discrepancies in the quarry’s figures. Even using a conservative estimate, La Gigoulande has a minimum
mining life of over 8 years at present. Removing the safeguarding of Field MY966 as a mineral extraction site from the bridging plan would not
prejudice Granite Products. Delaying the rezoning by 3 years would not prevent Granite Products from undertaking their daily functions.
Removing the safeguarding now would, however, let all parties examine the relevant information before implementing the formal Island Plan in
2025. At the end of the day, the potential loss from rushing the rezoning would far outweigh any benefit to including it in the bridging plan.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KQ3-R

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I want to let you know about my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.
My main concerns about extending the quarry are that it will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
destroy a very popular green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
affect neighbours nearby
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

Facts which need to be investigated:
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Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — why isn’t Jersey
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials?

BHLF-ZZ1R2K8Z-6

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

ARAP consultants, commissioned by the States of Jersey to write an independent report, have received their information solely from Granite
Products. This is surely unbalanced.
The quarry expansion is apparently justified by inflated population growth forecasts (again provided by the quarry to ARAP) which are not
corroborated by other States departments. We do not have a population policy and the numbers are hugely inflated.
Why should Jersey expect to be self-sufficient in aggregates (at a huge environmental cost) when as a small island we import nearly everything
else? Surely there is a cheaper alternative such as importing aggregates from France or the UK. What about recycling building material, or using
alternatives – have these been considered? Our economy is based on finance, tourism and agriculture and the quarry expansion is completely at
odds with both tourism and agriculture.
The quarry expansion will have a disastrous impact on the local environment and its residents. It will also necessitate the felling of over 200 trees
and the permanent closure of a cycle lane, not to mention a much-loved country hotel. The proximity of the proposed quarry expansion to local
properties cannot be justified. Some properties would then be within 100m of the quarry, when UK law states that quarries must be at least
200m from dwellings. Many residents are already suffering from the blasting even without the quarry extending.
This quarry states that it has a mine life of over 8 years, so it would not in any way harm Granite Products/Brett & Sons if the rezoning
application was delayed by 3 years and the matter was properly scrutinised before the next island plan becomes due. Please review this matter
with the time & consideration it deserves.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KF2-C

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am very dismayed to see that the Quarry at St Mary / St Peter is to be extended into to neighbouring fields thus demolishing a beautiful green
lane. I walk the green lane at least once a week and enjoy all the mature trees that line the lane. The land is used for agriculture and the road is
in constant use. I would like to put on record my and my husband's objection to this future decimation of this beautiful mature tree lined lane.

[View full
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See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5Q-T

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am concerned about the proposed rezoning of the field in St Mary for mineral extraction and potential expansion of Granite Products. Prior to
this rezoning it seems appropriate that a population policy is in existence. How can such an important environmental decision be made before a
population policy is in place? I would like to see this application removed from the Draft Island Plan until an informed decision can be made
with more facts and figures of why it might be needed in the future.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites
BHLF-ZZ1R2KCJ-1

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Minerals extraction: I support the long awaited closure and restoration of Simon Sand Quarry in the heart of the Island’s Coastal National Park.
However, I strongly oppose the proposed extension of La Gigoulande Quarry into Field MY966, which will result in the loss of a tranquil green
lane and an agricultural field in the heart of the countryside.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

BHLF-ZZ1R2KPU-S

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I'm aware, in the draft island bridging plan there is an application to rezone a farmed green field and ‘safeguard’ it for minerals extraction.
Which is the same green field that Granite Products paid £1.65 million for. This was just weeks before being the SOLE provider of the figures in a
report put forward to the States of Jersey to justify its own expansion.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

LET ME EXPLAIN WHY THIS SHOULDN’T HAPPEN YET - BECAUSE ALTHOUGH IT MAY ONE DAY NEED TO HAPPEN, IT DOESN’T NEED TO
HAPPEN YET.
Jersey already has plenty of reserves – enough for the hospital and new homes for its islanders. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to
run plus at least 6 more years beneath its equipment. Ronez has at least 20. This draft island plan is only going to last for the next 3 years. With
well over 30 years of reserves already, why the sudden rush for this rezoning to be done, and why is this not more widely known?
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This quarry was never intended as a long-term provider – that was earmarked for Ronez, whilst Granite Products was to concentrate on
recycling. It was stated that the quarry could provide reserves until 2076 with recycling so why is it now claimed to have only 8 years left?
Nowhere in the report is recycling mentioned AT ALL as an option.
The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated wildlife. All
this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs to keep it
running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the quarry
would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it would become
– a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism, and this application flies in the face of two of them.
The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the rush to
rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going to happen.
Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed
through.
Islanders need to know that their elected ministers have been provided with accurate, evidence-based and non-biased facts upon which to base
their decision. It seems the report is anything but. This is a big point – islanders are being duped, and so are our ministers. Jersey has no
population policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 610 per year, for the next five years. So how is it that Granite Product’s report predicts
‘low’ growth rates of 800, medium of 1000 and high of 1,500 for the next 20 years? This could be seen as a manipulation of the facts by the
quarry in order to justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it
can not possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.
We need to get ministers to remove this application from the 3-year plan in order to give them time to scrutinise the figures and then make an
informed decision. That’s all I’m asking, and it’s what we as islanders and visitors deserve. This is a massive island-wide issue.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K9Z-7

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I write with regard to the planned extension of the quarry into field MY966 in St Peter/St Mary.
I visited Jersey pre-pandemic on business and spent some time in St Mary. I noted it to be a quiet, calm and peaceful area. I was therefore very
surprised to learn that part of the area I visited has been earmarked for expansion by the quarry. The very beauty and individuality of the island
is based upon its natural tourist attractions – beaches, countryside, walks and history, not least the German occupation relics that are dotted
around the island as well as the War Tunnels museum. It is also interesting to see the farmers at work, in their fields growing the famous
potatoes and the stunning daffodil fields.
It would seem that the rationale for extending the quarry lies with the islands need to self- produce aggregate for building more homes, a new
hospital and offices etc, and that supplies are currently limited to 7-10 years at this quarry.
I note that planning permission has been today agreed for another quarry on the island, located far more suitably, away from people’s homes
and on the coast, offering the island in excess of 20 years worth of supplies.
Surely, on a small island, alternative building methods must be investigated in order to reduce the need for self- sufficiency of these supplies.
Alternative low impact products are available, recycling, or using timber frame structures. European countries have been using such materials
for years so they are tried and tested.
I am not resident on the island, but following my last trip, I was keen to return with my wife to show her what Jersey had to offer. However,
extending quarries into green belt land and suchlike, the enormous environmental impacts of this and the health implications for people living
in the area, cannot be ignored and would surely put me and many others off visiting. Pure greed seems to be taking over the island. I hope that
common sense will prevail, and this development will be stopped in order to consider all other options.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K8G-K

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

The extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that the whole island needs to spend time considering and this island plan
consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for planning application consultation later on.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3
year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years’ time.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken, these should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion.
The island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it looked
at how much more aggregate could be recycled and for what cost. This failure to publish the full range of costs and benefits of recycling versus
quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed.
A comparative carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation has not been undertaken.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K8R-X

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

I am writing to register my opposition to any plans, proposed or not, to extend the Quarry at La Gigoulande.
I am Jersey-born, a child of the mid- 1960’s, and have lived near St Lawrence Church for close to 20 years. During this time I have spent
hundreds of hours walking, cycling and driving in the country lanes around St Mary, St John and near where I live.
I vigorously object to the wanton destruction of this island by those in positions of power, who’s professed passion to protect the natural
environment, public health and encourage islanders and visitors alike, to get outside and enjoy all the island has to offer, appears to crumble in
the face of multi-national companies and private individuals who have ads of cash, and only have their own short-term financial gain in mind,
much to the detriment of the island and local population, let alone future generations.
Even the idea of losing the fields and lanes in the vicinity of devastating and destructive processes, such as those used to extract the bedrock
below them, for the production of aggregates and cement based products, is horrifying.
Notwithstanding the potential public health risks posed by noise and the emission of fine particulate matter and silica dust, which are known
hazards associated with quarrying, extraction processes and the processing of solid and organic waste, there is the loss of public amenity if
green lanes and cycle routes are extinguished; the environmental impact and loss of habitat for the countless bird, mammal, insect and
invertebrate species; loss of productive agricultural land; the destruction of hedges and over 100 mature trees; the close proximity of private
residences and the impact on tourism in the area and on the Greenhills Hotel, among other factors should be considered in more depth before
any decisions are reached.
The sale of field MY966 reportedly for £1,650000, while a boon for the landowner, appears to be an outrageously overinflated price to be paid
for an agricultural field in an area where the average rate is a fraction of that, and appears to indicate that there may have already been in
principle agreements reached. In my opinion, this should be investigated in order to ally public mistrust in the process, and the generally widely
held belief that money can buy anything if you come to Jersey, because the Government is weak and ineffectual.
There is an opportunity here for the Government of the Jersey to lead the way in the reduction of the use of dense concrete products, and
encourage architects, developers and builders working on projects on the Island, to use more environmentally friendly, recycled materials
produced by sustainable, less destructive methods, and in the protection of the Islands natural environment for future generations.
Surely, this should be the aim of the Island Plan, not to spend millions on consultation and only pay lip-service to it.
These opportunities do not present themselves very often, do not be remembered for squandering it.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K34-U

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would like to register my opposition to the expansion of Gigoulande quarry. We have already lost too many green fields and most definitely
shouldn’t lose any more green lanes for walkers and cyclists to enjoy.
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We need to concentrate on building a sustainable future for our beautiful island and stop unnecessary expansion into the countryside, all other
avenues should be explored in depth before this is prematurely approved.

I am writing to register my objection to the extension of the Granite Products Quarry.
I am now living in the UK, but I was very fortunate to be brought up in the area of the fields and lanes which Granite Products are seeking
approval to decimate.
Please don't allow this destruction of such a beautiful tranquil area of the Island. These country lanes and fields are what make Jersey the unique
place that it is.
It would be a complete tragedy if the Island were to be lost to such expansions.
Thank you.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KPZ-X

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

I am writing to express an objection to the wholesale expansion of the granite products quarry in St Mary.
I understand that the island needs building supplies for the future and actually have no objection to the small expansion to the east of the site.
However the expansion to the south that will take away a much loved Green Lane, Rue Bechervaise, and greenfield sites is totally unacceptable.
In a time where we should be encouraging less car use, little lanes like these are an oasis. It is easy to say just use the other lanes in the area and
bypass this one but sadly as the other lanes are wider, and with ever increasing pressure on Islander roads, these seem to be the ones used as
rat runs, I have been clipped by a car on one of them.
The hedgerow is diverse in wildlife and full of birdsong, and yes you could make it a condition to replant, but new trees take a generation to
establish.
Should this change to the Island Plan be approved I would hope that a suitable replacement to the green lane be installed around the perimeter
of the site surrounded by thick native hedgerows for wildlife long before any expansion takes place.
At some point in time leaders need to be brave enough to say we can’t take anymore natural resource from our beautiful little Island, my hope
is that our current leaders will be the brave.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDQ-9

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

ISLAND PLAN 2022-25: APPROVAL (P.36/2021)
OBJECTION TO THE INCLUSION OF LA GIGOULANDE QUARRY AS A DESIGNATED MINERAL SAFEGUARDING AREA AS PROVIDED FOR IN
PAGES 301-303 OF THE DRAFT BRIDGING ISLAND PLAN.
•

•
•
•
•
•

I object to the designation of La Gigoulande Quarry (and Field MY966) as a mineral safeguarding site as currently provided in the Draft
Bridging Island Plan for the reasons more particularly set out in the Twentieth Amendment lodged au Greffe By Senator K.L. Moore
(P.36/2021 Amd.(20). These include;
There are sufficient reserves available in the existing quarry to meet major identified projects and there would be no adverse impact if
further consideration was deferred until the debate in 2024 as to the full Island Plan;
Clarification is required as to the costs of importation (and the capacity of the ports in that respect) which again might be undertaken in
relation to the next full Island Plan;
Certain recommendations appear to have been made on the strength of the “ARUP report” the accuracy of which has not been
independently scrutinized;
Insufficient regard has been taken of potential alternative building methods that might reduce the use of aggregate;
Field MY966 is in the heart of a rural area much enjoyed by islanders and tourists and incorporation of such field (and the neighbouring
road) into a quarry extension would lead to destruction of trees and plantlife, severely detract from the rural nature of this part of the island
and doubtless seriously affect the nearby hotel;
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K3N-N

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
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See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

Unlike the situation in the United Kingdom where there may be need to safeguard sites in view of ‘rival’ claims of various authorities, the
States of Jersey is here the sole arbiter; as such, and with the quarry itself being the owner of the field, there is in fact no practical
advantage in safeguarding the site in the Bridging Island Plan.

I write on behalf of the Greenhills Country House Hotel, Mont de L'Ecole, St Peter, Jersey, JE3 7EL, in relation to the below proposal that is
included within the Draft Bridging Island Plan.
Volume 3 -Minerals Extraction and Solid Waste Disposal
MW1 - Provision of Minerals
Field MY966 -Expansion of existing boundaries at La Gigoulande Quarry (St Peter/St Mary)
It is hugely disappointing that the above proposals appear to pay little or no recognition to the existing environmental attributes, residential
properties and individual users of the area that will be affected by expanding the quarry operations in to Field MY966 - in particular is the
complete disregard given to the
commercial impact that it will have upon the Greenhills Country House Hotel -an AA 4 (silver) star hotel offering 33 individually styled bedrooms
with a very strong, international repeat customer base, high quality dining and event management all of which is extremely popular with visitors
to Jersey and local residents and has been the subject of significant, multi-million pound investment in recent years.
The present quarry operations are approximately 425 metres to the north of Greenhills and the proposals will bring those operations to within
225 metres of the Hotel. Please refer to below image taken from Google Maps. Whilst it is acknowledged that an environmental impact
assessment will be required in order to further the proposals it is shameful, even discreditable, that an economic impact assessment is not
similarly required as part of this process. The Draft Bridging Island Plan is a strategic document for Jersey and as such any recommendations
should not be taken in isolation but also take account of any and all impact upon other areas of Island life and the Island economy. If there is a
proven strategic need to continue to extract minerals from within the Island then this should be balanced against the strategic needs of other
sectors of the economy including all environmental, social and financial benefits. An economic impact assessment is needed to carefully
scrutinize the financial analyses that have been supplied and carried out in relation to either supporting the continued extraction of minerals in
the Island or the importation thereof, as well as the economic impact that the closer operations of the quarry will have upon the sustainable
economic future of the Greenhills Country House Hotel and the potentially discounted values of residential properties located in the vicinity.
Visitors to the Island choose the Greenhills Country House Hotel as they are attracted by the peace and tranquillity offered by its location deep
in Jersey's countryside where people are able to enjoy gentle walks and bicycle rides in the surrounding lanes as well as the enjoyment provided
by the scenery and wildlife living in the varied vegetation, mature woodlands, hedgerows and fertile fields that border the quarry to the south.
Tourism matters! A fundamental question needs to be asked - Is the expansion of the quarry more important than the continued operation of a
long standing, successful locally owned hotel?
It is clear that the rush to include proposals for the expansion of the quarry in the Bridging Island Plan has wholly ignored the issues and
circumstances of other property owners, businesses and the multitude of leisure users to the area - it would be sensible at this particular stage,
especially as the reserves at the quarry are sufficient for some years yet, to remove these proposals from the Bridging Island Plan so that their
intent can be properly scrutinized and more fully assessed in light of all factors involved.
It should also be noted that concerns to these proposals were first brought to the attention of the Planning Department on 24th February 2020
in response to the 'Call for Sites' consultation - unfortunately the portal that was set up to receive submissions was not able to accept our
format so it was sent separately and receipt acknowledged by the Department on 25th February 2020. Our objection was made apparent at that
time and remains so today.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KQM-J

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am opposed to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry. I am a regular visitor to Jersey, with family & friends on the island.
My main concerns are it will:
1.
2.

Decimate agricultural land
Remove a very poplar green lane and cycle route (I am a keen cyclist)
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Create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural wildlife habitats

Whilst I don’t live in Jersey, I would imagine traffic in the area & local residents will also be affected.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAE-T

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.
My main concerns about extending the quarry are that it will:

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
destroy a very popular green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
affect neighbours nearby
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

Facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
Please do not allow the expansion of this quarry. The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for
dense concrete products — Jersey should be encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally
damaging building materials Thank you for registering this objection.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K92-Y

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I write in relation to the suggested quarry expansion. Please, please don’t let this travesty be approved.
We are, and have been for many, many years now, been in desperate need of a population policy. This needs to be sorted out before any more
green fields and country lanes are destroyed forever.
Looking at alternative, ecological sound building resources is imperative (Centre for alternative technology has been able to provide help and
suggestions for decades). These forward thinking ideas are what is needed to formulate a well planned and sustainable minerals strategy.
The government really needs to promote sustainable ideas before our island that we love is changed, for the worse, beyond recognition.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDK-3

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would like to add our objections to the extension of Granite Quarries into Rue Bechervaise & surrounding area. We walked around this
beautiful quiet part of Jersey at the weekend & were shocked to find the proposals for this area. Jersey politicians need to wake up & tackle the
problems such as population & traffic & stop ruining our countryside with developments into green fields etc.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

BHLF-ZZ1R2KBZ-G

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I want to object to the (planned approval) of the extension of La Gigoulande Quarry into field MY966 in the strongest terms. I cannot
understand how such a large and still viable agricultural field, an ancient 'green' lane and the surrounding trees and hedges bordering it can be
demolished and/or extinguished in such a beautiful part of the countryside. I live above St Peter's Valley and work at The Elms in St Mary and so
travel through the valley on a daily basis. Everyday large lorries thunder through the valley and this once beautiful place has become noisy and
heavily trafficked. Wildlife has been compromised (dead squirrels and other wildlife squashed on the valley road on a daily basis) and the
blasting has become ever more violent causing our office to vibrate. This is the current situation so the planned extension will exacerbate all of
this even more and adversely affect neighbouring properties.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

The extension into field MY966 and the extinguishment of the small lane will also impact on some of the more beautiful and historic properties
in the island and forever change the beauty and nature of this rural place impacting on both the agricultural and tourism industries.
I live off La Grande Route d'Augerez and from this vantage point can see the unbelievable destruction and gaping hole that already exists
looking across the valley - by allowing the extension into field MY966 - this vista will change even more and impact forever.
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I don't understand why minerals cannot be imported (such as sand, and other building materials). Everything that we eat, wear and drink, is
imported, all other building materials are imported, cars, buses, coaches and lorries are imported, our fuel and electricity (bar the small amount
produced locally) is imported, all furniture, white goods, kitchens and bathrooms, garden supplies and plants are imported - in fact we produce
absolutely nothing ourselves in real terms - so why do we continue to allow sand and mineral extraction in an island 9 miles by 5 thereby
forever despoiling some of the most beautiful parts of the countryside? We remain the only country in Europe that still extracts duneland sand
which is an inferior source. The hole that remains is full of PFOS and other pollutants. The quarry and the noise, traffic and other impacts would
not be allowed in a similar location anywhere else as a result of buffer zones so why do we allow it here? Why can't we just import it along with
EVERYTHING else? It makes no sense at all to allow this continued desecration.
I have spoken with the CEO of one of the largest building suppliers and he confirmed that 95% of all building materials and supplies are
imported. Also la Gigoulande does not quarry for granite despite its business name- this is largely imported from France but it blitzes stone for
cement blocks - which I am sure is not recognised.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K94-1

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would like to object about more green areas going to increase the size of the quarry.
I have friends who also like bear by and talking to them as well the plan in just not justified It look as if somebody in government has already
agreed since they spend £1.6m on the field

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6S-W

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to voice my concern at the proposed plans to extend Gigulande Quarry and want it removed from the Island bridging plan.
As I understand it there are 8 years left at the current quarry meaning that proposed plans are premature. If the bridging plan itself is only
meant to be 3 years then why is it even in this plan?
More time is needed for the island to fully consider if this is the best option for the island’s sustainable future as part of the Climate Change
Plans launched some years back.
Not enough thought has been put into the detrimental outcomes should this go ahead and the public need the full picture before it goes up for
discussion.
Habitat loss
Over 100 mature trees destroyed when we are trying desperately to plant more trees and maintain what we do have.
Quoting Deputy John Young, “We need to ensure that the trees growing right now continue to thrive well into the future, for generations to
come. The new Tree Strategy should hopefully shape the way that we protect, maintain and enhance the islands tree stock.” I couldn’t agree
more.
Well-being and business
As a small rural parish the impact this will have on individuals and businesses has not been considered or assessed - not only those who live in
the parish who’s lives will be affected detrimentally but the well being of all who walk, run, cycle around this area.
Covering the island in yet more concrete. Alternative building materials need to be researched that are better for the environment and time and
money should be invested in exploring these options rather than automatically trying to push through UK owned subsidiary of Brett Group’s
plans to extend using the world’s most destructive building material on our beautiful island.When will is stop?
There are eco alternatives to concrete blocks.
•
•
•

Woodcrete (in use for 70+ years)
Hempcrete (in use for 50+ years)
Aircrete/AAC (in use for 100 years) and many more.

We could be a beacon and lead the way in these technologies.
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Islanders want a sustainable future. Extending the quarry is not the answer.
We cannot take back green land once destroyed.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KBY-F

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

My name is [REDACTED TEXT] and I am a frequent visitor to Jersey, regularly staying in St Peter in the peaceful and beautifully natural L’Aleval
area.
I have recently been informed of the plan by Granite Products to expand La Gigoulande quarry into a protected green zone field in this area
and to demolish the green lane Rue Bechervaise.
This proposal comes as a real shock to me as I believed that Jersey truly valued its areas of natural beauty - I have always been so impressed by
the island’s dedication to protecting the environment and providing safe passages for pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders through the
designated green lanes / zones.
I am therefore completely astounded that Jersey has included this in the draft Island Plan and is considering re-designating the fields and Rue
Bechervaise into a quarry site - surely that defeats the point of having green zones at all, if they are not truly protected?
I would very much like to know if any environmental impact assessment has been carried out. Does Jersey really plan to destroy its beautiful
countryside - one of the key selling points for tourists such as myself - for extracting minerals which could be sourced elsewhere? Surely
maintaining the fields, trees and local wildlife habitats, as well as the safe road / cycle lane, are more in keeping with Jersey’s values than
profiting from a few quarry exports? The severe damage to the local area, attraction to tourists and environment caused by an expansion of the
quarry cannot be reversed once the minerals/resources have been exhausted after a few years, so why destroy it in the first place? And where
would this stop? If this expansion is approved, it sets a dangerous precedent for the destruction of other green zones across the rest of the
island in the future.
Furthermore, this proposal would be severely detrimental to the local Greenhills Hotel - a charming country retreat with a wonderful
bar/restaurant that I have visited multiple times. This hotel, and other B&Bs and local businesses in the area, pride themselves on offering
peaceful, rural escapes for tourists. The quarry expansion would completely destroy this charm and be highly detrimental to the business.
Much as it pains me to say it, I know for certain that, should these plans be approved, I will look elsewhere for a peaceful and unspoilt getaway like Guernsey, or the West Country in the UK. I’m sure many other tourists will do the same.
Having read around this situation further, I can fully sympathise with the anger and upset of the local residents. I believe much greater levels of
scrutiny into these plans are required and local residents have not been consulted appropriately. For example, why was the quarry able to buy
up safeguarded green zone land in the first place, and at such an extortionate and inflated price? Why were local residents not presented with
these plans years ago and explicitly provided with relevant information and all the facts? This proposal appears to have been buried into the
bridging plan and it seems as though the quarry / States are trying to rush this through in a pretty underhand manner which is, quite frankly,
disgusting and not at all fair on the local residents who deserve a full planning inquiry and the opportunity to voice their concerns and prepare
counter-proposals.
I urge you to please take note of these objections and remove this proposal from the bridging plan so that further scrutiny can be applied
before submitting this for approval. The impact on the local area would be catastrophic and irreversible and would not only severely impact the
environment, but would also destroy the natural beauty and peaceful charm of the island that attracts so many visitors, such as myself.
I look forward to hearing from you with your proposed next steps.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNG-9

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

I am a Jersey resident contacting you in relation to the proposed rezoning of Field MY966 as a mineral extraction site and the potential
destruction of Rue Bechervaise, as currently included in the draft island bridging plan. I object to this proposal and would request that you
remove the rezoning from the draft bridging plan for the reasons set out in my email below.
Field MY966 is a green zone in a beautiful natural area. What is the point of awarding green zone status if this can be overridden to make way
for a quarry extension?
The rezoning would be contrary to the protection of wildlife by means of destroying habitat and greener future
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There is no denying that Jersey does need building supplies in order to meet increasing housing needs and for large-scale projects such as the
new hospital. By its very nature, Jersey relies on imports. We import resources such as consumer goods and other raw materials. Why should
aggregates not be imported when being self sufficient in aggregate production would be so costly to the environment?
Rue Bechervaise is also a popular walking, jogging and cycling lane. After the recent investment in making St Peter’s Valley more cycle-friendly,
it seems a bizarre decision to willingly eradicate a cycle route that enables more islanders to favour green modes of transport. The road is one
we frequently use to access the cycle route as, with young foster children, it is much safer than joining the valley via La Chève Rue which adjoins
on a sharp corner.
I sympathise with the Seymour Hotel Group who have publicly aired their concerns should the rezoning go ahead. English law requires quarries
to be at least 200m away from dwellings. According to local news coverage, should the extension go ahead, some properties would be within
130m of La Gigoulande quarry. I can only imagine how detrimental this would be to the Greenhills Hotel, which is marketable due to its tranquil
location and beautiful surroundings. The social media reaction to the proposed rezoning of Field MY966 has made it clear that this rezoning
was subtly included the draft bridging plan without locals being made aware. News coverage indicates that there has also been a total lack of
consultation local businesses, notably The Seymour Group.
The sale price of Field MY966 is cause for concern. Why is it that Granite Products were willing to spend £1.65 million on an agricultural field
worth approximately £200,000? Is it not suspicious that a struggling UK mining company were willing to pay well over market value for a
protected agricultural field? It would appear that Brett and Sons were relying on the rezoning and extension being approved when they bought
Field MY966 for 10 times its agricultural value. Is this price not reflective of the business’ assumption that the status of protected agricultural land
is meaningless? Are we going to prove this assumption correct?
I’m concerned by what appears to be a number of inconsistencies in the data that is being used to support the rezoning and expansion. The
2011 Island Plan stated that La Gigoulande had 3.2 million tonnes of reserves which would last 27 years. The 2011 Island Plan also stated that the
life of La Gigoulande could be prolonged by a further 40 years (to 2076) if combined with recycling operations which could reduce primary
aggregate production by 50%. Strangely, the 2020 ARUP report quoted significantly reduced reserves of 900,000 tonnes and a quarry life of less
than 8 years. The reduced reserves quoted in 2020 are used as a basis for the potential rezoning. From these figures, it would appear that La
Gigoulande has somehow ‘lost’ years of reserves. ARUP’s 2020 report is also silent on the potential extension to 2076 when combined with
recycling efforts. I cannot find any justification for the discrepancy in official sources. It does however seem convenient to the company’s
business interests. How have conflicts of interests been examined? It is therefore vital that these figures are properly scrutinised before the
rezoning of Field MY966 is incorporated into any official island plans.
I believe the plant and machinery at La Gigoulande were relocated and upgraded in 2017. At the same time, Granite Products made the
commercial decision to install their new equipment on top of winnable reserves. Have the winnable reserves beneath the machinery been
omitted from ARUP’s 2020 report, resulting in the reduced and inconsistent figures? If so, Granite Products’s claim that La Gigoulande has
remaining winnable reserves of 900,000 tonnes is wrong. ARUP’s reference to ‘economic winnable reserves’ in their report is misleading, as this
only covers reserves that could be accessed without Granite Products incurring expense from moving their machinery. I note that Granite
Products were perfectly happy to move their machinery in 2017 as part of the upgrade. I understand that it is usual practice for quarries such as
Ronez to move the machinery at their quarries in Jersey and Guernsey to allow winnable reserves to be accessed. According to the 2011 Island
Plan and local news coverage, between 700,000 and 1,000,000 tonnes of winnable reserves would be available to Ronez at both Sorel (Jersey)
and Les Vardes (Guernsey) should they relocate the machinery at each quarry. Applying this logic to La Gigoulande would result in an extra 10
years of reserves at the current La Gigoulande site which have not been included in the data provided to ARUP and, by extension, the States of
Jersey. Surely we should insist that Granite Products use these reserves at the existing La Gigoulande site before extending into a protected
green zone?
The 2002 Island Plan confirmed that La Gigoulande was always going to have a ‘limited lifespan’. Why, therefore, is the rezoning of field MY966
being considered at all? The 2002 Island Plan stated that Ronez would produce long-term aggregates because La Gigoulande had said limited
lifespan. It advised that ‘preparations should be made for the import of sand as well as crushed rock’ into Jersey. The 2011 Island Plan stated that
Jersey should ‘replace primary aggregates’ by ‘recycled, or secondary aggregates’ and by that the island should reconsider ‘the option of
importing aggregates.’ The 2011 Island Plan confirmed Ronez’s use for long term production, and that La Gigoulande would incorporate waste
storage into its functions. Simply put, La Gigoulande was never meant to be infinite. However, in ARUP’s recommendations for the bridging
plan, they have bizarrely stated that La Gigoulande ‘is once again facing the need for further permitted resources’ if its role as a major supplier is
to continue. Based on the 2002 and 2011 Island Plans, La Gigoulande was not intended meant to have a role as a major supplier. What evidence
justifies this change to strategy and has this been appropriately authorised?
Ronez recently received the go-ahead to expand its quarry at Sorel. What is the merit in Jersey rushing the expansion of La Gigoulande at such
a great environmental cost, and while there are so many causes for concern in the underlying data? Delaying the rezoning by 3 years would not
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prevent Granite Products from undertaking their daily functions, but it would allow ministers to examine the relevant information before
deciding whether to incorporate the rezoning into the 2025 Island Plan.
To summarise, it is clear that the rezoning agenda is being driven by Granite Products and its UK parent company. The figures provided to
ARUP, on which Jersey’s ministers are basing decisions, are confusing and of questionable accuracy given that La Gigoulande has winnable
reserves underneath its plant and machinery. This blatantly warrants scrutiny before serious damage is caused to a protected green area. The
damage to wildlife, agriculture and tourism from the proposed cannot be justified by the data currently available to ministers. How can we as a
small island prioritise a UK company using Jersey for profit over the interests of a local business like The Seymour Group? An environmental
assessment should surely be carried out to evaluate the full extent of the damage to nature, wildlife, and the wider community that the
destruction of Field MY966 and Rue Bechervaise would incur. Again, I ask why expand La Gigoulande when (1) it still has a significant amount of
remaining reserves, (2) it was never meant to be an infinite supplier, and (3) the Sorel quarry has recently been given permission to extend?
Granite Products’s vested interest in the potential rezoning means that accepting its projections without scrutiny would be unethical.
Surely, the potential loss from rushing the rezoning would far outweigh any benefit to including it in the bridging plan.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KR6-V

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

This is a favourite walk of mine and so some of my main concerns are it will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
It will delete a very poplar green lane and cycle route - I frequent this walk
It will create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and all manner of wildlife. Wildlife is precious and
deserve respect.
create more ready-mix concrete products concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
Heavily impact upon traffic in the area
Definitely affect neighbours nearby
And almost unbelievably allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

Facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — why isn’t Jersey
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials?

BHLF-ZZ1R2K3Z-1

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Subject: La Gigoulande Quarry Expansion
As a longstanding admirer of the island of Jersey - my first visit was in the early 1970's to play hockey - I was utterly dismayed to learn of the
proposed expansion of the quarry area into the field on the other side of Rue Bechervaise.
I understand that this proposal is being included in the draft island plan, and therefore surmise that you should consider renaming said plan as
"Early steps in a plan to destroy the island's Character". Not only will the expansion remove from the map a complete road beloved by walkers
and cyclists, it will also destroy an agricultural field for the sake of a few tonnes of granite, all in the ultimate interest, no doubt, of lining
somebody's pocket.
Close by, you have residential properties, for instance in La Rue de l'Alevale and the adjacent Greenhills Hotel and I cannot imagine that they
would be eager to invite people to stay so that they can view the ground being excavated by large, noisy industrial machinery!
[REDACTED TEXT]
Finally, for now, I have close family members in that area whom I would like to continue visiting; at the same time, the social side of our visits
contributes considerably to the island's economy, along with the visits of many others from the UK, and I would hate to see that diminish.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K8D-G

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my horror at the thought of loosing a lovely green lane and a field for this extension to the quarry. The price paid for it
clearly demonstrates its fait acompli but where will it end? In thirty years will they need to expand again? When are we going to stop decimating
green field, trees, our wildlife and it’s habitat. Why aren’t we looking at other options to concrete and these unenvironmental materials ? Already
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we have another quarry with permission to expand, where does it end? Why should the residents of the area have to put up with the noise, dust
and disturbance not to mention the increase in traffic. We are a small island with no room for this type of expansion. This must not be allowed
to go ahead, the cost of loosing this field and lane will be too great.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KFY-K

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to object to the new proposed use of a green field in St Mary by a UK Quarry company.
The reasons against are many. One of them being I do not believe we should be keeping a UK company afloat to the detriment of our island
and future.
The area is much loved and a source of quietness, relaxation and health and a great resource for our vastly diminishing nature. All of which
appear to be under increasingly relentless strain.
We will need every natural reserve for health and our environment in our near future. As even now.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KRY-Y

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I wish to express my objection to the expansion of the Gigoulande Quarry. The extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that
the whole island needs to spend time considering and this island plan consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for planning
application consultation later on.
Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3
year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years’ time.
No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken, these should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion.
The island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it looked
at how much more aggregate could be recycled and for what cost. This failure to publish the full range of costs and benefits of recycling versus
quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed.
A comparative carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation has not been undertaken.
Jersey already has plenty of reserves – enough for the hospital and new homes for its islanders. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to
run plus at least 6 more years beneath its equipment. Ronez has at least 20 following the green light for the expansion of the same. With well
over 30 years of reserves already, why the sudden rush for this rezoning to be done, and why so secretly?
This quarry was never intended as a long-term provider – that was earmarked for Ronez, whilst Granite Products was to concentrate on
recycling. It was stated that the quarry could provide reserves until 2076 with recycling so why do they now claim to have only 8 years left?
Nowhere in the report is recycling mentioned AT ALL as an option, so they conveniently seem to have forgotten what they were tasked with.
The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated wildlife. All
this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs to keep it
running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
We have personally experienced the huge vibrations which shake through our house when the explosions at the quarry are set off. The
explosions also appear to have caused large cracks between our house and our conservatory which will have significant financial impact on us
to repair and it is probable that these issues will keep arising whilst the quarrying continues.
It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the quarry
would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it would become
– a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism, and this application flies in the face of two of them.
The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the rush to
rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going to happen.
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Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed
through.
Islanders need to know that their elected ministers have been provided with accurate, evidence-based and non-biased facts upon which to base
their decision. The report is anything but. This is a big point – islanders are being duped, and so are our ministers. Jersey has no population
policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 510 per year, for the next five years. So how is it that Granite Product’s report predicts ‘low’
growth rates of 800, medium of 1000 and high of 1,500 for the next 20 years? This is total manipulation of the facts by the quarry in order to
justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it
cannot possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KTK-K

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

2.Provision of minerals
Policy MWl does contain the reference that 'La Gigoulande Quarry' is considered a candidate for disposal.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

In the view of this respondent this quarry should not be used for disposal, but should be earmarked in the Draft Bridging Island Plan as a future
water reservoir. The water supply network infrastructure is already in situ a short distance lower down in the valley in the shape of an existing
reservoir.
The use of the quarry for disposal will generate large scale commercial vehicle traffic in all of the Island roads to the quarry. This is clearly
contrary to the intention to reduce road traffic and to the notion of sustainable transport.
In the view of this respondent the principle of importing stone should be explored.
The importation of stone is already widely used by other European countries, and Norway appears to be the main supplier, which country has a
dedicated industry for the purpose.
Further reclamation from the sea and thus extension of 'La Collette' can serve as a disposal site of inert waste for a period long into the future.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K51-T

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I want to let you know about my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.
My main concerns about extending the quarry are that it will:

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
delete a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
affect neighbours nearby
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

Facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — why isn’t Jersey
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials?
We need to support our island community by rejecting this application.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KDC-U

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

My main concerns about extending the quarry are that it will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
Lose a very popular green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds, squirrels and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
Adversely affect neighbours nearby
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

All of these are worrying facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
Please do not allow the expansion of this quarry. The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for
dense concrete products — Jersey should be encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally
damaging building materials

BHLF-ZZ1R2KQK-G

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

As a Jersey resident, I am writing in relation to the proposed rezoning of Field MY966 (owned by Granite Products) and the potential demolition
of Rue Bechervaise as part of the draft island bridging plan. I firmly oppose this proposal and urge you to remove it from the bridging plan.
The reaction in local news and on social media indicates that no effort was made to consult local businesses or residents before the redesignation of Field MY966 as a mineral extraction site was inserted into the draft bridging plan. There is clear opposition to the potential
expansion of La Gigoulande quarry, both locally and internationally (see, for example, the Action Against Quarry Expansion Facebook group,
and the letter sent by Canadian academic Dr Tanya d’Anger, as published by the Bailiwick Express last month).
It seems that the planned expansion is based on inconsistent and partisan data projections. Jersey’s government uses the report of ARUP’s
consultants to inform policy. ARUP obtain data directly from Granite Products. The data supplied by Granite Products, including population
projections and housing requirements, has not been corroborated in any official capacity. Granite Products have a significant vested interest in
the rezoning application. Surely these figures must be scrutinised?
There are numerous discrepancies in the figures provided to ARUP by Granite Products. The 2011 Island Plan stated that Granite Products had
3.2 million tonnes of reserves, equating to 27 years of use. The same plan noted that the life of La Gigoulande could be prolonged to 2076 if
combined with recycling operations, which would see a 50% reduction in primary aggregate production. Conversely, the 2020 ARUP report
indicated lower reserves of 900,000 tonnes, or less than 8 years of use. The reduced figures in the 2020 ARUP report are used to justify the
rezoning of Field MY966. Have ARUP and ministers accepted that La Gigoulande has ‘lost’ years worth of reserves? The 2020 ARUP report does
not mention that recycling could extend La Gigoulande’s life to 2076. It seems that Granite Products have been selective in providing data to
ARUP.
Granite Products upgraded the plant and machinery at La Gigoulande in 2017. At the same time, Granite Products made a deliberate
commercial decision to install its new machinery on top of winnable reserves. The 2020 ARUP report does not seem to include these reserves.
Does this account for the aforementioned statistical discrepancy? If this is the case, Granite Products’s claim that they have 900,000 tonnes of
winnable reserves remaining is factually incorrect. ARUP’s reference to ‘economically winnable reserves’ in their report is misleading, as this only
refers to reserves that Granite Products could access without incurring cost from relocating their machinery. Granite Products were willing to
move their machinery as part of the 2017 upgrade, so this is clearly logistically possible. Ronez, for example, confirmed that they would be
willing to move the machinery at their Channel Island quarries to allow winnable reserves to be mined. According to the 2011 Island Plan and
local news coverage, between 700,000 and 1,000,000 tonnes of winnable reserves would become available to Ronez at both Sorel and Les
Vardes (in Jersey and Guernsey respectively) should they move the machinery at each quarry. If this argument is applied to La Gigoulande, this
would result in an additional 10 years of reserves at the current La Gigoulande site. These reserves are not reflected in ARUP’s 2020 report,
which undermines its veracity and highlights the need for further scrutiny. Why is the States of Jersey not insisting that Granite Products move
the machinery at La Gigoulande to access these reserves before expanding into a protected green zone?
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I query why the expansion of La Gigoulande is being considered at all. The 2002 Island Plan confirmed that Ronez would produce aggregates
long term as La Gigoulande had a ‘limited lifespan’. It stated that ‘preparations should be made for the import of sand as well as crushed rock’
into Jersey. The 2011 Island Plan stated that Jersey should ‘replace primary aggregates’ by ‘recycled, or secondary aggregates’ and that the
island should look to ‘importing aggregates.’ The 2011 Island Plan also confirmed that Ronez would be used for long-term production and that
La Gigoulande would adapt its functions to incorporate waste storage. La Gigoulande’s lifespan was never meant to be indefinite. In light of this,
I do not understand why ARUP’s recommendations for the bridging plan claimed that La Gigoulande ‘is once again facing the need for further
permitted resources’ if its role as a major supplier is to continue. Based on the 2002 and 2011 plans, La Gigoulande was not meant to have a
continued role as an aggregate supplier. Ministers signed off on La Gigoulande having a limited lifespan. Two island plans strategised on this
basis. Why is the current States of Jersey looking to contradict this strategy?
By 2031, according to the 2020 ARUP report, if 257,000 tonnes of secondary aggregates are reprocessed and Ronez provide the predicted
249,000 tonnes per year of crushed rock, Jersey will not need aggregates from La Gigoulande when current reserves end. Nor would Jersey
need to import any crushed rock aggregate. Ronez - the island’s long-term aggregate supplier - were recently given the go-ahead to expand
their quarry at Sorel. Why rush the expansion of La Gigoulande when the underlying figures are so inconsistent, and when the environmental
cost would be so high? Even using a conservative estimate, La Gigoulande has a remaining lifespan of over 8 years from present. Removing the
safeguarding of Field MY966 as a mineral extraction site from the draft bridging plan would in no way prejudice Granite Products. Delaying the
safeguarding by 3 years would not prevent Granite Products from undertaking their daily functions. Removing the safeguarding now would,
however, let all parties examine the relevant information before implementing the formal Island Plan in 2025.
Field MY966 sits in Jersey’s beautiful countryside and is meant to be a protected green zone. What is the value in Jersey having green zones if
these can be arbitrarily re-designated and turned into quarry sites? This sets a dangerous precedent and would be heartbreaking in such a
beautiful area. It has come to my attention that the safeguarding of Field MY966 for minerals extraction has not been subject to an
environmental impact assessment. How was this not a prerequisite for the proposal? Jersey does, of course, need materials for construction. We
are looking to build a new hospital and there is an ever-increasing demand for housing. The argument that La Gigoulande must be extended in
order to meet this need, however, is based on flawed, biased data which intentionally precludes viable alternatives such as recycling and imports
(again, I note that the recycling options highlighted in the 2011 Island Plan were omitted in recent projections by Granite Products). As an island,
Jersey already imports a variety of products, ranging from consumer goods to raw materials. Why do we need to be self-sufficient in aggregate
production when there are so many disadvantages? Imports and recycling are both possible and sustainable in the long term. Jersey cannot
claim that it is committed to a greener, more sustainable future when it overlooks recycling, imports and environmental assessments and
instead chooses to bulldoze a green lane and destroy a ‘protected’ agricultural field. Jersey’s international reputation is at stake here. 21stcentury governments cannot be seen to ignore such important issues when sustainability is always at the forefront of people’s minds. I cannot
imagine that islanders would look kindly on ministers that did not value such matters in the forthcoming election.
Concerningly, local news reports indicate that the extension would bring the quarry to within 150m of some properties. English law requires that
the minimum distance must be 200m. Why is the States of Jersey entertaining the notion of expanding the quarry so close to local dwellings?
Take, for example, the Greenhills Hotel. Increased construction traffic and blasting would be catastrophic for a tranquil country retreat. Following
the Covid-19 pandemic and a difficult year for tourism, it is sad to hear that The Seymour Group are so worried about the future of the
Greenhills should these proposals go ahead.
Of an equally concerning nature is the fact that Field MY966 was sold for so many times its agricultural value. Granite Products is owned by
Brett and Sons. Brett and Sons, a UK company, are well known to be in financial trouble. Why, therefore, was Granite Products willing to pay a
purchase price of £1.65 million for a designated farming field valued at £200,000? Was this deal made on the promise that planning permission
would be granted? Is this why the extension was surreptitiously inserted into the draft bridging plan? It was shortly after this transaction that
Granite Products provided data directly to ARUP for their 2020 report. Is there not a clear conflict of interest here? Of course a failing UK
company would provide data supporting the need to expand their profitable Jersey business. Brett and Sons are clearly relying on the
safeguarding and subsequent extension being ratified, which is why they were willing to pay such an inflated price for Field MY966. Does the
States of Jersey really mean to put the interests of a struggling UK company ahead of protecting the island they represent?
Overall, it is clear that Brett and Sons are driving the safeguarding so that their Jersey operations can bail out their failing UK operations. The
data provided to ARUP and Jersey’s ministers is inconsistent and necessitates further analysis before being used to approve policy. No third
party verifies the information offered by Granite Products. These figures appear biased, given that recent reports claim reduced reserves and
make no mention of the winnable reserves beneath La Gigoulande’s existing equipment. Jersey’s main industries are finance, tourism and
agriculture. The potential damage here to tourism and agriculture is immeasurable. I reemphasise my incredulity that no environmental impact
assessment has been conducted. This must be undertaken to allow ministers to fully assess the negative impact that the destruction of Field
MY966 and Rue Bechervaise would have on the local area and wider community. Again, I question why the extension of La Gigoulande is being
considered when it was never supposed to be a long-term aggregate provider. Ronez was always meant to be the long-term provider. Ronez
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have now been granted permission to expand at Sorel which will allow this long-term provision. Why, therefore, extend La Gigoulande in a
hurry, especially when the supporting data is so contentious?
I would respectfully urge ministers to remove the re-classification of Field MY966 from the draft island bridging plan. This would enable all
parties to fully examine the relevant data and make more informed decisions based on additional scrutiny. The discrepancies in the data
provided by Granite Products are so numerous that the draft bridging plan cannot be signed off in its current form. The potential damage from
rushing the safeguarding of Field MY966 as a mineral extraction site would far outweigh any advantage to including it in the bridging plan.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDX-G

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would like to register my objection to the proposed extension to La Gigoulande Quarry.As a young person (Jersey born and bred) I feel it to be
totally unacceptable that such decimation to this beautiful part of Jersey should even be considered.I plead with you not to allow our Island to
be taken over and ruined in this way.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

BHLF-ZZ1R2K3G-E

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

My name is [REDACTED TEXT] I [REDACTED TEXT] live in the Parish of St Ouen.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

I want to let you know about my opposition to the plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Firstly, approving the quarry’s plans seems inconsistent with the Government’s aim to protect the tourism industry. I currently work at Jane
James Ceramics Shop in the Market and speak to tourists on a daily basis. Tourists who have been visiting the Island for years have been telling
me ‘it’s not the same as it used to be’, referring to how town is expanding and buildings are getting higher. Customers comment that the island
has become focused on business and finance, and that it appears to be losing its essence as a beautiful green island, where tourism thrives.
I recently spoke to a couple who visit The Greenhills Hotel every year. They told me it will not be the same if the quarry’s plans get approved
and that they “will have to find somewhere else” as it won’t be as peaceful. Approving the quarry’s plans may, in the short term, provide
resources for other industries, however, the impacts on the tourism industry will be long term and a more sustainable option should be sought:
it is not possible to expand quarries on a small island infinitely.
Secondly, I am concerned about the nuisance that the quarry will cause to local Jersey residents. I recently spoke to someone who lives in the
area next to the quarry site who complained that the constant vibrations caused by the quarry has caused subsidence to their land. Expanding
the quarry will both increase the impact on those already affected and increase the number of those who are affected. Property prices in Jersey
are exceptionally high, and it seems far from fair to approve plans which will significantly interfere with landowners’ peaceful enjoyment of their
property and lead to property damage. This seems particularly unfair as many landowners will have purchased their property before the plans
were submitted for approval.
Thirdly, the proposed plans will have a severe environmental impact. In a past assembly it was said that all government and commercial
premises should become carbon-neutral by 2030. Approving plans which entail cutting down over 100 mature trees makes the Government’s
aim appear all but superficial. If new trees are planted, they will take a substantial amount of time to mature and to have the same positive
environmental impact as the trees which are already situated on the land. This time lost unfortunately cannot be recovered.
With constant media coverage of trees being chopped down and ecosystems destroyed, young people are already questioning what our
futures will look like. Many of us feel far from optimistic. Decisions such as the approval of the quarry’s plans leaves us as young people feeling
as if the current Government has no regard for our future welfare, making this feeling even worse.
If you want the youth of today to stand behind the decisions which are made through government you really need to show us that you actually
care about us and our futures and show us that our futures are more important than money in your pockets. The government should be
funding projects for us to plant more trees across the island and not be funding projects to take them away.
In addition to negatively impacting the tourism industry, the rights of local landowners and residents, and the environment, my other main
concerns are that it will require:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

The decimation agricultural land;
Removal of a very popular green lane and cycle route;
The destruction of 100+ trees and natural habitats for birds and other wildlife;
The creation of more ready-mix concrete products - the single most destructive material on Earth;
The disruption of traffic in the area;
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The prioritisation of a UK company’s profit over the concerns of local people.

Additionally, I believe further information needs to be provided concerning:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — why isn’t Jersey
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials?

BHLF-ZZ1R2KBW-D

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I write on behalf of Redacted text, to express our objection to the proposed expansion of the Quarry in St Mary.
Should the expansion take place, not only will the island lose a green lane used by walkers, cyclists and commuters, it will also lose hedge rows
and trees inhabited by wildlife. I suspect also that bats roosting may also be disrupted.
Our island has always adhered to a strong belief in retaining and respecting the green lanes and fields, as such, to contemplate the destruction
of an entire lane and it’s natural beauty is beyond belief.
I am not an expert on the requirements of the quarry, it’s supplies or future output, but what I do k ow is that very little consultation has taken
place regarding the worth of a local quarry and it’s cost vs using imported products. From experience imported products have tended to be
cheaper even after shipping costs, as such, has consideration gone into the viability of the expansion?
Additionally, the island has a considerable amount of years before it’s supplies run dry, why consider allowing such destruction before looking at
alternative options and making comparisons to see if the whole proposal is the most sensible? The data provided was from the quarry itself, so
an independent review should be undertaken before making such an impactful decision.
I urge all stakeholders to consider the ramifications of this extension and ask that a formal review take place allowing islanders the chance to
voice their opinions and not continue to do this in an underhand manner.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KB7-D

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would like to strongly object to the rezoning of this field to be used as a quarry by Granite Products. This would be detrimental to the
surrounding area as it is to close to current housing and threatens the future of Greenhills. Not to mention ongoing environmental issues such
as noise pollution, increased traffic, threat to wild life and a general detriment to this tranquil area. The valley is busy enough with quarry
vehicles and further expansion of this quarry is not acceptable on any level. Please ensure my objection is raised

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

BHLF-ZZ1R2KMP-H

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Objection to rezoning a green zone for mineral extraction.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

I seek to most vociferously protest about the application to rezone a farmed green field and ‘safeguard’ it for minerals extraction in St. Peter The
SOLE provider of the figures in a report put forward to the States of Jersey to justify expansion of mineral expansion was by Granite Products the company that seeks to financially benefit from said mineral explotation. This is surely a conflict of interests and further more independent
study should be done before any rezoning is done.
Jersey already has plenty of reserves – enough for the hospital and new homes for its islanders. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to
run plus at least 6 more years beneath its equipment. Ronez has at least 20. This draft island plan is only going to last for the next 3 years. With
well over 30 years of reserves already, why the sudden rush for this rezoning to be done.
This quarry was never intended as a long-term provider – that was earmarked for Ronez, whilst Granite Products was to concentrate on
recycling. It was stated that the quarry could provide reserves until 2076 with recycling so why do they now claim to have only 8 years left?
Nowhere in the report is recycling mentioned as an option. This has to be part of the conversation rather than exploiting green zone areas.
The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated wildlife.
The damage that this is doing to the local area would be immense and irreversible and should not be done without much more study. No
impact studies have been done for the impact on local wildlife nor the local environment.
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The majority of the financial benefit would go to a UK company rather than stay in Jersey as the quarry would be owned by a parent company
in the UK. This is surely counterintuitive to it being for the benefit of Jersey.
Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism, and by allowing blasting just 225 metres away from Greenhills Hotel, this
application goes against any investment in the tourism and finance industries.
The field is in the green zone. Rezoning a field in the green zone for minerals extraction is beyond ludicrous and against all your own advice.
Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which must be considered so that Jersey can become part of the client
emergency’s solution rather than being a visible part of it.
Currently Jersey has no population policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 510 per year, for the next five years. However Granite
Product’s report predicts growth rates of between 800 - 1,500 for the next 20 years. This cannot be seen as anything other than manipulation of
the facts by the quarry in order to justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it
can not possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.
There has also been little context for the expansion of the quarry in regards to the local historical environment and its location near to the La
Gigoulade Mill, one of only 9 Royal Mills in the island. Vital historical information and context would lost if the rezoning took place.
Please remove this application from the 3-year plan in order to gain time to scrutinise the figures and then make an informed decision.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6H-J

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

La Gigoulande quarry expansion
I wish to object to this proposal and request this application is taken off the 3 year plan until a population policy is in place and ministers can
scrutinise the figures and information, before making an informed decision.
We need to protect our agricultural fields, wildlife and heritage and this plan would create irreversible damage to so much in a beautiful area.
Protect our island and its environment.

Volume 3; Managing Development
Minerals Extraction and Solid Waste Disposal

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Provision of Minerals and Policy MW1
The Arup Minerals, Waste and Water Study is a thorough document which accurately reflects the positions and opinions of the Minerals
Industry in Jersey. There is one point of detail that

See SR63 - Simon Sand and Gravel site

supersedes the content published in December 2020, this being that the Planning Application to extend Ronez Quarry was approved with a
Decision Date of 24th June 2021 and an implementation Date of 22nd July 2021 subject to fulfilment of planning condition.
Whilst the detail of the Arup report is therefore out of date (this detail also shown in table MW1 at p.302 of the draft BIP) the underlying logic
and strategy proposal remains completely accurate and valid. This is because the extension of Ronez Quarry was anticipated in the current plan
and was also included in all of the scenarios analysed as proposals in the evidence base for the Bridging Island Plan.
To correct Draft Policy MW1 it might be sensible to remove the reference to Fields J31 and J32 and to amend as follows;
The plan makes provision to ensure a suitable supply of minerals and proposals for the extension of safeguarded mineral sites will be supported
at;
•

Ronez Quarry (St John)
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Field MY966, La Gigoulande Quarry (St Peter/St Mary)

Policy MW1 does not support extraction at Simon Sand beyond the current consented area, which is further limited by a time restriction at the
end of 2023. Arup's study notes that at this time between 6 and 11 years of sand supply will remain unexploited.
In their conclusions, Arup propose an integrated extraction, waste management and restoration operation within the current permitted works.
This seems sensible, as an extension of time does not change the environmental impact from the extraction because the earlier permission must
have assumed the mineral within the area would be extracted by the end date of 2023.
Furthermore, the logic of continued operation is supported by the following benefits;
•
•
•
•
•

Maximising the extraction of local natural resources ahead of dependence on imports. Whilst other quarry sites and recycled products can
replace some of the demand for natural sand, in the long term there would still need to be some importation.
Inconsistency in environmental targets and carbon emissions, as the emissions associated with importation are significantly higher than for
local production.
Economic factors, as the cost of imported product is considerably higher.
Moral factors, such as why is it correct to export environmental impact to the supplying location in order to protect Jersey? (Land won or
sea dredged sand and gravel will, inevitably, receive a negative reaction wherever it is extracted in UK or western Europe)
The impact from continued extraction at Simon Sand within the current permitted area will not have a significant incremental effect on the
landscape character. It will largely just defer the ultimate restoration of the site.

The assumption of Policy MW1 is therefore contested and it is proposed that the Arup study in the Evidence Base is accepted such that
Extraction at Simon Sand and Gravel should continue (subject to satisfactory environmental safeguards) within an integrated waste, extraction
and restoration plan. This would provide a policy framework under which an informed decision for the future can be made which should be
based on a robust environmental impact assessment.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K52-U

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNW-S

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

My main concerns are it will:
1.
2.
3.
4.

decimate agricultural land
need to chop down dozens of trees and destroy natural habitats of birds
affect neighboors nearby
Impact the traffic in the area, etc..

I am a Jersey bean currently living in London looking to relocate to Jersey to raise a family in the immediate future. I grew up in beautiful St
Peter’s Valley and very much hope to live there again someday. I write in relation to the draft island bridging plan, specifically the proposed
safeguarding of Field MY966 (owned by Granite Products) as a mineral extraction site and the corresponding destruction of Rue Bechervaise. I
firmly oppose this proposal and implore ministers to vote to remove it from the bridging plan.
It is the 21st century. I appreciate that there is a need for building supplies on the island. Jersey is looking to construct a state-of-the-art hospital
and there is an ever-increasing need for new homes. There is no denying this. That being said, the argument that the quarry at La Gigoulande
must be expanded in order to meet these needs is based on inconsistent data and flawed projections. Blindly accepting said data and
projections without question would be infantile.
My main arguments for amending the bridging plan to exclude the safeguarding of Field MY966 can be summarised as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

There are a number of discrepancies in the Arup data being used to inform the proposal
There is bias in the underlying figures and projections provided by Granite Products
There are serious environmental concerns and threats to the local area that have not been fully evaluated
The circumstances surrounding the purchase of Field MY966 appear underhand
Inconsistent Data Reporting

The proposed expansion of La Gigoulande is based on inconsistent data projections. Jersey’s government uses the report of Arup’s consultants
to inform policy. Arup obtain data directly from Granite Products. The data supplied by Granite Products has not been verified in any official
capacity.
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The 2011 Island Plan stated that Granite Products had 3.2 million tonnes of remaining reserves (equating to 27 years of use). The 2011 Island Plan
also stated that the life of La Gigoulande could be extended to 2076 if combined with recycling practices. This would reduce primary aggregate
production by 50%. Conversely, the 2020 Arup report indicates reduced reserves of only 900,000 tonnes (roughly 8 years of use). The
diminished reserves in the 2020 Arup report are used to support the expansion of La Gigoulande into Field MY966. La Gigoulande has
apparently ‘lost’ years worth of resources. This is rather concerning, as is the fact that the 2020 Arup report is silent on the fact that recycling
efforts could reduce the need for primary aggregates and extend La Gigoulande’s lifespan to 2076.
Lyndon Farnham has publicly stated that importing aggregates could be cheaper than sourcing materials locally (see ‘Ask The Minister’). Pricing
estimates provided by Arup in relation to aggregate imports, however, are almost double those indicated by other sources. Arup’s report
suggests that importing aggregates would be 93% more expensive than local production, whilst Ronez suggest a considerably reduced 25%.
Ports of Jersey have noted that importing aggregates and sand could be competitively priced when compared to mining locally. Evidence
suggests that imports can be achieved in a cost-efficient manner. As an island, Jersey already imports a variety of products, including raw
materials. Why is there such a push to be self-sufficient in aggregate production?
Arup use projections regarding population growth to determine future demand for aggregates. Jersey’s 2021 Sustainability Report indicates that
the island is looking to reduce migration by 50% over the next 5 years (compared to the last 5 years). Based on net migration figures, this gives
a net migration target of +610 per annum for the next 5 years. Arup’s base, middle and upper estimates for aggregate demand use population
projections of +800, +1,000 and +1,500. This is out of keeping with their corresponding projections for water population, which are +700,
+1,000, +1,500. Arup have failed to account for the irregularities in their own figures. An in-depth review of the available information highlights
that Arup have overlooked the States of Jersey’s set migration targets and provided inflated population growth forecasts. This has resulted in
erroneous predictions, which exaggerate future demand for aggregates. Arup are telling ministers that Jersey needs more raw materials than
their policies actually require.
Biased Figure Provision by Granite Products
Granite Products have a blatant vested interest in the rezoning application. This is problematic. Arup obtain data directly from Granite Products.
The States of Jersey then use Arup’s reports to assist policy making. Granite Products’ figures have not been corroborated by any third party.
This undermines the neutrality of the data provided by Granite Products. Unfortunately, it appears that the data provided to Arup has been
selected by Granite Products so as to further their agenda, notably their desire to expand.
According to an analysis of the 2020 Arup Report by KE Planning (a genuine impartial third party), Arup’s reliance on figures provided by a
financially-invested party has resulted in a biased report and flawed recommendations. For example, the plant at La Gigoulande was upgraded
in 2017. Granite Products took a deliberate commercial decision in installing their new plant and machinery on top of winnable reserves. These
winnable reserves are not referenced in the 2020 Arup report. This could account for the discrepancies referenced above. If this is indeed the
case, Granite Products' claim that they have a mere 900,000 tonnes of remaining winnable reserves is incorrect. Arup’s reference to
‘economically’ winnable reserves in their report is deceptive, as this does not cover all available reserves at La Gigoulande - it only covers those
that could be accessed without Granite Products incurring costs from relocating their machinery. Ironically, Granite Products were more than
happy to move their machinery as part of the 2017 upgrade. Such relocation is clearly logistically possible. Granite Products' unwillingness to
shell out to move their machinery now is indicative of their disregard for the local area and their unscrupulous approach to the expansion in
general. The States of Jersey must insist that Granite Products take proactive steps to access all reserves at the current La Gigoulande site before
decimating a protected agricultural field.
Accessing these winnable reserves would extend La Gigoulande’s mining lifespan. Data supplied in relation to Ronez (as covered in the 2011
Island Plan and by local news reports) indicates that between 700,000 and 1,000,000 tonnes of winnable reserves would be retrievable at both
Sorel (Jersey) and Les Vardes (Guernsey) should Ronez relocate the machinery at each of their quarries. Applying the same metric to La
Gigoulande, this equates to a further 10 years of reserves at the current La Gigoulande site. That is a decade of mining for Granite Products
without any expansion. Ronez have confirmed that they would be willing to move their machinery to access their reserves. Granite Products
simply must be held to the same standard. Again, the States of Jersey should insist that Granite Products optimise use at their current site
before entertaining any expansion. It is shocking that these reserves are not covered by the 2020 Arup report. This undermines the veracity of
Arup’s findings and emphasises yet again the need for further scrutiny.
There is a contradiction in Arup’s discussion of Ronez and Granite Products as future aggregate suppliers. In their recommendations for the
bridging plan, Arup state that La Gigoulande is ‘once again facing the need for further permitted resources if its role as a major supplier is to
continue’. The 2002 Island Plan, however, stated that Ronez would produce aggregates in the long run as La Gigoulande had a ‘limited lifespan’.
The 2002 Island Plan recommended that ‘preparations should be made for the import of sand as well as crushed rock’ into Jersey. The 2011
Island Plan went even further, suggesting that Jersey should ‘replace primary aggregates’ by ‘recycled, or secondary aggregates’ and that the
island should examine ‘importing aggregates’ (we know that this is both possible and cost-effective - see my comments above). The 2011 Island
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Plan affirmed that Ronez would be used for long-term production and that La Gigoulande would be adapted to cater for waste storage. Based
on the 2002 and 2011 Island Plans - on which Arup consulted - La Gigoulande was never meant to be an infinite supplier of aggregates. It had
an agreed limited lifespan, and ministers agreed strategy on this basis. Why have Arup turned around now and said that La Gigoulande should
be a long-term supplier? Their findings are frankly erratic and at odds with their previous recommendations. It almost seems that Arup have
confused Jersey’s two quarries in their latest report! I question why the safeguarding of Field MY966 as a mineral extraction site is being
considered at all when La Gigoulande was never meant to be a long-term supplier. Jersey has made decades of strategy on the basis that Ronez
would supply aggregates in the long term. Why undo this strategy now?
The 2020 Arup report states that: by 2031, if 257,000 tonnes of secondary aggregates are reprocessed and Ronez provide the predicted 249,000
tonnes of crushed rock per year, Jersey would not require aggregates from La Gigoulande when existing reserves are exhausted. Nor, the report
continues, would Jersey need to import any crushed rock aggregate. Just last month Ronez were granted permission to extend their Sorel
quarry. La Gigoulande has a minimum remaining lifespan of 8 years from now. Amending the bridging plan to remove the safeguarding of Field
MY966 for mineral extraction would not prejudice Granite Products. They could comfortably continue with their day-to-day functions. Delaying
the safeguarding would, however, afford Jersey’s ministers the opportunity to fully scrutinise the relevant information ahead of finalising the
2025 Island Plan.
Environmental Concerns / Local Area
Field MY966 sits in a stunning rural area - allegedly a protected green zone. My understanding is that you cannot even use green zone fields for
equine grazing, let alone construction or general development. Why, therefore, is there such a push to ‘safeguard’ the field for mineral
extraction now? The field is already perfectly safeguarded from interference by virtue of its green zone status. Nobody is able to build on Field
MY966. Nobody can even put their horses on Field MY966. Field MY966 is not going anywhere, and would still be available to be used (if
necessary) for mineral extraction in 10+ years’ time when current reserves at La Gigoulande are depleted. Notwithstanding that the expansion
would also be subject to planning permission, safeguarding Field MY966 now would almost guarantee that its future purpose would be mineral
extraction. Removing the safeguarding from the draft bridging plan would not eliminate Field MY966 as a possible mining resource if required.
Again, amending the bridging plan would not mean that Granite Products could never use Field MY966 if required. It would simply enable the
States of Jersey to make an informed decision based on careful scrutiny, without the time constraints of an impending bridging plan.
On an environmental note, I understand that the safeguarding of Field MY966 has not been subject to any environmental impact assessment.
How are ministers supposed to make a critical decision and sign off on the safeguarding when they have not been presented with sufficient
data to inform said decision? Bulldozing Rue Bechervaise and decimating Field MY966 would severely damage the environment and local area.
Adverse consequences would include the loss of a large agricultural field, the destruction of hundreds of trees and loss of habitat for local
wildlife. Rue Bechervaise is also a popular cycle route. The expansion of La Gigoulande would remove this (notably part of official cycle route
6A), which would make it difficult for islanders to utilise greener modes of transport. Jersey’s tourist website claims that ‘Jersey has a bold vision
to be fully carbon neutral by 2030’, also that Jersey seeks to be part of a ‘sustainable solution rather than the problem’. This is so clearly at odds
with the proposed safeguarding that it is almost laughable.
According to UK law, quarries cannot be within 200m of residential dwellings. The proposed extension would bring La Gigoulande to within
150m of local properties. Noting that Jersey is its own jurisdiction and not subject to UK law, these numbers do not make sense. The 200m
minimum requirement is there for a reason. Why does Jersey not seek to protect people’s homes in the same way the UK does? It is public
knowledge that the Greenhills Hotel will be forced to close should La Gigoulande be expanded. The Seymour Group have been upfront about
this since the safeguarding was brought to their attention. Construction traffic and noise pollution from regular blasting would be disastrous for
a country retreat. Jersey tourism is struggling in the wake of the pandemic. The closure of the Greenhills Hotel would see many people lose their
jobs and livelihoods. Public responses to the bridging plan also show that the Greenhills is immensely popular not only with locals but with
tourists, who come to Jersey specifically to stay there (see, for example, the response from C. I. Travel Group). Closing the hotel would likely see
these tourists choose to holiday elsewhere (I note that responses to the bridging plan have specifically mentioned Guernsey, Spain and the West
Country in the UK). La Gigoulande can continue to operate for the foreseeable future if the extension is not granted. No jobs will be lost at the
quarry if the safeguarding is not included in this island plan, whereas the Greenhills will likely be forced to close should the safeguarding be
approved.
Underhand Transaction and Agenda
As an agricultural field, Field MY966 is worth roughly £200,000. Why, therefore, were Granite Products content to purchase Field MY966 for
£1,650,000? Brett and Sons, Granite Products' UK parent company, is in financial difficulty. Why was a mining company prepared to pay over
eight times the value of a ‘protected’ agricultural field? This, combined with the fact that it was shortly after the transaction that Granite
Products provided Arup with data for their 2020 report, seems underhand and unscrupulous. The safeguarding of Field MY966 was quietly
inserted into the draft bridging plan, without any input from islanders. Were the parties involved keen to keep this quiet to conceal the fact that
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Granite Products purchased Field MY966 with some sort of assurance that planning permission would be granted to expand La Gigoulande?
The Jersey element of Brett and Sons’ business is clearly profitable. Accordingly, they are driving the expansion of La Gigoulande to balance
their books elsewhere - effectively using Jersey as a cash cow. This agenda makes the fact that Granite Products provided data directly to Arup
without any independent corroboration all the more concerning.
Summary
Overall, regardless of whether or not you believe the expansion of La Gigoulande would be in Jersey’s best interest, the issues highlighted above
must be cause for concern. There are discrepancies in the figures supporting the expansion that just (literally!) do not add up. Granite Products
and its UK parent company are clearly the driving force behind this rezoning application. They are looking to use the expansion at La
Gigoulande to salvage their failing business with no regard for the local area or wider community. Through no fault of their own, States
Members have been misled by the figures provided by Granite Products to Arup. These figures are biased, as highlighted by the fact that recent
reports indicate reduced reserves and omit reference to the winnable reserves beneath La Gigoulande’s existing plant and machinery. Jersey’s
main industries are agriculture, tourism and finance. Two of these industries could be damaged beyond repair should the extension of La
Gigoulande go ahead. Again, the lack of environmental impact assessment is shocking. It is of paramount importance that this be undertaken to
allow ministers to fully assess the adverse effects that the demolition of Rue Bechervaise and Field MY966 would have on the local area and
community.
Again, I question why the extension is being considered when (i) La Gigoulande was never supposed to be a long-term aggregate provider, (ii)
Ronez have been granted permission to expand at Sorel which will allow this long-term provision and (iii) Granite Products can continue at their
current site for at least 10 years? I implore ministers to remove the safeguarding of Field MY966 as a mineral extraction site from the draft island
bridging plan. This would allow all parties the opportunity to scrutinise the relevant information and make informed decisions on that basis.
There are too many discrepancies in the numbers as they stand for the draft bridging plan to be signed off in its current form. The potential
damage from rushing the safeguarding of Field MY966 would far outweigh any advantage to including it in the bridging plan.
Many thanks again for your time.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K84-Z

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

The extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that the whole island needs to spend time considering and this island plan
consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for planning application consultation later on.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3
year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years’ time.
No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken, these should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion.
The island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it looked
at how much more aggregate could be recycled and for what cost. This failure to publish the full range of costs and benefits of recycling versus
quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed.
A comparative carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation has not been undertaken.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KC6-D

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would like to voice my objection to the proposed expansion of the quarry for the following reasons:
The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated wildlife. All
this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs to keep it
running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the quarry
would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it would become
– a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism, and this application flies in the face of two of them.
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The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the rush to
rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going to happen.
Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed
through.
Islanders need to know that their elected ministers have been provided with accurate, evidence-based and non-biased facts upon which to base
their decision. The report is anything but. This is a big point – islanders are being duped, and so are our ministers. Jersey has no population
policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 610 per year, for the next five years. So how is it that Granite Product’s report predicts ‘low’
growth rates of 800, medium of 1000 and high of 1,500 for the next 20 years? This is total manipulation of the facts by the quarry in order to
justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it
can not possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD1-9

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would strongly recommend no to approve the extension of the quarry as part of this bridge Island plan.
Firstly: we’ve got good quarry provision in the island for the time being. Including several years of life still in La Gigoulande Quarry itself.
Secondly: this is a “bridge” plan. It would make more sense to look into this matter as part of the next “proper” Island Plan.
Thirdly: And most importantly: concrete is an extremely energy intensive building material. Extending a quarry & increasing concrete production
would significantly hinder the Islands effort of reach carbon neutrality.
My recommendation is to suspend approval now.
And then take a holistic look at the proposal in the context of its environmental impacts and its impact on other island commitments, like
carbon neutrality.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6J-M

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

It is with deep concern that I contact you regarding Field MY 966 in St Peters. It has come to my attention the shocking plans that are proposed
to decimate this green zoned field and a green lane for the purpose of a quarry. I am somewhat perplexed as I distinctly remember reading a
previous Strategic Plan that stated “Jersey’s natural environment is an integral part of our Island heritage. Maintaining a working countryside
that harmonises with nature is vital, as is giving special protection to our most vulnerable and important habitats” I am sure you can understand
my concerns as I try to struggle with the image of quarry blasting that qualifies as ‘harmonises with nature.’ I see many hedgerows during the
branchage season now being treated with respect to allow the natural habitats of small wild animals by leaving the tops of the hedges grow
while only cutting back the lower banks. I shudder to think how many smaller wildlife creatures will be lost. I am deeply concerned regarding the
loss of wildlife and countryside already lost to the existing quarry.
If a quarry was to be extended so too would the blasting sounds. The travelling sounds would reverberate to a wider already peaceful
countryside, that would disturb even more wide life and surly tremble the surrounding ground. I am also concerned that the residents in the
area would also be disturbed by the continuous noisy blasting and clouds of dust that would disrupt their activities of daily living.
I was even more shocked when I am led to believe that a UK company is supporting the decimation of our Jersey countryside, is this correct?
Field MY 966 sits in a peaceful area in the parish of St Peters where the tranquil Greenhills country hotel is located. Tourism, is an important part
of Jersey heritage that also needs protecting. Recently, it was announced another local hotel was to be converted to flats. I am not sure how I
would feel arriving at a country hotel to receive a blasted wake up call followed by a gentle stroll around the dusty quarry lanes.
I am also concerned for the local residents in the area who have become home owners or are renting to live in a country environment.
Previously, a Strategic plan quoted to protect green zones: “Identify sufficient appropriate development sites for housing - without further
rezoning of green areas” Therefore, one might think these residences choose to live in this countryside with the knowledge that their
surrounding green fields would not be rezoned. I think at this time, for residents, it must be a terrible emotional experience after an already
exceptional year of a world pandemic.
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During the pandemic so many islanders took up cycling. It was hard to get hold of a bicycle. Walking also became more popular. My husband
cycles and uses the green lane Rue Bechervaise as part of his cycle loop. He sees many other cyclists, dog walkers, walkers, the occasional young
parent, grandparent pushing a pram. These islanders frequent this area for the green environment. Please protect it.
Our island is small and destroying a large green zone instead of searching for an alternative product is a cause of concern. If, this is a UK mother
company expanding its business at the cost of a Jersey green zone of protected countryside and a green lane, how, am I to believe any
Strategic plan from the past, now or in the future. Surly you build on the previous plan not destroy it, like a quarry destroying a protected green
zone.
Previously, a Strategic Plan continued, “We must continue to protect our environment, countryside, agricultural land, marine environment and
coastal areas for now and for future generations.” I have viewed the photographs of the quarry and this is not the environment I would like to
be responsible for, to leave for future generations.
I feel so strongly about the destruction and decimation of such a beautiful piece of countryside that I am using my voice on behalf of the wild
life and natural local country side to object to a quarry on field MY966 and Rue Bechervaise.
I thank you for reading my concerns.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K9M-T

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to you as an appalled tourist, it has come to my attention that La Gigoulande quarry is potentially going to be expanded into a
green zone. This shocked me to my core, with Jersey's international reputation as a green island, I reasonably expected such a proposal to be
dismissed immediately but instead it is sad that I have to send such an email to make the case for its dismissal.
I have been a frequent visitor to Jersey in recent years, making over 10 visits for leisure since 2013. I visit Jersey both to spend time with close
friends but also to enjoy the peace and tranquility of the island. This environment has historically been supported by the implementation and
protection Green Zones, how can these be credible if they can be re-designated as a quarry?
Putting aside the ridiculous suggestion of building a quarry in a Green Zone, this project would lead to the systematic destruction of hundreds
of trees and habits for local wildlife. Not to mention, the human loss of outdoor space to walk, run or cycle along namely Rue Bechervaise. If the
pandemic we have been fortunate enough to survive through teaches us one thing, surely that is the importance of outdoor space accessible
for all is vital to the mental health and wellbeing of Jersey's citizens and tourists.
To add insult to injury the more I read about the actions of those people proposing these plans I am utterly disgusted ( A.
https://www.bailiwickexpress.com/jsy/news/residents-pledge-fight-against-st-petersvalley-quarry-expansion/?cpage=1#.YNOT4y-ZO3U B.
https://www.bailiwickexpress.com/jsy/news/la-gigoulande-field-discussions-sale-bemade-public/#.YNOYBC-ZO3U ). The speculative nature of
the purchase of field MY966 for a much inflated price of £1.65m reeks of insider trading and corruptions which should not be encouraged at the
expense of the valuable irreplaceable nature of the island.
In conclusion, if this proposal is allowed to go ahead it is a grave mistake for the island and risks the return of loyal tourists to this beautiful
place. I hope you weigh these thoughts carefully in coming to a decision on this matter.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KN4-P

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.
My main concerns about extending the quarry are that it will:

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
lose a very popular green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds, squirrels and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
affect neighbours nearby
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

All of these are worrying facts which need to be investigated:
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Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
Please do not allow the expansion of this quarry. The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for
dense concrete products — Jersey should be encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally
damaging building materials Thank you for registering this objection.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAQ-6

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

would like to object to the extension of La Gigoulande Quarry into Field MY966 for the following reasons;
a)

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites
b)
c)

d)
e)
f)
g)

The necessity for this extension has been based on figures provided which have not been externally examined or proven, and directly
undermine previous estimates for the life of the quarry and the need for aggregate from this site. An independent study to verify the claims
is essential before any sort of planning permission should be sought. Ronez has recently received permission for an extension which has
already been stated as having the capacity to fulfil all needs of the local building industry for many years, rendering the extension of La
Gigoulande an unnecessary requirement.
There has been no ecological or environmental study carried out to gage the impact of the inevitable destruction of much wildlife and
many trees in a protected green field area which has safeguarded status in the Green Zone.
There will be a large scale loss of jobs due to the predicted forced closure of a first class and highly successful hotel in the immediate
vicinity, as the proximity of the extended quarry area would make continued business untenable. This would be a major loss to tourism and
would add to the three St. Helier hotels which have recently announced their forthcoming closure, creating an every increasing lack of bed
space.
There has been no study on the health issues which are proven to be caused by quarry dust particles, and which would inevitably impact
residents of neighbouring properties.
It has been suggested that flooding the quarry would be a far more beneficial use of the site once it has been exhausted, as this would
improve resources for the whole of the island population.
The destruction of a lane and large agricultural field in a Green Zone area is contrary to all previous and current Island Plan efforts to
protect such sites, and the biodiversity of the countryside.
The quality of life in the immediate neighbourhood would be severely affected due to the exchange of a tranquil area of outstanding
beauty into a major industrial plant.

Please consider the above points as sufficient reasons to remove the proposed extension from the draft bridging Island Plan for the immediate
future, and hopefully on a permanent basis once essential studies have been completed.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5V-Y

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Jersey already has plenty of reserves – enough for the hospital and new homes for its islanders. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to
run plus at least 6 more years beneath its equipment. Ronez has at least 20. This draft island plan is only going to last for the next 3 years. With
well over 30 years of reserves already, why the sudden rush for this rezoning to be done, and why so secretly?
This quarry was never intended as a long-term provider – that was earmarked for Ronez, whilst Granite Products was to concentrate on
recycling. It was stated that the quarry could provide reserves until 2076 with recycling so why do they now claim to have only 8 years left?
Nowhere in the report is recycling mentioned AT ALL as an option, so they conveniently seem to have forgotten what they were tasked with.
The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated wildlife. All
this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs to keep it
running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the quarry
would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it would become
– a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism, and this application flies in the face of two of them.
The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the rush to
rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going to happen.
Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed
through.
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Islanders need to know that their elected ministers have been provided with accurate, evidence-based and non-biased facts upon which to base
their decision. The report is anything but. This is a big point – islanders are being duped, and so are our ministers. Jersey has no population
policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 610 per year, for the next five years. So how is it that Granite Product’s report predicts ‘low’
growth rates of 800, medium of 1000 and high of 1,500 for the next 20 years? This is total manipulation of the facts by the quarry in order to
justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it
can not possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K4K-K

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

As the owner and operator of Simon Sand & Gravel Limited, I provided background information for the supporting document, undertaken by
UK based consultancy firm ARUP, entitled Minerals, Waste & Water - Final Report, December 2020. This study was commissioned by Jersey
Government to better inform the draft Bridging Island Plan (the “Draft Plan”).

And
In the Draft Plan the Minister has rejected conclusions and recommendations, concerning the supply of sand minerals, put forward by ARUP’s
consultants. The adoption of the Draft Plan, in its current form, would therefore have detrimental, long-term consequences for Jersey and its
construction industry. A situation which, along with many others in the sector, I find very alarming.

See SR63 - Simon Sand and Gravel site

Attached are my concerns regarding the proposed policies of the Draft Plan. Certain aspects are being needlessly rushed through and lack the
“evidence base” information Government policy planners hold in such high regard.
In submitting this representation, I look forward to continued engagement with the consultation process. I welcome further involvement and
conversation with the independent inspectors to be able to assist on providing local sand resource knowledge and understanding of this
particularly difficult subject which is often misunderstood but remains a vitally important construction commodity.
For and on behalf of Simon Sand & Gravel Ltd
This representation on the Draft Plan focuses mainly on the Minerals, Extraction & Solid Waste Disposal section. Especially, the lack of evidence
based data in support of the Ministers suggested alternative sand supply methods for Jersey.
Consequently, the Minister has put forward draft policies for consultation, based on assumptions, not facts. A situation that must be corrected
before any endorsement of such intended policies are adopted.
Below is a summary highlighting the lack of that supporting evidence from the Minister for the alternative sand supply options being proposed.
Crushing Down Rock
The Draft Plan suggests crushing down of rock, using local primary aggregate quarries (Ronez & La Gigoulande), to produce a “granite sand”.
With no evidence based data provided, by ARUP or Government, to support this method the consequences of such a process have not been
adequately examined.
•

•
•

Government support for this option relies on the extensions of Ronez and La Gigoulande quarries outside their existing site boundaries.
However, Government does not support continued quarrying of sand reserves from within already site consented boundaries at Simon
Sand & Gravel Limited after 2023.
It is suggested that 50% of current sand demand is met (c.30,000 tonnes+ p.a.) by crushing down rock to “granite sand”. No consideration
has been given to the implications of doing so or the negative impact on an important “bank” of on-island primary rock aggregates.
This option will require increased amounts of plasticising and bonding chemical additives to be mixed into the “granite sand” to provide it
with the same free-flowing characteristics of a natural sand.

This alternative supply option is proposed with no convincing evidence to justify Government support for the crushing down of primary rock
aggregates. Especially, when an on-island sand resource remains available which requires no additional planning policy.
Recycled Aggregates
Government lack of foresight in succession planning in waste management policy has resulted in the present-day lack of C&D waste disposal
provision for the Island. To provide additional waste disposal space Government rushed through planning consent to its contractor to excavate
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previously disposed C&D waste. This will be washed and scrubbed to attempt to produce “recycled sand” materials. With no evidence provided
by Government in the Draft Plan to substantiate this approach, the consequences of doing so have not been properly studied.
•

•
•
•
•

•

Previously disposed C&D waste at La Collette, under licence, should have already met the criteria of the Waste Hierarchy. To achieve this,
C&D arisings should have previously been processed to remove as much usable material as possible, with the remaining waste leftover only
being fit for disposal.
No supporting evidence has been provided to validate the suitability of excavating already disposed C&D waste from the La Collette
reclamation site to produce “recycled sand” material.
No data to support the Government contractors claims of generating an additional 80,000 tonnes per annum of recycled material.
No supporting evidence demonstrating a need or even a possible marketplace for such quantities of low quality, limited use “recycled
sand” material.
High volumes of water to be used from the Islands mains water supply to wash and scrub the previously disposed C&D waste. An
unnecessary demand on Jersey water resources, which are already under a lot of pressure. The effluent from the washing equipment will
also require treatment before disposal out to sea.
A solid waste will be generated by the washing and scrubbing equipment being installed at La Collette. Jersey has no facility to deal with
this solid waste which will need to be shipped and transported off-island.

With no evidence based data presented for consultation, Ministers and ARUP were not provided with the correct information, by those
responsible for overseeing and delivering the Governments waste management objectives, to enable the suitable evaluation of this proposed
alternative supply option. Instead, a hastily conceived scheme has been approved to excavate already dumped waste, to avoid embarrassment
for all those involved in perpetuating the situation.
The result is a scheme that continues to cover up decades of systemic mis-management of solid waste policies. The reality of which is that those
responsible for creating this situation continue to orchestrate and profiteer off the back of their poor mis-management of Governments solid
waste policy.
Imported Aggregates
The final piece of the alternative sand supply strategy proposed in the Draft Plan states, “some importation through the Port of St Helier”. This is
an exceptionally vague statement from which to develop the basis of mineral planning policy. It is easy to understand why no figures on the
quantity of mineral aggregates required for importation were provided by ARUP consultants in their report, given that no evidence to
substantiate the Ministers alternative recommendations have been put forward.
•
•
•

The Minister has chosen to reject the recommendations of ARUP for supporting the continuation of on-island sand supply. However,
extensions outside the current site boundaries of both on-island rock quarries is proposed and given support.
Viable resources of sand are available immediately adjacent to the existing sand quarry. Expansion of existing quarry sites is, under the
current planning policy, preferable to the creation of new sites.
Continuation of on-island sand supply delivers all the economic and environmental benefits associated with practicality when considering
“proximity of resource to end-user” logic.

The inconsistency in the support from the Minister and Government for the continuation of on-island aggregate minerals supply is
unmistakable. However, no evidence based reasoning is provided in support of this proposition.
The introduction of “some importation” requires an appropriate time scale for implementation and infrastructure changes. The three years being
provided for in the Draft Plan for such a major construction commodity is simply not adequate.
Carbon Neutrality
Government has pledged to achieve a nett Carbon Neutral position by 2030. Each one of these three alternative sand supplies will involve a
huge increase in energy consumption, more demand on already strained water resources and a rise in required operational equipment when
compared to continuation of supply from the on-island sand resources.
•

•

Crushing down rock to “granite sand” requires specialised equipment which have large energy consumption needs. The creation of sand
using this methodology is not highly regarded within the quarrying industry. It is only considered as a last resort where no other
alternatives are available.
Processing of “recycled products” from previously deposited C&D waste uses significant amounts of energy consumption. There are
additional, diesel fuelled consumption requirements for excavation, site transportation and rehandling associated with such activity. The use
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of large volumes of water for the washing and scrubbing of C&D waste must also be studied along with the consequences of having to
deal with the effluent and transportation off-island and disposal of the solid waste material the process will generate.
The Draft Plan says importation is “not considered a secure or sustainable minerals supply route”. The energy consumption associated with
transportation and shipping operations would need to be properly understood.

The Minister provides NO robust information to support proposed policies. Particularly, how these suggested alternative sand supplies will
positively or negatively contribute towards Governments environmental aims and its carbon neutrality targets.
Conclusions
Whilst pragmatic mineral resources remain on-island and are being quarried by conscientious businesses, Government has an obligation to
ensure that ALL mineral assets are excavated to exhaustion before looking further afield.
Jersey has the capability and capacity to be self-sufficient in mineral aggregates for the next decade, something which the ARUP consultants
recognised and recommended.
Governments position needs challenging and answers to the following question are urgently required.
“Why has the Minister chosen to reject ARUP recommendations in favour of pursuing alternative mineral supply and waste policies? “

BHLF-ZZ1R2KQJ-F

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

It has come to my attention that Granite Products are planning to extend their quarry towards the Greenhills Hotel.
Having had the good fortune to having been born and brought on Jersey, I have convinced many people here in England to visit because of its
unique setting and character.
Although I now live in the UK, I visit the Island every year usually staying at the Greenhills Hotel. It is located in a tranquil and truly beautiful
area.
The idea that this location could be sacrificed to allow for the expansion of a quarry is tragic. It reminds me of the Joni Mitchell song ...."they
paved paradise and put up a parking lot ".I hope that the people who decide whether it goes ahead aren't standing so close to the elephant
that all they see is grey.
As Joni goes on to say..."You don't know what you've got till it's gone "

BHLF-ZZ1R2KP3-Q

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would like to express my opposition to the proposed allowing if an extension to the quarry in St Peter’s in the island plan.
I can provide detailed response should it be required but please log my opposition as required.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

BHLF-ZZ1R2K3S-T

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I believe that the inclusion of the La Gigoulande extension within this inland plan is unacceptable and is signposting a planning approval even
before it is submitted.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Jersey has been extracting virgin stone for hundreds of years and dumping material in land reclamation. Surely this blunt instrument needs to
be looked at and slowed. This plan should be steering the island with the application of better policies which promote and insist on recycled
materials, control the operation of sites in a proactive manner to avoid disposals which are not needed. The demand for aggregates will change
if this plan is brave enough to stick to the principles of a carbon neutral island.
Rushing into this project led by UK Consultants, and in a UK regime of government has completely lost sight of what, as islanders, we should be
trying to achieve.
My reasons are as follows:
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1.
2.
3.

The ARUP information has not been independently verified only gained from the companies themselves
The demand for aggregates has been forecast as growing despite the fact that the island has signed up to carbon neutrality by 2030.
The majority of the profit of the quarry is from Concrete which has an enormous carbon foot print, alternative building materials and
methodologies should be forecast in this document
4. On island concrete is very expensive making the owners of Granite products a significant profit. None of which is taxed locally.
5. Pre fabrication and modular build techniques must be used to minimise the use and therefore increase the life of our existing supply.
6. Have the quarry been asked to look at alternative sources of granite within the existing footprint?
7. Have the quarry looked at working with recycled products to extend the life of the quarry?
8. The plan shows no innovation or sustainability context which should be driving all of our behaviours moving forwards
9. The scare tactics of the cost of importation of materials is disingenuous and has not been studied properly
10. The current operations of the quarry are not to the standards and care they once were, for example blasting was limited to certain times of
the day and the neighbours were considered this appears to have become more random and to suit the business and its profitability as the
biggest driver.
In conclusion it may prove that extending La Gigoulande is the only solution we have but it is not a decision that needs to be rushed and
included within this plan. Ronez have been given permission to extend and AAL Recycling have permission and are currently constructing an
aggregate washing plant. This plant will handle in excess of 150,000 tonnes per annum and produce sand, gravel, aggregates and then Concrete
to challenge the existing concrete providers. La Collette land reclamation is 95% full but with the addition of the wash plant becomes Jersey’s
3rd quarry and a key part of the islands future.
I realise that this plan has been driven at pace but the decisions within this plan need to be measured and the unintended consequences will
take a decade to come out, this will not have any issues on the migratory civil servants and consultants but the local population, officers and
politicians will have to live with this forever.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KBB-R

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

We would like to submit our strong objection to the extension of La Gigoulande Quarry.To allow an application to extend the quarry through
prime green zone land, with the destruction of a beautiful green lane would be devastating. If this was a quarry in the UK with acres of land
around it far from any dwellings, you might understand a licence being granted. However, we are not the UK and the inevitable close proximity
to neighbouring properties (less than 150 yards) will not only have a long lasting detrimental effect for residents and their wellbeing, there will
also be the loss of a prime hotel for tourism.As I understand, the benefit of extending the quarry would only render the quarry's life span for
another ten years. This can only be seen as a short term fix. In ten years we will inevitably have to import aggregate from outside the Island. We
should be doing this now rather than extending the Island's quarries.Please stop the over development and destruction of the land in St Mary,
close the Granite Products site when it has expired it's life span.Thank you for your time.

[View full
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See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

ANON-ZZ1R2KXU-1

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

The proposed expansion of the Quarry in St Mary should not be allowed. We should not be destroying the natural environment, particularly the
loss of our oxygen giving trees. I am also concerned that a green lane will be destroyed. These avenues of tranquility encourage people away
from their cars.

[View full
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We should not continue to loot the earth, there are many new, sustainable and environmentally friendly building alternatives. Jersey should be
taking the opportunity to lead the way globally with these new technologies, not to blindly blunder along with archaic ways which damage the
environment and are intrusive and disruptive to residents who happen to reside in the area.
The fact that a company paid an extortionate amount of money for a field next to the quarry points, concerningly to the presumption that
permission to expand the quarry is a given, regardless of the views and concerns of residents.
SofJ should be promoting sustainable building products and encouraging architects and builders to familiarise themselves and use these
products. The result would be that we do not need to destroy any more of our precious environment.
Please do not allow this quarry expansion, show foresight and progressive thinking.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K13-R

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to state that I strongly object to the proposed expansion of La Gigoulande Quarry into Field MY966.
I am not a resident of the island – I and my family live in Porthcawl, South Wales UK. We are regular visitors and generally take a 3-to-5-day
holiday in Jersey every year. It is unfortunate that we have not been able to do so this year or last due to the Covid situation.
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I am writing to register my objection to the extension of the Granite Products Quarry. I was very fortunate to have been brought up in the area
of the fields and lanes which Granite Products are seeking approval to decimate. I have since moved away from the Island, but am happy to
return every year, to the place I still call home. Please don't allow this destruction of such a beautiful tranquil area of the Island. These country
lanes and fields are what makes Jersey the unique place that it is. It would be a complete tragedy if the Island were to be lost to such
expansions.

[View full
response]
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safeguarded mineral area

I am a qualified Blue Badge a tourist Guide for Jersey and an extremely concerned local lady who is horrified by the recent proposals to expand
La Gigoulande Quarry.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
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We generally stay in hotels in St Aubin or St Brelades when we visit and have some very close friends who live in St Marys.
We understand that the evidence and data provided for the recent ARUP report - which supports this venture- was provided by La Gigoulande
Quarry. There were previous arguments as to the long-term suitability of La Guigoulande – indeed the site was pronounced to have a limited
lifespan.
Whether or not the proposed expansion has geological merit or not – my view is that such an expansion would lead to an increase in heavy
traffic in the vicinity, which would be most unwelcome, indeed unwise. Furthermore, the expansion of the quarry would extend into an area of
beautiful and unspoiled green land – which would be ruinously scarred should the expansion be permitted.
And all of this to what end – aggregates can be bought on the UK or EU market for a fraction of the cost of quarrying activity on the island.
Jersey is a beautiful island, but it is small and it must preserve all its existing green areas for the generations to come. There are and will be
many pressures on land on the island in the future – and some of these pressures will have to be accommodated. There will be pressures for
new housing, new infrastructure, new hospitals and schools. There is no escaping these future needs and it is clear that some land will need to
be set aside for these essential requirements.
Why then in an island which is as beautiful and yet so small as Jersey can the authorities even consider wastage of green and glorious land for a
non-essential expansion which benefits very few, will annoy so many families and local communities and as I have said remain a scar on the area
for so long.
Surely there are better ways of supplying the Jersey construction sector with aggregate – I have mentioned the low cost of importing, but other
greener methods need to be examined before allowing quarrying in virgin fields. There must be opportunities to recycle aggregates, re-using
building materials would be far more sensible than exploiting the very limited untouched resources on the island.
I move that the proposed expansion – and all such non-essential loss of scarce and treasured land on Jersey is rejected. As mentioned earlier
there many worthy calls for land usage in a diminishing territory – abandon this exploitative and unwarranted quarry expansion. If the tourist
sector retains an importance for the island, then the beauty of the countryside must be preserved. Our family would not wish to continue to visit
the island should its politicians prioritise unwarranted nuisance and despoiling green spaces over the tranquillity and beauty of its countryside.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5M-P

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

BHLF-ZZ1R2K83-Y

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.
My main concerns are it will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
delete a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds, squirrels and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
affect neighbours nearby
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

Facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is far more than the actual value of the land — why?
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Please do not allow the expansion of this quarry.
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — Jersey should be
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials
Thank you for registering this objection.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAW-C

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.
My main concerns are it will:

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
Lose a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds, squirrels and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
Adversely affect neighbours nearby
Permit a UK company to profit despite all of the above

All these are worrying facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is far more than the actual value of the land — why?
Please do not allow the expansion of this quarry.
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — Jersey should be
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials
Thank you for registering this objection.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVJ-M

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

I was horrified to hear of the plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry and am writing now to express my opposition to these plans.
After the last year, everyone across the globe has come to realise how important countryside spaces that offer beauty and tranquility are - not
only to our local environment but also our wellbeing. Though hospitality as an industry has dwindled over the years, it remains a key part of our
Jersey life and another lesson from the pandemic was the importance of taking breaks and the value of beautiful staycation spots. In light of
this, I would urge you to consider the harm this would do to the Greenhills hotel and our local hospitality industry.
Greenhills has rightfully earned a reputation for being a space of tranquility and relaxation in a beautiful area of countryside. These quarry plans
would put this beloved treasure at risk. When hotels are closing across the island, do you really want to cause the destruction of such a gem?
Now for my environmental concerns ...
The Paris Climate agreement has been on everyone’s minds, primarily the recent statistics that show how much still needs to be done to meet
the agreed temperature goals to reduce the devastating impacts of climate change and global warming. It is vital that every jurisdiction should
do their part to help these efforts, no matter how small they are. Jersey has a global reputation despite our small size. As a community we need
to help the environment.
Relying on carbon offsetting schemes provided by charities such as Durrell and Jersey Trees for Life is not enough. Yet you are now suggesting
we cut down 100+ trees to make way for a quarry to create more of what has been officially named the most destructive material on the earth!
Is it not enough that you are already taking away valuable green spaces by rezoning fields for housing?
In the process of all of this, you are:
•

destroying the habitat of our islands’ beloved squirrels, hedgehogs, birds, and more
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I would like to write in objection to the new proposed plans for the expansion of the quarry. The loss of the green lane and destruction of the
nearby field would be an absolute travesty for jersey and the local community. The impact this would have on the wildlife and the hedgerows in
the surrounding areas would be devastating and I believe it’s very much in jerseys interest to maintain this island and all its beauty as best we
can. Please add this email therefore to the objections for this proposed plan.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

expansion of La Gigoulande Quarry

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

•
•
•

decimating valuable agricultural land
erasing a beloved and much used green lane and cycle route
increasing traffic in the area, thereby adding to our pollution levels

And this does not even mention the stress, inconvenience and heartbreak that you are causing to the area’s neighbors and the local community.
What’s more, you wouldn’t even use a local company to do these works. You’re not even helping give work to the community you seek to serve.
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is far more than the actual value of the land — why was this?
From my perspective, it seems that this plan was set in motion long before it was proposed. Considering the lessons we have all learnt over this
difficult and turbulent time, and the need to change our habits and look for eco-friendly solutions, do you really want to create yet another blot
on our beautiful island?
We have a unique opportunity and we can lead the way. Please remove the need to expand the quarry by reducing the local demand for dense
concrete products. As a jurisdiction, we should encourage architects, developers, and builders to work together and find a way to build and
protect our environment. It can be done, and in the process we would make our community and our island even more beautiful.
Please respect and help our environment, hospitality and agricultural industries. They are vital to our beloved island community and our way of
life.
As a voice of the generation who will inherit this island, I urge you - do not allow the expansion of this quarry!
Thank you for registering this objection.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K3E-C

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

BHLF-ZZ1R2KMQ-J

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to object to the above
My main concerns are it will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
Lose a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds, squirrels and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
Adversely affect neighbours nearby
Permit a UK company to profit despite all of the above

All these are worrying facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is far more than the actual value of the land — why?
Please do not allow the expansion of this quarry.
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — Jersey should be
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KAU-A

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I must admit to being horrified to see a proposal in the draft Island Plan to expand the La Gigoulande Quarry in St Peter’s Valley.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

I understand that a plan to expand the existing quarry into a green zone near Greenhills Hotel in Jersey is currently under consideration. I have
recently spent time in this area with my family, visiting friends and, in this supposedly more environmentally conscientious age, I find it both
shocking and saddening that this would even be considered. The natural beauty of the area with its extensive fields, wildlife and wide range of
biodiversity would be seriously threatened if this plan were to go ahead. Additionally, the impact on both tourists and local residents by the
elevated levels of air and sound pollution and increased volume of heavy traffic on the surrounding roads, would be significant. I believe that
this plan would have far-reaching consequences on an area of natural beauty and would request that this plan is seriously reconsidered.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

I wanted to write to express my concern over the proposed extension to the quarry in st Mary next to rue Bechervaise. We have recently
brought a house in the neighboring area and use this lane regularly for family walks, runs and commuting. The field is such a beautiful area and
it would be such a shame to loose this green space, for both the people that live nearby and the wildlife that inhabit it.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Together with my wife and family we have holidayed for over 30 years in Jersey and St Peter’s Valley in particular, staying many times at the
Greenhills Hotel, and just cannot understand why in a predominantly rural, residential and tourist area you would want to ruin this beautiful
landscape by expanding industrial activities by permitting increased mineral (aggregates) extraction.
Is it necessary for Jersey to have a growing domestic supply of aggregates when like most supplies of goods on the Island they can be readily
be imported from the UK and Europe particularly when research indicates at a cheaper price?
Can the statistical information supplied to ARUP by Granite Products on which these proposals are based be considered to be unbiased and
accurate? - is there likely to be such bullish population growth? Does the construction industry really have that much more capacity to grow on
such a small Island? Surely planning authorities will not sit by and allow unfettered further construction that is likely to ruin the Island’s appeal to
residents, visitors and businesses alike - in short will there be the envisaged demand for aggregates that the proposals indicate?
What about the effect on the quality of life for local people given that there are so many residential properties in such close proximity to the
proposed mine? I understand that some properties will be within 100 metres of the quarry, which seems absolutely crazy. The effects of
explosives in terms of noise and earth tremors would be devastating for them - and I see that the proposals mean the complete disappearance
of one lane, hundreds of trees and the closure of a cycle lane - in short it will bring about a devastating impact on the environment.
From what I know of Jersey the strength of its economy is based on the success of its finance, tourism and agricultural sectors so the siting of a
new mine in this area would be detrimental to both the agricultural and tourist sectors. Indeed I understand from my friends on the Island that
the Greenhills Hotel would have to close which again highlights the real danger to tourism from these proposals.
I would respectfully ask members to re-consider the proposed re-zoning, as the plans would literally rip the heart out of this beautiful area and
ruin the quality of life of all its residents.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAA-P

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

BHLF-ZZ1R2KA2-7

BHLF-ZZ1R2K9X-5

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Please can you let me know what the next steps on this proposition are and if there are any other ways we can vote against this happening.

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to you as a concerned local resident about the proposed quarry expansion at La Gigoulande, which appears to have slipped into an
‘intermediate’ Island Plan without due process and scrutiny.
Specifically this quarry expansion raises the following points of concern:•
•
•

ARAP consultants, upon whom the States rely for impartial advice, are getting their information from Granite Products. This is an inherent
conflict of interest.
The quarry expansion is predicated on very bullish population growth forecasts which is not corroborated by other departments within the
State’s administration.
Why should Jersey be self sufficient in aggregates (at tremendous environmental cost) when as a small island we import nearly everything
else from oil products, to consumer goods? Surely there is a cheaper alternative to import such products from France. The Jersey economy
is based on finance, tourism and agriculture and the quarry expansion does not sit well with either the tourism or agricultural sector.
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[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

The quarry expansion will have a detrimental impact on the local environment with the felling of over 200 trees and the permanent closure
of a cycling lane.
Most concerning is the proximity of the quarry expansion to local properties. It is my understanding that some properties will be within
100m of the quarry, when laws in the UK state that quarries must be at least 200m from dwellings. Many residents are already suffering
from the blasting as things currently stand.

I am hopeful that you might be kind to reply with some of your thoughts and that at the very least you can advocate for a proper public
hearing. The current quarry has a mine life of over 8 years, so it would not in any way prejudice Granite Products if the quarry expansion was
delayed by 3 years and was proposed for the more formal upcoming Island Plan in 3 years time.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K33-T

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

My name is [REDACTED TEXT], a United States citizen who has had the pleasure of visiting your beautiful island three times in the past four
years. I'm a retiree, with the luxury of traveling the world, and yet I have repeatedly returned to Jersey and have brought family members with
me to enjoy your island. Let me tell you why.
There's something magical about your island! I find it astonishing that an island 5 miles long and 9 miles wide can be as bucolic as Jersey. Your
island inhabits just over 100,000 people and yet when I visit I feel I'm in the middle of a countryside. I have had the pleasure of using your
glorious bike paths and swimming in your lovely (albeit cold!) ocean. Your public transportation system has allowed me to enjoy visiting the
historical aspects of your island. The churches, the castles, the burial grounds, the War Tunnels the bunkers....the list goes on. The restaurants,
the hotels - and above all - the warm, generous people who occupy the island.
This brings me to the reason for my letter. I have had the pleasure of staying at the Greenhills Country Hotel on these trips. I have enjoyed a
myriad of country walks and the peace and quiet this area has to offer. It's become my home away from home.
I was horrified to learn that Granite Products is trying to expand the local quarry into a protected green zone field. Upon further research I
learned this will be proposed in an interim island development plan to be voted on the end of this month. I have read the Bailiwick Express
letter written by Dr. d' Anger and couldn't agree more. This is a green zone in a rural, residential area. It's an historical area with buildings
hundreds of years old. How does this proposed expansion benefit the people and their community? Is this a case of what's in the best interests
of a few versus the whole?
Without proper studies and unbiased results this proposal could have real-world consequences that hurt real people. I implore the island
council to scrutinize this plan, explore alternative options, and hear from all perspectives.
The people of Jersey deserve nothing less.

ANON-ZZ1R2KCY-G

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

To whom it may concern,
I have had the great pleasure and good fortune to visit Jersey regularly over the last forty years for both business and pleasure.
You have a truly beautiful and unique island, it is always such a joy to visit.
One of our favourite places is Greenhills Hotel. The location is excellent, it is so peaceful there, the service is first class and great value for
money. We love staying there and walking along the quiet, pretty lanes.
As such we were shocked to hear that the hotel and area are under threat from some speculative development of a nearby quarry. Surely this
cannot be true?! Why would the local government consider damaging an area of such outstanding beauty? Is the need for short-term gain so
great that the Jersey government needs to cause irreversible damage to its local environment? I don’t believe that those in charge could be so
shortsighted, or certainly hope they are not.
We would be so saddened and disappointed if such excavations were to go ahead. We definitely wouldn’t want to stay at Greenhills anymore,
which would be such a shame, but I guess there is always Cornwall!
We live in Cambridge and have seen so much of our countryside blighted by ‘progress’. We hope Jersey can preserve its beauty and we can
continue to visit.
We hope you do not mind us non-residents expressing an opinion, but sometimes you just have to speak up for what’s right!
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safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

Yours faithfully
[REDACTED TEXT]

BHLF-ZZ1R2KMM-E

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.
My main concerns are it will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
Lose a very popular green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds, squirrels and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
Adversely affect neighbours nearby
Permit a UK company to profit despite all of the above

All these are worrying facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is far more than the actual value of the land — why?
Please do not allow the expansion of this quarry.
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — Jersey should be
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDP-8

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

My name is [REDACTED TEXT]. I have been a visitor/tourist to Jersey for over 10 years after being introduced to the area by a friend. Pre-Covid I
visited as a tourist every year in Summer time. Not only do I consider Jersey to be a spectacular green haven, an escape from big city life.. but I
find the locals to be incredibly welcoming and proud of their island.
Recently, I was notified by an online forum that you intend to allow ‘Granite Products’ to expand La Gigoulande Quarry by spilling onto
‘protected’ ‘green zones’ blasting holes into the countryside, killing hundreds of trees, wildlife and damaging natural beauty.
Has there been any environmental assessment in relation to this?!
Why have specified ‘green zones’ if they can just be turned into quarry sites?!
I’m afraid this really doesn’t sit right with me at all.
To give you some background to why I oppose these disastrous plans: I adore cycling and running in Jersey, I feel safe and the countryside is
like no other. I feel like I can breathe clean air and never be too far from help when I get lost! A route I frequently use is along Rue Bechervaise
(proposed to be demolished), I would be devastated if this beautiful area was to be ruined and canNot oppose more.
Often when out and about on my bike I would stop by at Greenhills Hotel for a cup of tea (often a prosecco) – I fear the tranquillity of the area
would be severely affected if the proposed plans were to go ahead. I won’t be hearing birds tweeting, but the sound of heavy machinery
bashing into the ground. I feel as though the area I love so much, will no longer be worth visiting.
What I am trying to get across to you is that as a huge fan of Jersey and all it has to offer... if these plans are to go ahead, I doubt I will be
coming back. I cannot grasp why a ‘green zone’ is so easily dismissed. On the whole I trust the Jersey government, everything is always so clean,
tidy and people are treated incredibly well. But I cannot help thinking what on earth are Jersey Governments priorities? Do you not want to
preserve the truly natural beauty, don’t you like having tourist?! In the future, I may as well go to Guernsey, Portugal or Cornwall.
Please have a rethink, on behalf of us tourists?
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KSD-B

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

’m sadly not writing on good terms. I was just planning a return trip to Jersey and I am disgusted by the recent news that some of my favourite
spots will now be ruined by a proposed quarry.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

One of my favourite places to visit with the wondrous country side I cannot believe that its going to be ruined in this day and age with the
amount of resources that are already being quarried around the world. To ruin such a beautiful environment is horrible.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

I’ve previously jogged down Rue Bechervaise because of its quiet and beautiful nature. Which will now be destroyed by the quarry for such little
benefit. Has there even been any environmental impact with the fumes and bad air that the quarry will produce?
I’m absolutely horrified that this is in the draft island plan, And I for sure will not be returning to Jersey if you’re insistent in destroying some of
the areas that I want to visit.
I’ve also noted that the quarry field has been paid such a large amount over the market value of this field. Especially when the field is marked as
a green zone. Why have you sold something that is part of a green zone and shouldn’t be allowed to be safeguarded. This seems suspicious
and I hope there will be a. Full investigation.
As noted, if Jersey goes ahead with this I will not want to return to the area.I’d rather go to Guernsey who actually want to safeguard their area.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNC-5

BHLF-ZZ1R2KSK-J

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Comments on the island plan in relation to the application to rezone a green field for mineral extraction. Reasons why I disagree with this
application :

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

The extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that the whole island needs to spend time considering and this island plan
consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for planning application consultation later on.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3
year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years’ time.

Jersey already has plenty of reserves, enough for the hospital and new homes;
The quarry still has 8 years to run;
Ronez has 20 years to run;
The quarry in question was never intended to be a long term provider - this was earmarked for Ronez;
the expansion would see the loss of a green lane, part of cycle route 3A and approx 150 trees and associated wildlife;
green hills hotel would also be lost as a result - a loved and unique country hotel as well as jobs and livelihoods lost as a result
the field is currently a green zone anyway, so nothing can currently be built on it - why safeguard it now.

No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken, these should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion.
The island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it looked
at how much more aggregate could be recycled and for what cost. This failure to publish the full range of costs and benefits of recycling versus
quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed.
A comparative carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation has not been undertaken.

ANON-ZZ1R2KC7-E

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Please consider removing the plan to extend Gigoulande Quarry into field MY966. To do so would mean removing La Rue Bechervais (and
removing roads is virtually unheard of). As well as being a peaceful road with excellent views across St Peter's Valley, it also provides the safest
and quickest way to cross from south-west St Mary into St Peter and St Ouen for pedestrians and cyclists - not to mention the loss (or less safe
alteration) of cycle route 3. To remove such a pedestrian friendly (and somewhat car unfriendly) route would be counter to plans of having a
sustainable future.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K9K-R

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

My name is [REDACTED TEXT], but I am a frequent visitor of Jersey and have spent many enjoyable summer holidays on your beautiful island.
Therefore, I was distressed to hear plans to expand La Gigoulande quarry in St. Peter’s Valley into the surrounding protected green zone area
and I wished to email to express my strongest concerns. I understand that the proposal is to safeguard the field as a mineral extraction zone in
the islands bridging plan but I urge this proposal to be removed to ensure it is given proper examination and justification. I have a number of
concerns with these plans which I will outline below.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

On a personal level I am troubled by the extensive damage caused to the local area which would have an impact on the local businesses I have
come to be familiar with, particularly the Greenhills Hotel. This is an establishment I have often visited for food and cocktails and have found it
to be a lovely country retreat which would be such a shame to disturb. I can’t imagine it would be as pleasant to visit if the planned expansion
goes ahead. The island is known for its beauty and tranquillity and I myself have marvelled at the natural beauty on frequent jogs during my
holidays down Rue Bechervaise. I was therefore horrified to read this road would be demolished in the proposed expansion and cannot
understand why the States Assembly would wish to ruin this area of outstanding beatify, undeniably reducing its appeal to tourists.
On an environmental level there is the potential for severe damage including loss of habitat for local wildlife in the felling on many beautiful
trees and loss of a large agricultural field. I have been impressed by the 'Green-ness' and commitment to environmentalism on the island so I
was incredibly surprised that the State Assembly would be willing to cause so much damage to local green areas solely for minerals especially
considering so many commodities still have to be imported. It makes me question the value of having Green Zones in the first place if the title
can be cast aside so easily? I also wonder if there has been an environmental impact assessment carried out to ensure independent
identification of the ramifications of this proposal?
Upon hearing this news, I did some research and was struck by a particular article published in the Balliwick Express. This article, claiming that
Granite Products had paid £1.65 million to buy a green-zoned field well above its market value, caused immediate suspicion in my mind.
Officially an application to extend has not yet been applied for so why would the quarry be happy to pay such an inflated price for a field that is
supposedly protected? Its inclusion in the new Island Plan is therefore extremely suspect and I have great sympathy for residents who are
questioning this deal.
I have always envied Jersey locals who have the privilege of residing in an area of such natural beauty so I completely understand their
protestations. Quite frankly if these plans go ahead, Jersey will not appeal to me as a holiday destination any longer. Therefore, I hope the
States Assembly listen to its residents and take heed of their concerns and choose not to enable this plan which will threaten the heart of the
island.

ANON-ZZ1R2KMS-M

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

General comments about Minerals extraction and solid waste disposal
Field MY66 & Extension to La Gigoulande Quarry
My wife and I wish to fully support my fellow neighbours in their comments and objections to the extension of La Gigoulande Quarry. Whist I
see little need to reiterate the same or similar points which my neighbours have already articulated, we do wish to emphasise our disgust that
there should be any thought of not only destroying this quiet Jersey countryside, but also the potential to extinguish a Parish owned Green
Lane. The ARUP report is clearly flawed and biased, due to the data being provided by those who have a financial interest. The ARUP report
should therefore be discounted as having any credibility.
Not only will the extension to the quarry disrupt the surrounding countryside and neighbours, it will also have an environmental impact on the
wildlife that live within the area. Currently there are at least two birds of prey that live within the Coin Varin area together with a large squirrel
population.
The Coin Varin area is historic, especially Mont de St. Anastase. The Greenhills Hotel is a unique hotel and restaurant, with a highly acclaimed
reputation world-wide. The nearest dwelling to the southern end of Field MY966 is only 120 meters away.
If this proposal within the draft plan is included in the final version and is supported by a majority of States Members, consideration should then
be given to voters as to whether elected members are fit to serve the Island for another fours years, if they are prepared to sanction such
environmental vandalism to a quiet, peaceful, historic and beautiful part of this Island for the sake of creating more concrete when there are
other environmentally friendly alternatives available.
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See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

As the Ronez Quarry would appear to be a more acceptable option, it therefore follows there cannot be a sustainable argument in extending La
Gigoulande Quarry

BHLF-ZZ1R2KSS-T

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

It is rare for me to write to officialdom but I feel I must register my total opposition to this plan to extend the quarry. This is utter desecration of
our precious countryside! What is gone can never be recovered. The building industry appears to have completely taken over our once
charming little island. Everything is done solely for greed and profit.
The extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that the whole island needs to spend time considering and this island plan
consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for planning application consultation later on.
Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3
year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years time.
No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken, these should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion.
The island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it looked
at how much more aggregate could be recycled and for what cost. This failure to publish the full range of costs and benefits of recycling versus
quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed.
A comparitive carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation has not been undertaken.
Please take this opportunity to do the right thing and stand up for what the majority of ordinary islanders want!

ANON-ZZ1R2K2H-E

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I wish to protest against the expansion of Granite Products quarry. It is totally unacceptable that we should lose a tranquil little lane, so many
trees and a green field. Once gone they are gone for ever. The whole proposition has not been properly looked into and looks as though it is to
be pushed through without any verification of it's necessity.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Z-Z

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I wish to register my opposition to this environmentally unfriendly plan to extend the Granite Products quarry. It is totally unacceptable that we
should lose a lovely and well used lane plus so many trees and a field

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVX-2

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

As someone who often enjoys experiencing the tranquillity of the Greenhills Country Hotel, I wish to voice my concerns over the proposed
enlargement of the Gigoulande Quarry. The noise and dust will certainly be extremely detrimental to this lovely hotel. I also fail to see the need
for the proposed enlargement as we already have Ronez Quarry.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

The extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that the whole island needs to spend time considering and this island plan
consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for planning application consultation later on.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3
year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years time.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

BHLF-ZZ1R2KSU-V

No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken, these should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion.
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[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

The island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it looked
at how much more aggregate could be recycled and for what cost. This failure to publish the full range of costs and benefits of recycling versus
quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed.
A comparitive carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation has not been undertaken.
Tbh, this stinks of a done deal, and is entirely contrary to the spirit of this consultation. I object, not only to the notion of such a desecration of a
picturesque area of St Mary's and the impact on the locality, but also to the lack of leadership and management of the whole thing. It does
seem to typify how Jersey works, in the dark, with secret handshakes and with little transparency and even less research to ensure that this is the
right thing for Jersey. Nothing seems to have changed in this regard since the 1970s, despite all the apparent 'accountability' measures that have
been brought in to avoid it.
This is very depressing.
If there was good strong evidence that this was necessary, I'd consider it, but there really hasn't been anything put forward that convinces me
that this is a well considered proposal.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K4A-9

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Please turn down the application to rezone a farmed green field and ‘safeguard’ it for minerals extraction. Funnily enough it’s the same green
field that Granite Products paid ten times over the odds for - a whopping £1.65 million. This was just weeks before being the SOLE provider of
the figures in a report put forward to the States of Jersey to justify its own expansion.
Jersey already has plenty of reserves – enough for the hospital and new homes for its islanders. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to
run plus at least 6 more years beneath its equipment. Ronez has at least 20. This draft island plan is only going to last for the next 3 years. With
well over 30 years of reserves already, why the sudden rush for this rezoning to be done, and why so secretly?
This quarry was never intended as a long-term provider – that was earmarked for Ronez, whilst Granite Products was to concentrate on
recycling. It was stated that the quarry could provide reserves until 2076 with recycling so why do they now claim to have only 8 years left?
Nowhere in the report is recycling mentioned AT ALL as an option, so they conveniently seem to have forgotten what they were tasked with.
The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated wildlife. All
this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs to keep it
running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the quarry
would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it would become
– a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism, and this application flies in the face of two of them.
The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the rush to
rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going to happen.
Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed
through.
Islanders need to know that their elected ministers have been provided with accurate, evidence-based and non-biased facts upon which to base
their decision. The report is anything but. This is a big point – islanders are being duped, and so are our ministers. Jersey has no population
policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 510 per year, for the next five years. So how is it that Granite Product’s report predicts ‘low’
growth rates of 800, medium of 1000 and high of 1,500 for the next 20 years? This is total manipulation of the facts by the quarry in order to
justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it
can not possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KP5-S

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

With reference to the plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry in St Mary I would like to raise the following points - as the person who will be
most personally affected by its expansion.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

I bought the land upon which I then built my house in St Peter for £3.5M. There was an agreement (in which the States were involved) whereby
this money was kept in Jersey and paid into Woodside Farms, a Jersey Company, by the vendor. This was known as an ‘Enabling Policy’ to assist
the farmer who was in financial trouble at the time. I had strict stipulations about what I could build on the land – two luxury houses. I was
encouraged by the States to enter into this agreement to assist Farming and Agriculture.
Why was I encouraged to do this, when I was helping out the vendor and the States, only to now be told that my home is at risk of having a
quarry right next door? I feel very let down by the people who I helped.
When I bought my land and then built my home on it, the quarry and Granite Products were in situ and I did not have a problem with it. I did
not think that it would affect my home at that distance away.
However once I moved in it became clear that I was wrong. I can feel the effects of the blast and the house sometimes shudders depending
upon the size of it.
I have spoken to the quarry about this and they now inform me when they will be blasting - which can be as much as once or twice a week.
I can just about live with this despite the fact that there is a lot of dust generated and my cars and windows are often dirty and a relentless job
to keep clean.
However - I did not dream in my worst nightmares that the quarry would wish to expand into field MY966 which is just 100m from my property.
I have the full support of my many neighbours when I request that this quarry expansion be removed from the island plan to give full
consideration to other options available for both Granite Products as a company and for building methods on the island as a whole.
When I built my home I used a lot of recycled products and shipped others in from abroad. This worked out to be far more cost effective to
source and import as well as being both convenient and of excellent quality.
Three generations of my family live within my home and the impact of a quarry moving so close to us really concerns me, especially as we have
a baby in the house who loves to play in the garden. The dust and debris that comes over already is a worry but if the quarry extends into field
MY966 I will be able to look right into it from my bedroom window. This is not right and will ruin the views from my house which currently look
over the fields.
I employ staff at my house to look after the grounds and the chicken farm that I operate. Blasts from a new quarry next door could well kill
some of my birds with the shock. I have hundreds of birds there and accommodation for them all. I have also planted an orchard in my grounds
at great expense and the dust from a quarry would absolutely kill my trees.
I am concerned that I will not be able to keep my staff if the orchards are ruined and if my chickens are compromised.
My house is going to be the closest one to this new quarry and the stress and worry about all this is making me ill and the same goes for my
neighbours in the next house along to mine.
I built my house in the good faith that it was surrounded by a green zone which was protected by the Government. It is one of the best points
about its location, in a green leafy area surrounded by fields and lanes. I am also very close to the WW2 Heritage sites, some of which remain
on my land.
I have privacy here which I need and enjoy and want to do so for years to come. Please review this decision to rezone the land which is
unacceptable and will ruin the lives of myself and my family.
I have proved myself in building this house that there are alternative methods of construction and recycling and importing which can be used in
order to reduce the needs for aggregate on this island.
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Ronez has been approved an expansion which will give us years worth of supplies so please do not ruin more green belt of Jersey by quarrying
and all that it entails – our health, our wildlife, our mental wellbeing, our lanes, our homes – our whole way of life.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KN9-U

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

10) In relation to Policy MW1:
a. The proposed extension of the safeguarded mineral sites (in particular, the extension to La Gigoulande Quarry) involves enormous
environmental damage and destruction of a quintessential Island rural environment. Such a momentous decision as this, with such
long-term consequences, should not be taken under the auspices of an interim Island Plan, but should be deferred for fuller
consideration (along with other items of considerable importance), or should be subject to separate debate, like the location of the
hospital. This change, and the implications for the area, is worthy of detailed, and specific, reflection, consultation and public debate,
and is not something that should be dealt with as part of a generic interim plan, creating a presumption in favour.
b. Any granting of permission for extension of mineral extraction should require full after-use site restoration plans, but should also
require guarantees in respect of the funding of remediation by means of up-front financial payments (or provision of a financial bond
or other security at the outset) to ensure that the remediation will be done, and paid for, at the cost of the quarrying enterprise, so
that the Island is not left ‘holding the baby’ in years to come. The Island should demand payment/financial security ‘up front’, not just
contractual promises or planning obligations requiring the quarrying operator to pay ‘at the end’ - as the latter depend on the
financial status of the quarrying operator in many years to come, and so are inherently uncertain.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

BHLF-ZZ1R2KQN-K

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would like to register my protest against the expansion of the quarry onto green land in St Lawrence, Not only is this unethical but will have a
big destructive impact on the fauna and flora.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

I also think we (as an Island) should be moving into more eco friendly products and solutions, which would align us with the ‘going green’
initiative, that the rest of the world is adopting.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KPD-8

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I submit my comments in respect of the Draft Island Bridging Plan with specific objection to the application to rezone a farmed greenfield (ref:
field MY966) for quarry expansion, supposedly safeguarding it for mineral extraction.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

This application needs to be stopped and investigated with immediate effect. No obvious analysis has taken place as to the impact this will likely
have on the surrounding areas, residents, environment or local wildlife, and if it has it certainly hasn’t been put in the public domain, which is
equally concerning.
Whilst having a vested interest in a hotel business of very close proximity to the proposed expansion boundary I can assure you at the very best
it would be detrimental to business and most likely, at the very worst, terminal. At a time when the Islands hotel bed stock is dwindling due to
hotel owners being tempted by the opportunity to sell land to developers please note that Seymour Hotels are committed hoteliers, providing
over 100 years of hospitality to islanders and visitors. The wider ramifications of losing yet another hotel on the island heaves more threats on
our whole island’s fabric and places even more reliance on an economy already heavily led by finance.
Aside from a business interest, first and foremost I am a proud Jersey man and lover of the outdoor lifestyle our island so ably affords us. On an
island only 9 x 5 miles our green space is limited and an expansion of quarry site will only continue to erode the beautiful, quiet green lanes and
countryside that make Jersey so special, that are loved and used by islanders and that appear so ubiquitously in all media promotions we as an
island choose to promote ourselves by. Not surprisingly pictures of quarry sites and dumper trucks don’t attract tourists, nor do they depict an
outdoor island lifestyle.
Quarry sites also don’t make for good neighbours and a number of innocent locals will find the quiet idyllic setting of their rural homes
decimated and replaced by heavy blasting, vibrations and frequent noise from the constant comings and goings of trucks ferrying quarry
product.
Surely an expansion of the quarry site is a direct contradiction to Jersey’s commitment to becoming Carbon neutral by 2030? The expansion
would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approximately 150 trees and all associated wildlife. In addition
there would be a significant impact on air quality from and potentially water quality…. Unless environmental assessments have already been
completed which can prove to the contrary?
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The Government of Jersey are supposedly committed to the Island becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any
alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be
considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed through.
There are wider issues of public concern, not least:1.

Public Safety:-

In the UK the minimum distance, or proximity legally allowed, for quarrying adjacent to domestic dwellings is mandated by statue. Is this true for
Jersey and if not why not? It is a matter of public safety to people and property.
Commercialisation of Green Lane & Large Green Field :2.

To consider a commercial entity to encroach; remove and destroy a Green Lane and adjacent Green Belt fields should be a very significant
planning matter which should surely requiring detailed scrutiny and wide consultation.

Has/will such scrutiny and consultation taken place with the appropriate parties?
This should include informing all local residents of the area of these plans, which has not happened.
3.

Jersey’s Finite Resources of Water; Aggregates & Sand & Building Waste - Putting Forward Sustainable 10/20/30/40 + Year Island Plans the Future of The Island:-

The resources of the Island are finite and quarrying cannot continue indefinitely, sooner or later plans will have to be made for alternative
means of bringing resources to the Island. How much destruction and devastation of our green spaces are to be tolerated before the inevitable
alternative of importation of materials has to be addressed?
At the heart of this debate are unstated forecasts and unstated policies for the future size of the Island population.
All infrastructure planning & costs are dependent upon these forecasts.
The Island Plan contains forecasts that have not been debated or shared with the public.
At the very least this application should be removed from the immediate Draft Island Bridging Plan and considered in future plans only once
critical impact assessments have taken place.
If the Island planners and powers that be have any respect for due process, public opinion and can show a semblance of awareness for our
environment and future generations I implore you to prevent this application from going any further.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2G-D

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

The Channel Islands Occupation Society (Jersey) notes that field MY966 has been identified for the proposed expansion of La Gigoulande
Quarry. The CIOS is concerned by the impact that this development would have on two Grade 3 listed German anti-aircraft emplacements (see
PE0111), situated on the hedge boundaries of fields 480 and 484 with fields MY966/426. They are the only surviving structures of the flak battery
that formed part of the Kernwerk (Battle Headquarters) complex, and are thus a unique heritage feature. The CIOS does not support any activity
that could potentially harm or damage the emplacements, and it should be a condition of any development permit that they are safeguarded in
accordance with their SSI status.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

BHLF-ZZ1R2K87-3

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

The extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that the whole island needs to spend time considering and this island plan
consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for planning application consultation later on.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3
year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years’ time.
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[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken, these should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion.
The island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it looked
at how much more aggregate could be recycled and for what cost. This failure to publish the full range of costs and benefits of recycling versus
quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed.
A comparative carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation has not been undertaken.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K8P-V

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to you as concerned resident of St Peter and would like to present my thoughts about the proposed rezoning of field MY966. I
have briefly summarised my points below:
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.
6.

Expansion into field MY966 is not a requirement for our new hospital and planned house building; Jersey has sufficient aggregate reserves
for over a decade without quarrying field MY966 which is more than enough to complete these projects' demands.
The report compiled by ARUP which supports quarry extension is dangerously flawed through its use of inaccurate data. It is shameful that
the States has been charged £93,750 for such a poor report.
La Gigoulande has not declared the total reserves in the quarry as it omits what is beneath its plant and machinery (the managing director
of Granite Products revealed privately that there are 6 years of reserves beneath their equipment). This is in addition to the 8 years of
reserves it quoted to ARUP.
There has been no environmental impact assessment on the consequences of expanding the quarry; Ministers should know the full impact
before debating whether to rezone field MY966.
Granite Products has a UK parent company which is facing a large tax liability and is relying on the expansion of La Gigoulande to remain
profitable. Jersey should not sacrifice its natural beauty in order to support a UK company.
Jersey can locally produce all of its aggregate requirement without the expansion of the quarry, or aggregate importation.

In December 2019, La Gigoulande quarry purchased field MY966 for £1.65m, some ten times the fair value of an agricultural field. It was clear
that the quarry intended to use it for future extraction despite the ‘green’ status of the field. I recall reading an article about the field purchase at
the time which suggested that there may have been an underhand deal; the implication being, why would a quarry spend such an enormous
amount of money on a green field unless it had received reassurance that it would be able to have the field rezoned?
As shocking as it was to see that the Draft Bridging Island Plan included plans to rezone field MY966, it was not surprising given the above
implication. What was surprising however, was that the company that the States of Jersey had commissioned to produce an independent report
on Jersey’s future mineral strategy was negligent at best, or complicit at worst. I do not make these accusations lightly and I will justify them
throughout this email with hard evidence.
I have spent many hours reading through the ARUP report and cross-referencing its data and assumptions with other government policy. I
understand that government ministers do not have the time to scrutinise reports in the same depth that I have, so I feel it important to share
with you some very alarming inconsistencies and contradictions within the ARUP report, so that when you come to vote on any
recommendation that it makes, you will have all the facts presented before you.
ARUP obtained data from La Gigoulande on its reserves in February 2020 and took it at face value. ARUP doesn’t appear to have considered the
clear vested interest that a quarry in its position would have, especially given that only two months prior, La Gigoulande purchased field MY966
for an incredibly inflated price. ARUP failed to independently verify any of the data provided by the quarry either in the 2011 Island Plan, or in
the 2021 Bridging Island Plan. This is clear from the discrepancies in mineral reserves between the two plans;
•
•

In the 2011 island plan, ARUP reported that La Gigoulande had approximately 3.2 million tonnes of reserves with a theoretical lifetime of 27
years.
In the 2021 report, ARUP states that there were 0.9 million tonnes remaining, with a theoretical lifetime of 8 years.

La Gigoulande would have had to produce 0.23 million tonnes per year for ten years in order for this to be correct. ARUP reports that La
Gigoulande in fact averaged 0.125 million tonnes over the ten-year period. In fairness, there was an amendment in 2014 stating that the 3.2
million tonnes had been too high, but the issue is that ARUP failed to verify the data in 2011, and it is failing to do the same in 2021. La
Gigoulande moved its plant and machinery in 2017 and knowingly placed it on top of reserves. The reserves beneath the machinery are
excluded from the quarry’s estimates and ARUP makes no attempt to challenge this, or even alert States Members to this fact. This is evident
from a private discussion with the Managing Director of Granite Products who revealed that there were 6 years of aggregates beneath the
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machinery. Surely a quarry should be compelled to exhaust its current plot of land before being permitted to expand, let alone into a green
field.
ARUP also mentions in the 2011 report that “the life of the quarry could be prolonged by a further 40 years to 2076, when recycling operations
are established”. In its 2021 report there is no mention of any recycling efforts to prolong the quarry. Likewise, it is stated in the 2011 report that
La Gigoulande would have a limited lifespan, so why is ARUP now arguing that the quarry “is once again facing the need for further permitted
resources’ if its role as a major supplier is to continue”. It was never intended to have a long-term role as a major supplier. Especially now that
Ronez has been granted permission to expand, there is even less of a requirement for La Gigoulande to expand.
ARUP has blatantly provided inaccurate calculations for the cost of aggregate importation. It states that importation would be approximately
1.93 times more expensive than locally produced aggregate which is conflicting with every other available source of information. Firstly, ARUP
openly admits that it uses “guesstimated” data in its cost analysis of aggregate imports, and secondly, it ignores the opinions expressed by Ports
of Jersey who are quoted as saying that imported aggregates would be the same price as locally produced aggregates. I would think that the
States of Jersey would be very keen to understand why ARUP disregards information provided by Ports of Jersey and instead places a greater
importance on the data that it collected itself in 2011:
“Ports of Jersey has expressed the view that imports of sand or other aggregates could be achieved competitively with locally produced
products. However, this perspective does not seem to be consistent with available information about shipping and port costs. Moreover, the
current minerals planning guidance in the 2011 Island Plan (2014 amendment) notes that imported sand would likely be more costly than locallyproduced sand.”
Just to emphasise how blatantly inaccurate ARUP’s importation estimate is, Ronez, a quarry itself, is quoted as saying that its research indicated
that imported aggregates would be up to 25% more expensive. A quarry with a greater understanding of aggregate logistics and an incentive
to make imports appear more expensive comes to a figure of 1.25 times more expensive. ARUP comes to a figure of 1.93… The data that ARUP
is using in its calculations, which will ultimately inform your decisions, is fundamentally flawed and inaccurate.
Another area where ARUP’s report is misleading is in its use of population growth assumptions which it uses to determine the future demand
for aggregate. In the 2021 Sustainability Report, the government states that it intends to halve migration over the next five years compared to
the previous five years. This would imply a net migration target of +610 per year for the next five years – using net migration figures from 20192015 (1,000 + 1,100 + 1,200 + 1,300 + 1,500) ÷ 5 ÷ 2 = 610.
ARUP’s low, medium, and high scenarios for aggregate calculation use population assumptions of +800, +1,000, +1,500 respectively. Curiously,
its water population assumptions are +700, +1,000, +1,500. ARUP offers a very weak explanation of the inconsistency by saying that it will not
have a meaningful impact, when in fact it very much does have a meaningful impact on the calculations. It directly increases perceived future
demand for aggregates which strengthens the argument for quarry expansion.
ARUP has assumed far too high a population increase, which is starkly in contrast to the States of Jersey targets, and applies these rates over a
20 year period to calculate the future aggregate demand. The elevated net migration figures undeniably increase the perceived future
aggregate requirement which in turn favours the argument for quarry expansion. This is not representative of a balanced report; it is quite the
contrary and further highlights the inadequacies of the ARUP data collection methodology, or complicity in making the case for quarry
expansion.
In addition to inflating population growth expectations, ARUP does the same to aggregate demand. ARUP clearly states that the 2020 demand
for aggregates is 480,000/485,000 tonnes per year. Bearing in mind that the report was completed in December 2020, why does ARUP use a
baseline aggregate demand for January 2021 of 500,000 tonnes? It does not justify or even reference the increase of up to 20,000 tonnes in its
calculations. ARUP forecasts that from 2021-2031, annual aggregate demand will have increased by 52,000 tonnes. How on earth can ARUP
therefore justify a 20,000 tonne increase in demand in just a 1-month period…? Again, this can only be seen as a way to artificially increase the
perceived requirement for quarry expansion.
Another area that ARUP has failed to sufficiently investigate is the recycled aggregate solution. ARUP writes that “there is considerable demand
for the secondary aggregates” and that “in most cases, the facilities have the practical and legal capacity to increase the quantity of inert waste
that they accept considerably” … “The market demand for secondary aggregates is high and could sustain greater quantities.”
ARUP openly admits that there are existing recycling operations on the island, that there is a high demand for recycled aggregate, and that
these facilities have the capacity to sustain greater quantities. Yet ARUP makes no attempt to include increased usage of recycled aggregates in
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its calculations, instead electing to favour quarry extraction. Surely the States of Jersey would want to consider all sustainable and
environmentally friendly avenues before permitting a quarry expansion.
There appears to have been another failure of ARUP in its recycled aggregate figures. It states that approximately 257,000 tonnes of inert waste
are reprocessed into secondary aggregate on page 41, however on page 11 its figures only add up to 190,000 tonnes… Where have the extra
70,000 tonnes of recycled aggregate gone? In addition to taking quarry-provided data at face value, ARUP presents its own inconsistent data
and figures which is extremely frightening given that it will be used to inform long term Government policy.
ARUP fails to explicitly specify how much aggregate will be extracted from La Gigoulande should expansion proceed. Through extrapolation of
its hypothetical scenarios, this is calculated as 68,000 tonnes per year. If you rerun ARUP’s scenario calculations using more sensible net
migration figures, the correct aggregate demand baseline for 2021, and the true recycling capacity of the island, there is in fact a surplus of
aggregate. Jersey can locally produce all of its aggregate requirement without the expansion of the quarry, or aggregate importation.
I am very worried that States members are forming opinions which are, through absolutely no fault of their own, based on an inadequately
researched report which is using biased and inflated data to increase the perceived requirement for quarry expansion. It is incredibly
disappointing to see the States of Jersey being misled by a report it commissioned for £93,750.
I am aware that this email has focussed exclusively on what I believe to be a very poorly compiled report by ARUP, but there are further
arguments that I must make against the quarry expansion.
David Seymour, of Seymour Group which owns the Greenhills hotel, has openly stated that should the quarry expansion proceed, he would be
forced to close the hotel. He asks how he can offer a ‘country’ hotel when it is next to a quarry. The loss of such a wonderful hotel would result
in job losses and would be a devastating blow to the tourism sector which has suffered greatly in recent months. Additionally, one of the first
things that visitors currently see when they fly over the island on approach to the airport is an ugly quarry in the middle of the countryside.
Expansion will only make the eyesore even more obvious and is not the first impression that Jersey wants to make on tourists if it can be
avoided.
When I spoke with planning representatives at the public consultations to ask why the quarry’s expansion had been included in the current
Bridging Island Plan, the response was that it is important to safeguard the field for future extraction should a planning application be made. I
don’t understand why the field needs to be safeguarded when it is currently an agricultural field, which places extremely strict restrictions on the
field as it is. Furthermore, the field is owned by the quarry who want to expand into it; they are highly unlikely to let anything happen to it.
Should the rezoning be removed from the Bridging Island Plan, there is no risk that the field will be developed or altered in any way. The field is
effectively already safeguarded.
Removing the proposal from the Bridging Island Plan will by no means prejudice Granite Products either; they have stated that they have 8
years’ worth of winnable reserves remaining, so by the time the next Island Plan is due and thorough scrutiny has taken place, the quarry will
have five years of reserves remaining at the very least. There is no reason to rush the rezoning in the Bridging Plan when there remain so many
inconsistencies with ARUP’s report, and the decision is not time critical.
Another concern when I spoke with planning representatives was the revelation that there has been no environmental impact study on the
expansion either. The reason for this is that the rezoning does not give planning permission, and only when a planning application had been
made would an environmental impact study be undertaken. In my view, this process is in the wrong order. First, the quarry should apply for
planning permission to quarry the field, then the environmental impact study should be undertaken, then the question of rezoning the field
should be debated, and only then should planning permission be granted. Once the field has been rezoned, there is a presumption that
planning permission will be granted which unfairly favours a commercial company. By voting on rezoning the field prior to a planning
application, the States of Jersey is making it easier for a company to tear a hole in a green zone. It raises the question: why do we have green
zones if they can be so easily developed, or in this case decimated?
Before voting on whether to rezone the field, States Members should be made aware of the adverse effects that expansion would have which
would be revealed in the environmental impact study. Expansion would destroy a very large agricultural field, remove 200 trees, wreak havoc
with the local wildlife, Rue Bechervaise (a popular green lane for cycling) would be consumed, the quarry would be within 130 metres of close
properties (UK law requires quarries to be no closer than 200 metres for comparison), and the blasting would damage listed properties which
have been in the area for 500 years or more. The list goes on and a thorough impact assessment would undoubtedly reveal even more adverse
consequences.
My final point that I wish to bring to your attention is that Granite Products, who own and operate La Gigoulande, have a UK parent company,
Brett and Sons that is facing a potential tax liability in the UK. La Gigoulande quarry is profitable and it is clearly in its interest to secure the
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expansion, with the field’s designation for mineral extraction being the first step. Jersey should not make it so easy to tear a hole in the Island’s
beautiful countryside just to keep a UK company afloat. The dealings of the quarry have already been underhand with the highly inflated price
paid for the field, the lack of consultation with the nearby residents, and the way in which Granite Products’ employees attended the public
consultations and fought in favour of the quarry expansion while maintaining that they weren’t associated with the quarry (after the public
consultations I looked up the directors of Granite Products and identified the man who had fought passionately to discredit my arguments
against expansion. He maintained that he was “just someone who knew a little about the matter” when he was in fact the Technical Sales
Manager at Granite Products Jersey).
The operating profit for Brett and Sons in 2019 was ~£4.5m. Granite Products spent £1.65m on a field which it is unable to quarry in the present
state. Given the impending tax liability that Brett and Sons is currently facing, the acquisition of the field for a third of the parent company’s
operating profit becomes even more suspicious, and was certainly not a ‘bet’ which wouldn’t matter if it fell through. The quarry believes that it
will secure permission to quarry the field and, given the inconsistencies with the data in the ARUP report, it appears that it is willing to provide
inaccurate reserves data in order to secure the expansion. Before States Members vote, it is imperative that they are confident that they have
accurate information to inform their decision.
Even if you are in favour of quarry expansion, I implore you to consider the discrepancies that I have highlighted in ARUP’s report and vote for
an amendment to remove the rezoning of field MY966 from the Bridging Island Plan so that a fair and unbiased scrutiny process may be
conducted. By voting for an amendment, you are not voting against the quarry’s expansion, you are allowing due process to be carried out so
that the best decision for the future of the island may be taken. Should independent scrutiny come to the same conclusion as ARUP, you will be
able to vote on the full Island Plan with the knowledge that you have accurate data, and that no bad decisions were made jeopardising the
island’s future.
I would like to end by stating that I would fully support the quarry expansion if I believed that it was the best solution for the Island’s future.
Having read through the ARUP report, I believe there are more sustainable and better alternatives which need to be explored.
I sincerely thank you for your time in reading what has become a very long email. Should you be interested, I would gladly speak further about
any of the issues discussed in this email.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KF3-D

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am extremely concerned about the plan to rezone the farmed green field for potential use a quarry.
This seems a rushed and unnecessary move at present, with consideration given only to one report, provided by Granite Products.
The report will not be fairly balanced due to its provenance and already seems to contain figures and projections that are unreliable and not
based on our island’s specific needs.
Please do not rush this decision. Take time to investigate it further and use unbiased and reliable evidence to do so.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD6-E

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am aware of the current proposals in the Draft Bridging Island Plan (‘DBPI’) to rezone green field MY966 for the purpose of extending the
current adjoining quarry for future mineral mining purposes.
The prospect of the desecration that would result in the area if these plans were ever to go ahead is just too shocking to contemplate.
Throughout the text of the DBPI we are reminded of the planners' obligations and intentions to protect the beautiful environment and culture
of our Island of Jersey. However, the ability to bypass such obligations by using the ‘get out clause’ of there being an overriding benefit to the
island also lurks throughout the text…...
Anyone who has studied the island’s history and formation as I have will know how unique and special Jersey is. We should endeavour to
preserve every bit of it that we can. It is of increasing concern how many mature trees and historic buildings have already been lost and to lose
and impact upon even more in this area should not be allowed.
Please remove this rezoning application from the DBPI and abide by its stated intent to protect our beautiful island for the people of Jersey and
those who come to visit.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KMH-9

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would like to register my total opposition to this proposal and the lack of consultation on this very important principle and plan.
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It seems iniquitous that this sale has gone ahead presumably with some sort of informal guarantee that permission will be granted in due
course, on the basis that the purchase price is way beyond that which would be normal for an agricultural field.
We must stop desecrating the small amount of land we have for agricultural use for many and varied reasons of which I’m sure you are aware there is no justification in allowing this and at the same time paying lip service to dealing with jersey’s declared climate emergency.
The extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that the whole island needs to spend time considering and this island plan
consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for planning application consultation later on.
Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3
year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years time.
No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken, these should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion.
The island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it looked
at how much more aggregate could be recycled and for what cost. This failure to publish the full range of costs and benefits of recycling versus
quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed.
A comparitive carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation has not been undertaken.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KSJ-H

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

My main concerns are it will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
delete a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
affect neighbours nearby
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

Facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — why isn’t Jersey
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials?

BHLF-ZZ1R2KSP-Q

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I find it shocking that you are even considering expanding La Gigoulande Quarry in to green fields site in the middle of a rural parish. I strongly
object to this aspect of the island plan.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

I also object to the expansion of Simon sand in the middle of the coastal national park.
The damage to our island from these activities is already unsustainable and there are better sources of building material including reusing what
we already have.
With the focus from JDC, Andium etc on sustainable/net zero building projects, I would hope that as much energy is being put in to minimising
footprints as offset activities.
Please reconsider this proposed activity.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Minerals extraction and solid waste disposal | 82

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

ANON-ZZ1R2K4M-N

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

The Arup Minerals, Waste and Water Study is a thorough document which accurately reflects the positions and opinions of the Minerals
Industry in Jersey. There is one point of detail that supersedes the content published in December 2020, this being that the Planning Application
to extend Ronez Quarry was approved with a Decision Date of 24th June 2021 and an implementation Date of 22nd July 2021 subject to
fulfillment of planning condition.
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And

Whilst the detail of the Arup report is therefore out of date (this detail also shown in table MW1 at p.302 of the draft BIP) the underlying logic
and strategy proposal remains completely accurate and valid. This is because the extension of Ronez Quarry was anticipated in the current plan
and was also included in all of the scenarios analysed as proposals in the evidence base for the Bridging Island Plan.

See SR63 - Simon Sand and Gravel site

To correct Draft Policy MW1 it might be sensible to remove the reference to Fields J31 and J32 and to amend as follows;
The plan makes provision to ensure a suitable supply of minerals and proposals for the extension of safeguarded mineral sites will be supported
at;
Ronez Quarry (St John)
Field MY966, La Gigoulande Quarry (St Peter/St Mary)
Policy MW1 does not support extraction at Simon Sand beyond the current consented area, which is further limited by a time restriction at the
end of 2023. Arup's study notes that at this time between 6 and 11 years of sand supply will remain unexploited.
In their conclusions, Arup propose an integrated extraction, waste management and restoration operation within the current permitted works.
This seems sensible, as an extension of time does not change the environmental impact from the extraction because the earlier permission must
have assumed the mineral within the area would be extracted by the end date of 2023.
Furthermore the logic of continued operation is supported by the following benefits;
1.
2.
3.
4.

Maximising the extraction of local natural resources ahead of dependence on imports. Whilst other quarry sites and recycled products can
replace some of the demand for natural sand, in the long term there would still need to be some importation.
Inconsistency in environmental targets and carbon emissions, as the emissions associated with importation are significantly higher than for
local production.
Economic factors, as the cost of imported product is considerably higher.
Moral factors, such as why is it correct to export environmental impact to the supplying location in order to protect Jersey? (Land won or
sea dredged sand and gravel will, inevitably, receive a negative reaction wherever it is extracted in UK or western Europe)

The impact from continued extraction at Simon Sand within the current permitted area will not have a significant incremental effect on the
landscape character. It will largely just defer the ultimate restoration of the site. A Good restoration outcome will still be achievable.
The assumption of Policy MW1 is therefore contested and it is proposed that the Arup study in the Evidence Base is accepted such that
Extraction at Simon Sand and Gravel should continue (subject to satisfactory environmental safeguards) within an integrated waste, extraction
and restoration plan. This would provide a policy framework under which an informed decision for the future can be made which should be
based on a robust environmental impact assessment.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KMY-T

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Can you please explain to me the procedures undergone as to how this mine has been allowed? Also of course the planning consent which
allowed increased heavy vehicle traffic through St. Peter’s valley on roads that are clearly unable to support.
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As a resident of Rue de la Vallee I was shocked some years ago to find that a decision had been made not to return this site to nature once
quarrying had ceased . The valley and it’s surrounding green zone fields should be treasured for its nature and beauty. Many residents attended
meetings at the time to voice our concerns but to no avail.
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MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

BHLF-ZZ1R2K82-X

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Minerals extraction and solid waste disposal | 83

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

The plan to take a field and green lane and turn them into a moon landscape seems to be a slap in the face to residents , walkers cyclists and
islanders who have always been led to believe that green zone land is sacrosanct.
I would far prefer to see a reservoir and natural landscape in this area.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KBG-W

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I attach herewith a letter received from our group organiser against this very bad Island plan. We are in total agreement with everything
detailed below and indeed found the closeness to our property to be very worrying.
Please see the attached notes from KEPlanning re the Draft Island Plan. We asked them to provide an overview of the Draft Island Plan and to
comment on UK practice with respect to the distance of dwellings from a quarry. I have collated everything KEPlanning sent me and added a
few points raised by residents.
Thank you to those of you who have confirmed that they will contribute to KEPlannings costs. Several residents did indicate that they would also
like to contribute but have yet to confirm. I would be grateful if those residents could confirm to me by the 20 June if they still intend to
contribute so that I can apportion costs equally.
There are a number of points KEPlanning raise, however I would highlight 3 in particular:
1.
2.
3.

The lack of a prior Environmental Impact Assessment
The fact that the Sustainability report came out after the Draft Island Plan
That the Arup report is flawed and biased.

KEPlanning can do more detailed analysis on particular aspects and continue to be retained by us.
Many of the arguments such as the statistical contradictions and conflicts of interest have been well advertised on the Facebook page Action
Against Quarry Extension. These include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Population
Data from Quarries
Illogical aggregate reserve data
1.65mln purchase price
Brett and Sons' weak balance sheet
Death of a Green lane purchased by a UK company
Lack of Environmental Impact Statement
The loss of the Greenhills Hotel
The loss of MY966
No consultation with Tourism or Agriculture
The required yield of MY966 will ONLY represent around 12% of aggregates supply
No proper/independent assessment of importation costs
All sand (60,000) tonnes will be imported
Ports of Jersey's view is that the cost of imported aggregates will not be more expensive
Ports of Jersey have confirmed that imports of 70,000 tonnes aggregates is not a problem
THe ARUP report cost £93,750!
Illogical assumption by Environment Minister that ARUP report is evidence based

Many of the more local residents will be equally concerned with the impact:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

from disturbance, disruption and noise, blasting and vibration, and potential pollution of land, air and water
on local communities, individual houses, sensitive receptors and economic sectors important to the local economy;
on natural heritage and biodiversity, landscape, visual amenity, and the historic environment
the water environment, air quality, and on all land especially carbon rich or rare soils;
the road network

There has been no consultation with the local community
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The distances from the southern end of MY966 are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Greenhills Hotel (TOURISM) 183m
The nearest dwelling 120 m
The granite wall of the nearest listed dwelling (HISTORIC) 140m
Old Living Legend site (NEW DEVELOPMENT) 325m
Mont St Anastase (HISTORIC) 350m
Houses on Mont de L'Ecole 415m

The above is all very relevant. We hear the blasting now, although if permission is given to destroy the above land the blasting will be only
350m from us. This is not acceptable and we hope you receive many complaints to corroborate that.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVV-Z

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would like to raise an objection to the planned expansion of the quarry in St Mary, as outlined in the Island Plan.
My reasons for objecting are as follows:

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

•
•
•
•

The extension into a green field, currently full of wildflowers.
The plan to cut down many mature trees on Rue Berchervaise that form a canopy for an abundance of birds and wildlife.
The assumption that the quarry has the right to commandeer a public road that doesn’t even belong to them for their planned expansion.
Loss of a green lane enjoyed by many Islanders.

We have a finite amount of resources. There is a global issue of the environment suffering from the human population constantly on the take,
take, take, exhausting supplies and destroying the planet. It’s about the bigger picture. The quarry shouldn’t be allowed to keep growing into a
green zone just because their supplies are running out. The Island Plan is supposed to protect our precious green zones, please do that.

ANON-ZZ1R2KC1-8

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

To whom it may concern.
Following a family holiday in May half term this year we were horrified to hear of the plan to expand the quarry.
We visit Jersey at least once a year with our family and have done since 2010. We always stay in St. Peter as we love the peaceful countryside
and the ability to walk, cycle and run safely through the lanes. It's a beautiful area with stunning unspoilt countryside and an abundance of
wildlife. Our children have grown up enjoying the freedom that the green zone offers and the thought that the quarry expansion would change
this fills us with sadness.
We've enjoyed staying at The Greenhills Hotel in the past and having drinks at the bar and eating in their fabulous restaurant. It's such a
tranquil place and a real escape for us from the hussle and bustle of London. It saddens us to think this would change. We even question the
possibility of the Hotels survival.
The loss of the green lane and field would be catastrophic for such an area of natural beauty. If Jersey go ahead with this it will put us off of
returning. It would suggest that the Jersey Government are not interested in preserving the Island or providing an inviting environment for
tourists. We would be forced to return to holidaying in Cornwall or maybe trying the other Channel Islands!
As tourism must be a large income for the Island we hope you listen to our voices.
[REDACTED TEXT]

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAY-E

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW3 – New,
extended and
existing waste
management sites

It has come to my attention that Granite Products (i.e. La Gigoulande) are trying to expand their quarry into a protected green zone field. These
plans include the demolition of a green lane adjacent to the field. The logic behind their application is that the field should be safeguarded as a
minerals extraction zone in the island’s bridging plan, which is being voted on next month. I am sure you already be aware of the numerous and
significant flaws with the safeguarding procedure under this interim stage of the island development strategy plan, which I set out below.
1.

The predictions that form the basis of this proposal are inconsistent
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•
•
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•

•

•

It is untrue to suggest that La Gigoulande enjoys indefinite supply rights (this is a blatant falsehood)

•
•

Why is the rezoning of field MY966 is being considered in the first place?
According to the 2002 Island Plan: (1) La Gigoulande had a ‘limited lifespan’ and Ronez would produce aggregates long term; and (2)
’Preparations should be made for the import of sand as well as crushed rock’ into Jersey.
According to the 2011 Island Plan: (1) Jersey should ‘replace primary aggregates wherever practicable by recycled, or secondary aggregates’
and by ‘reconsidering the option of importing aggregates.’; and (2) Long term production was confirmed for Ronez, and La Gigoulande
was to incorporate waste storage into its facility.
Conversely, in its recommendations for the forthcoming Island Plan, Arup states: La Gigoulande Quarry ‘is once again facing the need for
further permitted resources’ if its role as a major supplier is to continue.
Based on previous Island Plans it was never intended that La Gigoulande would have an ongoing role as a major supplier — it was agreed
that it would have a ‘limited lifespan’.
Why expand a quarry that was always going to be limited if Jersey has made strategy in light of these limitations? According to the 2020
Arup report: By 2031, if 257,000 tonnes of secondary aggregates are reprocessed and Ronez provides the forecasted 249,000 tonnes per
year of crushed rock, Jersey will not need aggregates from La Gigoulande when current reserves end, nor will it need to import any crushed
rock aggregate. Ronez would therefore seem the obvious choice in terms of quarry extension
Why has Ronez’s application to extend been pending since 2016? Surely extending Ronez, which was always intended for long-term
aggregate production, would make more sense than rezoning a green zone field necessarily and at devastating environmental cost.

•
•
•

•

3.

Environmental status

•

Field MY966 is a designated Green Zone. What is the point in Jersey having Green Zones if these can be re-designated as quarry sites
(which would ultimately become a landfill)? The proposal to safeguard a field in the Green Zone for minerals extraction has not been
subject to any environmental impact assessment.
Jersey already imports a vast number of resources, from raw materials to consumer goods. Why does Jersey need to be self-sufficient in
aggregates at such a high environmental cost to the environment? If imports are possible, why are aggregates exempt when there are so
many disadvantages?
The damage to the environment would be severe: loss of a significantly-sized agricultural field; more than 200 trees would be destroyed; a
cycling lane (which facilitates green travel links) would be lost; loss of habitat for local wildlife.
The proximity of the proposed expansion zone to local properties is concerning. Some properties would be within 130m of the quarry. UK
law states that quarries must be at least 200m from dwellings.

•

•
•

Minister’s detailed response

The States of Jersey rely on the report provided by the Arup consultants, who sourced their information from Granite Products. This is a
blatant conflict of interest. Are the States complicit in this conflict of interest? Who is responsible for this and what means are there to hold
them to account?
The data supplied to Arup by Granite Products (i.e. population growth projections, housing needs etc) has not been corroborated in any
official capacity. More scrutiny has been put into lunch menus in Jersey than has been into these figures.
Granite Products has a vested interest in the rezoning application. The data provided to Arup was informed by this interest. These figures
must be scrutinised, as there are a number of discrepancies in the data provided by Granite Products and, accordingly, in the Arup report.
The 2011 Island Plan stated that: (1) Granite Products ‘presently estimates there are approximately 3.2 million tonnes of consented reserves
remaining at the quarry, giving a theoretical life expectancy of 27 years’ ; and (2) the life of the quarry could be prolonged by a further 40
years to 2076, when combined with recycling operations … because primary aggregate production would be reduced by 50%.’. In contrast,
the Arup report 2020 quoted reduced reserves of, claiming: 900,000 tonnes and a quarry life of less than 8 years. This reduced reserve is
used to justify the potential rezoning, but the 2020 Arup report indicates that La Gigoulande has 'lost' years of reserves. No mention is
made of the potential extension to 2076. No justification is given for this change in figures - the change is convenient for a quarry applying
for permission to extend.
Note that in 2017 La Gigoulande modernised its plant and machinery, and chose to install the new equipment on top of winnable reserves
for commercial reasons. Is it the case that the omission of winnable reserves beneath the plant and machinery has resulted in the reduced
reserves referenced in the 2020 Arup report? If so, the claim by Granite Products that La Gigoulande has remaining winnable reserves of
900,000 tonnes is misleading and factually incorrect. •
When compared to Ronez (another Channel Islands quarry company), the quarries at Sorel, according to the Island Plan 2011, indicated that
700,000 to 1,000,000 tonnes would be winnable at each of these locations should they move their own plant and machinery. Applying the
same metric to La Gigoulande would equate to an extra 10 years of reserves at the current La Gigoulande site which have not been
included in the data provided to Arup (and therefore the States of Jersey!). The States of Jersey should insist that Granite Products access
these reserves before extension into a protected green zone
The figures provided by Granite Products blatantly do not add up. Is this incompetence or deliberately misleading? The 2020 Arup Report is
fatally undermined by these figures.

2.

•
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•

Clear and obvious underhand dealings

•

Field MY966 was purchased for £1.65 million in January 2020. As a agricultural field, this would be worth approximately £10,000 per vergee,
totalling £200,000. Why was the quarry happy to pay such an inflated price for a field that had been safeguarded as a green zone? One
month after this purchase Granite Products provided their data for the 2020 Arup report, which contradicted the 2011 figures.
La Gigoulande’s UK parent company, Brett and Sons, are facing a potential tax liability in the UK. Jersey is profitable for Brett and Sons so
they are pushing this expansion. Are the States happy for Jersey’s countryside too be ripped apart so that an overseas company can stay
afloat? Were Brett and Sons banking on this extension being approved when they bought Field MY966 for 10 times its agricultural value?
The manner in which this has been conducted is underhand. There has been no consultation with residents and local businesses • the
rezoning application was inserted into the draft island bridging plan and not brought to anybody’s attention.

•
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The rezoning would be disastrous for the Greenhills Hotel, which is a country escape. Local dwellings are disturbed by the blasting at
present, bringing the quarry nearer to the hotel would be detrimental to the tourist industry, especially in the wake of Covid-19.
A number of listed properties in the vicinity would suffer damage should the extension go ahead. • I personally have fond childhood
memories of this area, as do a great many others, and it is frequented by cyclists/walkers/joggers/dog walkers/horse riders/walking
tours/families. Destroying this treasure of Jersey’s heritage would be a moment of utter madness and treats the residents of the island with
utter contempt. This is a treasure of the British Isles, not a backwater development to be paved over and destroyed. Future generations will
vilify such a decisions, and very rightly so.

4.

•

Published
response link

I suspect that planning will abandon their responsibility of providing proper scrutiny of this development in favour of rushing through a
safeguarded status, despite its clear and obvious underlying flaws. I very much hope that I am mistaken.
Having spent time in the UK as well as my home in Jersey, I have often defended the island’s unique political system and idiosyncratic way of
life, which too often comes under fire for lacking transparency. It would be a great shame for the Jersey public’s own faith in the scrutiny
provided by their institutions to be further eroded by ignoring these concerns. Any government or planning department of any repute would
not hesitate to obstruct this development and subject it to appropriate scrutiny.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K3A-8

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

It is correct to plan in advance for Jersey's growing population and the accommodation needed to house the increase. It does not however
follow that the materials needed to support future building need to be sourced on island. The heritage of Jersey represented by the local
granite is important but we already have enough examples without creating more.
The building cost of using local granite is sustainability more expensive where the cost of housing is already prohibitive for younger buyers.
We should seize the opportunity to source cheaper materials without spoiling our scarce agricultural fields.
Preference could be given to sustainable "green" materials to help Jersey towards carbon neutrality.
For the above reasons I object to the proposed expansion of La Gigoulande Quarry into field MY966.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KQD-9

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to object strongly to the rezoning of agricultural field MY966.
As a resident of a property very close by I am aware of the damage this rezoning will cause to the environment and to local tourism aside from
the impact on nearby neighbours to the proposed new quarry.
By agreeing to the rezoning this will only stave off the time when aggregate will need to be imported and hence it would be better to look to
achieve this before further irretrievable damage is done to our beautiful countryside and of course to tourism.
I ask you to reconsider any rezoning proposal of field MY966 for these reasons.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KCB-S

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

The proposed rezoning of the Quarry by the Greenhills Hotel should be given careful consideration which does not appear to have happened.
While the island does need aggregate and building materials in the future, it may be premature to rezone the land at this time. Repurposing
existing material should be given higher priority. Has this been considered?
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Until a comprehensive review has taken place, any decision should be deferred. Once rezoned, the land will be lost forever.

ANON-ZZ1R2KG4-F

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Extension of quarry in St Peter’s Valley: the acquisition of the field in St Mary where the quarry will be extended appears to worthy of
investigation - at the very least least it would appear to be unusual.
UK firm buys the field in question from the Government of Jersey, with no permission to extend quarry workings, at well above market value.
Said field and quarry extension now appear in the Island Plan with the prospect of quarry works and being extended with resulting loss of
mature trees and habitat of wildlife.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6P-T

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.
My main concerns are it will:

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
Lose a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds, squirrels and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
Adversely affect neighbours nearby
Permit a UK company to profit despite all of the above

All these are worrying facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is far more than the actual value of the land — why?
Please do not allow the expansion of this quarry.
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — Jersey should be
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials
Thank you for registering this objection.

ANON-ZZ1R2KGT-F

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

General comments about Minerals extraction and solid waste disposal
Why should Jersey expect to be self-sufficient in aggregates (at a huge environmental cost) when as a small island we import nearly everything
else? Surely there is a cheaper alternative such as importing aggregates from France or the UK. What about recycling building material, or using
alternatives – have these been considered? Our economy is based on finance, tourism and agriculture and the quarry expansion is completely at
odds with two of them - on the one hand due to the proposed rezoning of a currently farmed agricultural field, and on the other hand when
considering the close proximity of Greenhills Country Hotel.
ARAP consultants, commissioned by the States of Jersey to write an independent report, have received their information solely from Granite
Products. This is a conflict of interest and is completely unethical. These figures must be checked before any rezoning can be considered. The
quarry also states that it has a mine life of over 8 years. Last year this same quarry said it had ‘a good few years - at least 10 plus.' These claims
must also be checked before any rezoning can be considered. The ARAP report needs thorough scrutiny.
If the quarry mined the land beneath its plant machinery instead of extending, it would then have considerably more than 8 years of reserves. It
would not in any way harm Brett & Sons if the rezoning application was delayed by 3 years to allow for a full investigation and the matter was
properly scrutinised before the next island plan becomes due. The rezoning application could then be put into the next island plan.
The quarry justifies its extension by quoting inflated population growth forecasts which are not corroborated by other States departments.
These figures actually can NOT be checked, for the simple reason that Jersey does not currently have a population policy. Therefore, these
growth forecast figures and consequent claims of mineral requirements should be disregarded.
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There are many conversations which need to take place before this rezoning can be considered. It should be removed from the draft island plan
and, if properly scrutinised and judged appropriate, it can be inserted into the next one.
The quarry expansion would have a disastrous impact on the local environment and its residents. The proximity of the proposed quarry
expansion to local properties cannot be justified. Some properties would then be within 100m of a quarry which, alone, is providing all the
figures for its own extension. Expansion would also necessitate the felling of over 200 trees and the permanent closure of a cycle lane, not to
mention the potential loss of a much-loved country hotel.
Jersey deserves better, and so do its residents. Please do not allow the heart of the island to be ripped apart.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KEV-F

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to ask you to remove the potential rezoning of field MY966 from the Draft Island Plan. My reasons are as follows:
All data for this rezoning, as well as presumption for increased growth requirements, has been supplied by the one interested party, Brett &
Sons, UK. The so-called ‘independent’ ARUP report was based on these figures alone. The quarry obviously has a vested interest in getting the
field rezoned, having paid such an inflated price for it. Therefore, how can the quarry legitimately provide all the figures which would enable it
to achieve its aim? To say this is questionable practice is putting it mildly.
This Draft Island Plan is far too rushed, and these issues are far too important to be simply glossed over and agreed without proper scrutiny. Are
the figures accurate? Where have they come from? What is our population policy? Do we even have one? Can we import more cheaply? Do the
figures stack up? A few telephone calls to UK building companies revealed immediate discrepancies in the figures quoted by the quarry. Can we
recycle more building materials? Which other minerals could we use for building? So many questions which could, and should, be asked before
a valuable green field is lost forever. In fact, the only entity claiming that the quarry needs to be extended is the quarry itself and the
‘independent’ report which was based solely on the quarry’s figures. Let us at least consider the alternatives before blasting away the heart of
this beautiful island. Jersey deserves that at the very least, and so do its residents. We have nothing to lose by removing the field from the Draft
Island Plan - it can be resubmitted for inclusion at a future date should a genuine need be ascertained.
If, after proper scrutiny, a genuine case is found for increased aggregate requirement, then surely extending Ronez would be more suitable?
There are no houses or hotels in the immediate vicinity to be disturbed by blasting, which would surely make it a more obvious location both to
produce aggregate and even to import other building materials.
My family have lived at the other end of the road to a working quarry for 20 years. However, to live halfway down the road from a working
quarry is another matter entirely. What are the minimum requirements in relation to blasting and drilling in proximity to dwellings? Have any
environment or health impact assessments taken place? These need to happen BEFORE the field is rezoned, not after. Once rezoned, there is a
presumption for development. My home is listed and appears in Joan Steven’s book of old Jersey Houses. Quarry blasting in such close
proximity, no matter how discreetly it is done, would have a massive impact on my family’s quality of life, the value of our property and, indeed,
the integral structure of a listed Jersey building. For blasting to take place even closer will feel like an assault. Has nobody considered how local
residents might react to such a physical attack on themselves and their homes? If not, they should have.
This would be the end of Greenhills Country Hotel – a hotel much loved for decades by residents celebrating special occasions, as well as by
visitors. The Seymour Group is vehemently opposed to the rezoning, and rightly so. Over the years their staff have become like family, and
many jobs would be lost as a result of a proposed quarry extension, as well as the hotel itself. Surely the green zone should be just that – green.
The hotel is rightly proud of its location surrounded by green lanes, and so are we.
People travel to this beautiful area, from near and far, to walk along its quiet green lanes and enjoy the genuine peace and quiet of our Jersey
countryside. Children have learned to ride their bikes along these safe roads. Families walk dogs. Visitors stroll. Enthusiasts jog and cycle. Guided
tours walk around the area simply because Rue Bechervaise represents the very best of Jersey, and is at its very core. It should not be in peril
simply because a UK company decided to take a very expensive punt that Jersey would agree to an extension, based solely upon its own data.
Please – remove this field from rezoning. Keep Rue Bechervaise safe, and do not allow Jersey’s heart to be ripped apart at its very core. We, its
residents, love our island as it is.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAZ-F

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.
My main concerns are it will:
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decimate agricultural land
Lose a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds, squirrels and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
Adversely affect neighbours nearby
Permit a UK company to profit despite all of the above

All these are worrying facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is far more than the actual value of the land — why?
Please do not allow the expansion of this quarry.
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — Jersey should be
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials
Thank you for registering this objection.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KRK-H

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Subject: Please do not allow this devastation to go ahead.
If only to protect all the beautiful trees that will be destroyed, also all the wildlife that will be either killed or left homeless . Please save our island
!!, ***HELP PLEASE***
There are only three days to go before the deadline for islanders and visitors to submit comments and objections, so please read the following
(I know it’s long, but it’s taken me a while!) [REDACTED TEXT]
Hidden away deep in the draft island bridging plan is an application to rezone a farmed green field and ‘safeguard’ it for minerals extraction.
[REDACTED TEXT] [REDACTED TEXT]
LET ME EXPLAIN WHY THIS SHOULDN’T HAPPEN YET - BECAUSE ALTHOUGH IT MAY ONE DAY NEED TO HAPPEN, IT DOESN’T NEED TO
HAPPEN YET.
Jersey already has plenty of reserves – enough for the hospital and new homes for its islanders. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to
run plus at least 6 more years beneath its equipment. Ronez has at least 20. This draft island plan is only going to last for the next 3 years.
With well over 30 years of reserves already, why the sudden rush for this rezoning to be done, and why so secretly?
This quarry was never intended as a long-term provider – that was earmarked for Ronez, whilst Granite Products was to concentrate on
recycling. It was stated that the quarry could provide reserves until 2076 with recycling so why do they now claim to have only 8 years left?
Nowhere in the report is recycling mentioned AT ALL as an option, so they conveniently seem to have forgotten what they were tasked with.
The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated wildlife.
All this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs to keep it
running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the quarry
would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it would become
– a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism.
The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the rush to
rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going to happen.
Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed
through.
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Islanders need to know that their elected ministers have been provided with accurate, evidence-based and non-biased facts upon which to base
their decision. The report is anything but. This is a big point – islanders are being duped, and so are our ministers. Jersey has no population
policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 510 per year, for the next five years. So how is it that Granite Product’s report predicts ‘low’
growth rates of 800, medium of 1000 and high of 1,500 for the next 20 years? This is total manipulation of the facts by the quarry in order to
justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it
can not possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.
Please – if you’ve read this far, don’t just like or comment here. It won’t do anything other than make me think you’ve read it. We need to get
ministers to remove this application from the 3-year plan in order to give them time to scrutinise the figures and then make an informed
decision. That’s all I’m asking, and it’s what we as islanders (and our visitors) deserve. This is a massive island-wide issue and with figures being
manipulated for the quarry, just imagine where else on island this might be happening.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5G-G

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am appalled by this plan, it will destroy some beautiful countryside and kill so many wild animals. I am a member of the Jersey Hedgehog
Preservation Group and these wonderful creatures are in decline and killing more in this area is unthinkable. Also there are so many animals and
birds need all the his wild area to thrive .
Hidden away deep in the draft island bridging plan is an application to rezone a farmed green field and ‘safeguard’ it for minerals extraction.
[REDACTED] This was just weeks before being the SOLE provider of the figures in a report put forward to the States of Jersey to justify its own
expansion.
LET ME EXPLAIN WHY THIS SHOULDN’T HAPPEN YET - BECAUSE ALTHOUGH IT MAY ONE DAY NEED TO HAPPEN, IT DOESN’T NEED TO
HAPPEN YET.
Jersey already has plenty of reserves – enough for the hospital and new homes for its islanders. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to
run plus at least 6 more years beneath its equipment. Ronez has at least 20. This draft island plan is only going to last for the next 3 years.
With well over 30 years of reserves already, why the sudden rush for this rezoning to be done, and why so secretly?
This quarry was never intended as a long-term provider – that was earmarked for Ronez, whilst Granite Products was to concentrate on
recycling. It was stated that the quarry could provide reserves until 2076 with recycling so why do they now claim to have only 8 years left?
Nowhere in the report is recycling mentioned AT ALL as an option, so they conveniently seem to have forgotten what they were tasked with.
The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated wildlife.
All this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs to keep it
running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the quarry
would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it would become
– a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism.
The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the rush to
rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going to happen.
Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed
through.
Islanders need to know that their elected ministers have been provided with accurate, evidence-based and non-biased facts upon which to base
their decision. The report is anything but. This is a big point – islanders are being duped, and so are our ministers. Jersey has no population
policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 510 per year, for the next five years. So how is it that Granite Product’s report predicts ‘low’
growth rates of 800, medium of 1000 and high of 1,500 for the next 20 years? This is total manipulation of the facts by the quarry in order to
justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it
can not possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.
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Please – if you’ve read this far, don’t just like or comment here. It won’t do anything other than make me think you’ve read it. We need to get
ministers to remove this application from the 3-year plan in order to give them time to scrutinise the figures and then make an informed
decision. That’s all I’m asking, and it’s what we as islanders (and our visitors) deserve. This is a massive island-wide issue and with figures being
manipulated for the quarry, just imagine where else on island this might be happening.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K91-X

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am a regular guest at Greenhills Hotel in Jersey. I choose that particular hotel as it is situated in such a quiet green leafy area, away from the
hustle and bustle of town, and the beachside resorts that can be very busy in high season.
I have stayed several times and have recommended it to friends.
I love to walk around the Jersey lanes that surround the hotel as they provide such a unique experience that you do not get in the UK. Nowhere
there is there such a labyrinth of lanes, with homes dotted about and fields to look at. It is like stepping back in time. To see the farmhouses by
the roadside, the busy tractors farming potatoes and daffodils is such a treat, year in and year out. It is what makes Jersey - Jersey.
Therefore I could not believe it when I read that there were plans to extend a quarry toward this beautiful hotel and the surrounding
countryside. As it stands the quarry is fairly well hidden and apart from the signs I would not really know that it was there. But to extend this
industrial business into the heart of the fields is crazy. It will ruin the whole area and certainly detract visitors from visiting the hotel.
I would not want to visit a hotel located near a quarry. Who would?
How awful that this is being considered and no doubt causing terrible stress for the hotel owners and the staff. They have not asked me to write
to you but I thought that I must give the opinion from people who visit for the reason of a country hotel.
Whenever I have visited the place has been busy, with likeminded people who like to walk and visit the many historic attractions of the area like
the war tunnels and the Mill. I have also had some very interesting walks with Redacted text who pointed out all of the important German Gun
placements that were all protecting the airport area. This interesting area must not be ruined for commercial gain when alternative methods of
building could be adopted.
Jersey does not need a bigger quarry engulfing its land. If you carry on there will be nothing left and then it will be too late. Tourists don’t want
to see an ugly quarry when they fly in, or hear it blasting as they eat their lunch or get covered in the dust it must surely create.
Please think carefully before extending this quarry and look at all the options now available. That way you can still build but also preserve what
makes Jersey so special.

ANON-ZZ1R2KT6-X

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Gigoulande quarry
•
•
•

BHLF-ZZ1R2KYZ-7

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

No Environmental impact study (EIA)
SSI – nesting , Lizards, Bats
Breach of international treaties to which Jersey is signed up

I object to the application for expansion of Gigoulande Quarry on the following valid planning grounds:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Noise
Need
Impact on landscape and amenity
Water supply concerns
Air quality and health concerns
Negative impact on Ecology and Wildlife
Lack of detail and guarantees on restoration **** (Please see below important commentary)
Highway and Traffic concerns

Commentary on the above concerns:
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1 Noise
Noise levels at times will be above acceptable levels to residents in the surrounding area
2 Need
The applicant has not shown a valid or need for the quarry, other than economic. There are no identified costed social benefits, only negative.
3 Impact on landscape and amenity
•
•

Loss of iconic Jersey Countryside and farmland
Loss of sensitive and ecologically rich green Countryside

4 Water supply concerns
Pollution of any kind will impact on water catchment and local hydrology. Quarry is at the head of a valley with several dams downstream
supply drinking water
5 Air quality and health concerns
•
•

Residents in the area will be affected by “Particulate matter” (PM) up to 1km from source of blasting and heavy extraction (Source:
University of Hertfordshire)
An increase of 10 PG/m3 affects mortality and morbidity from blasting and quarrying (Many sources including WHO)

6 Negative impact on Ecology and wildlife
Lack of detailed description of how ecology will be managed during restoration
7 Lack of detail and guarantees on restoration
Restoration guarantees not provided. No evidence of sinking fund/Trust/ or entity to ensure funds are red lined and protected for restoration.
The history of restoration in Jersey is poor. For example how many derelict glasshouses have been cleared and land restored when physically
and economically obsolete. A normal condition of approval for glasshouses is restoration. This condition has never been enforced by the Island
of Jersey! Land is left derelict in the “Hope” of change of use to residential. This will no doubt happen again due to weakness of Planning
enforcement without proper guarantees.
8 Highways and traffic concerns
Increase in lorry movements
Please can you confirm the above matters will be considered in this matter

BHLF-ZZ1R2K8Y-5

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Objection
As a tourist to Jersey the area is much loved by walkers, cyclists, families, nature lovers and historians – both local and visitor alike, all of whom
appreciate its quiet lanes and unspoilt beauty. This is why we love coming to the island as we have made many friends with the locals. Jersey
risks having another huge hole blasted out of it by a UK owned quarry and having its very heart ripped out – perhaps unnecessarily.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KSN-N

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to you as a concerned local resident about the proposed quarry expansion at La Gigoulande, which appears to have slipped into an
‘intermediate’ Island Plan without due process and scrutiny.
Specifically this quarry expansion raises the following points of concern:•

ARAP consultants, upon whom the States rely for impartial advice, are getting their information from Granite Products. This is an inherent
conflict of interest.
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The quarry expansion is predicated on very bullish population growth forecasts which is not corroborated by other departments within the
State’s administration.
Why should Jersey be self sufficient in aggregates (at tremendous environmental cost) when as a small island we import nearly everything
else from oil products, to consumer goods? Surely there is a cheaper alternative to import such products from France. The Jersey economy
is based on finance, tourism and agriculture and the quarry expansion does not sit well with either the tourism or agricultural sector.
The quarry expansion will have a detrimental impact on the local environment with the felling of over 200 trees and the permanent closure
of a cycling lane.
Most concerning is the proximity of the quarry expansion to local properties. It is my understanding that some properties will be within
100m of the quarry, when laws in the UK state that quarries must be at least 200m from dwellings. Many residents are already suffering
from the blasting as things currently stand.

I am hopeful that you might be kind to reply with some of your thoughts and that at the very least you can advocate for a proper public
hearing. The current quarry has a mine life of over 8 years, so it would not in any way prejudice Granite Products if the quarry expansion was
delayed by 3 years and was proposed for the more formal upcoming Island Plan in 3 years time.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJC-1

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I strongly oppose the proposed safeguarding of field MY966 for the extraction of minerals. This proposal is based on a process that is
fundamentally flawed and it should be removed for independent scrutiny. The process lacks States of Jersey political endorsement, lacks good
governance, relies almost exclusively on one consultant, cherry picks from UK National Planning Policy Framework (NFFP), lacks independent
scrutiny, relies on information from those who benefit financially, harms the Island’s reputation and gives Islanders a false impression of need.
This process cannot be relied upon to determine that safeguarding MY966 for minerals extraction is an overriding public benefit. The proposed
safeguarding should be removed for these reasons:
1.

No political endorsement

The States of Jersey has never voted on a Minerals strategy for Jersey.
The States of Jersey does not have a Population Policy for Jersey.
2.

Lack of good governance

The Minerals strategy has been based on reports produced by the consultants Arup since 1999. No other consultants have been used in 22
years. It is now accepted that for good corporate governance, accountants and consultants should be periodically changed to provide fresh
ideas, prevent clients and advisors becoming too dependent and close, and to follow best practice. The prime example of ‘why?’ is the 2008
Financial Crisis and the flawed decisions that caused it.
3.

Conflict of interest

Arup are the States of Jersey Planning department’s ‘designated strategic partner.’ Arup advised on 27 Apr 2020 that the Environment Minister
should produce the Bridging Island Plan (BIP) which was published on 19 Apr ’21.
Arup were also employed by the Planning and Environment Minister to produce the following reports that all fed in to the BIP that they (Arup)
had recommended:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

Dec’20. Minerals Waste and Strategy (ArupMWW). £93,750
Dec’20. Employment Study. £28,987
(Dec’20. The Infrastructure Capacity Study. £61,950
Feb’21. Historic Environment review. £42,842
Apr’21. Public Realm and Movement Strategy. £129,500
Apr’21. The Bridging Island Viability note, subcontracted to HDH Planning and Development Ltd £ unavailable
May ’21 Sustainability Appraisal of the BIP (produced by AECOM. Joint venture partner of ARUP) £ unavailable

Not counting 2 of the above reports, Arup have been paid at least £357,029 since advising the Environment Minister to undertake the BIP.
Whilst we do not know when Arup were instructed, nor what instructions they were given, the fact remains that Arup provided the
recommendation to produce the BIP and were remunerated for their consultations feeding into the BIP, which will be seen by many as a conflict
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of interest. Additionally, as Arup have had an effective monopoly on consultancy, and there have been concerns raised about the veracity of
their Minerals Waste and Water report, it is reasonable to have this process independently scrutinised.
4.

National Planning and Policy Framework (NFFP)

The Environment Minister refers to NFFP guidelines for good practice. However, the Minister does not adopt the fundamental requirement
which is for each Planning Authority to have an Aggregates Working Group (AWG) to advise on aggregates policy. This would allow all
stakeholders including the quarries, Tourism, Agriculture, Islanders and politicians to formulate policy. In the UK regional AWG’s meet quarterly.
Consequently, the Minister’s policy for Landbanks appears arbitrary and contrived. What is the logic of removing the need for a sand landbank
of 7 years, yet keeping a 10-year landbank for aggregates? Similarly, where is the logic for a policy that supports importation of sand and then
argues against the importation of aggregates? It is illogical, unexplained and needs independent scrutiny.
Note, London has now adopted a policy of a 7-year aggregates landbank and importation of aggregates via road, rail and primarily sea. (see
Policy 5.20 Aggregates https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan)
5.

Rushed timescale

Arup’s original advice to implement the BIP came with the 2 warnings that:
“The condensed programme is ambitious, but deliverable subject to a substantial and concerted effort to meet the timescales set out” and
“analysis had determined that a 3-year bridging plan was a workable solution. Although it is unclear as to whether it represented the most
suitable solution”. (see States Greffe 2022-24: an analysis of the revised Island Plan review basis (S.R.3/2021) ). These warnings are self-evident in:
a.

b.

c.
d.
e.
6.
a.

b.
c.
d.
e.

the rushed nature of the Arup MWW which leads to limited scenario analysis. For example, if 68,000 tonnes p.a. of sand are imported,
200,000 tonnes p.a. of aggregates are supplied by Ronez (Note Ronez has been given permission to extend its Sorel quarry), and 250,000
tonnes p.a. are produced from secondary/recycled aggregates, then there would be no need for further production from La Gigoulande at
all. There would be no need to safeguard field MY966 nor to import aggregates. The scenarios chosen in the ArupMWW are contrived and
limited. This requires independent scrutiny.
the fact that the Sustainability Appraisal of the BIP produced by AECOM was published after the BIP on 19 May 21. Another clear illogicality
in that a consultant’s report needs to be subject to the Sustainability Appraisal before being included in the BIP. There is also a conflict of
interest between Arup and AECOM who have joint ventures.
the inconsistency of economic assumptions between ArupMWW and the BIP. For example, the BIP assumes population increase of +700
per year for 5 years, but Arup MWW assumes +800/+1500 per year for 20+ years. Incompatible and therefore illogical.
the failure to consider the economic and social impact on the community. For example, the closure of the Greenhills Hotel, consequent loss
of jobs and effect on the removal of an important social hub. This is not in the island’s interest.
the failure to recognise that this proposal will mean that Jersey’s application for Geopark recognition will be refused by UNESCO.
Misleading Islanders and States Members
The process by which this proposal has been arrived at gives Islanders and politicians a distorted and incorrect impression that house and
hospital building planned in the next 10+ years will not be possible unless an extension to La Gigoulande Quarry is approved. This is a
narrative that has been employed by Granite Products in the media. It is therefore essential that this proposal is removed and
independently scrutinised. There are 4 reasons that impression is incorrect.
The hospital and 4,150 homes planned in the BIP will be completed well before La Gigoulande’s reserves are exhausted.
Granite Products have under recorded their winnable reserves by excluding the considerable volume of aggregates under their modular
plant and machinery.
With the approval to extend Ronez’s quarry at Sorel, the primary aggregates source for the Island is secure.
Arup uses inflated population assumptions, artificially increases its baseline annual demand forecast between Dec 2020 and 2021 by 20,000
tonnes and does not allow for increases in planned recycled aggregates.

Conclusion
Given the lack of process detailed above, the conflicts of interest, and the surprising purchase of field MY966 for £1.65million, it is extremely
important that all aspects of this proposal to safeguard are carefully reviewed by political scrutiny and independent advisors with minerals
extraction expertise. Therefore, it is in the Island’s best interest and for its good reputation that the proposal to safeguard MY966 should be
removed from the BIP.
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[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

Please include me in any public or private consultations and meetings that the Independent Inspectors hold with respect to the safeguarding of
field MY966.
Thank you for your attention and consideration of the above.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K55-X

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I strongly oppose the proposed safeguarding of field MY966 for the extraction of minerals. This proposal needs to be removed from the
Bridging Island Plan (BIP) to allow urgent, independent scrutiny.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

The Minister for Planning and Environment said in the States Assembly about this proposal:
“the evidence base for its inclusion was set out in the Minerals, Waste and Water Study which was produced by Arup and published in
December 2020”.
However, Arup Mineral Waste and Water Dec’20 report (Arup report) cannot be relied on by the Minister. Independent review by KEPlanning
states:
“We do think that the Arup report is flawed and irretrievably biased because they only had access to data provided by those financially
interested in the outcome of the report. Effectively the report reads as though Arup were given the answer to the question that they were being
asked, and then produced a report justifying that conclusion”
The Arup report only uses data for La Gigoulande quarry supplied by Granite Products (GP) It substantially understates winnable reserves.
Assumptions conflict with the BIP. There is no detailed or credible analysis of importation. The methodology inflates expected demand. The
scenarios are limited and contrived. There is no analysis of future housebuilding methods. These are the reasons for removal and independent
scrutiny:
1.

Conflict of interest

The Arup report uses data for La Gigoulande’s reserves provided from sources listed on page 9, section 2.1 of the ARUP report. This information
is supplied by Granite Products(GP) alone. GP will financially benefit from that information. Nobody has audited GP’s reserves.
2.

Understated reserves.

Arup states, page 11 figure 1, 2.2.2 that La Gigoulande has 900,000 tonnes of ‘economically’ winnable reserves.
This is an extraordinarily misleading statement. GP has failed to include the reserves:
a.

Under the site of La Gigoulande’s old plant and machinery, which was replaced in 2018.

Simon Clowes, MD Granite Products, states that there are 6 years reserves under the site of their old plant and machinery. That is approximately
.75 million tonnes. (see P/2016/1437) https://www.brett.co.uk/news/granite-products-jersey-5ab821bf543b46b486e63d3c9c31ca48-globetrotting-concrete-plant-installed-at-granite-products)
b.

Under the existing modular plant and machinery installed in 2018 (P/2016/1437) and also the crushing and screening plant installed in 2006
(P/2006/0427).

These reserves can be estimated by comparison to the reserves in field MY966. GP’s estimation is that there are 4 million tonnes in field MY966.
The new modular plant and machinery sits on a site approximately 60% the size of field MY966. Allowing for slopes, access and practical site
issues, that would imply at least 2 million tonnes are winnable. To understand this further see the site photos and permissions in GP’s planning
application (P/2016/1437).
The Arup report, referring to Ronez, states page 18, 2.4.1:
“In geological terms, further granite reserves are present in the existing quarry but in order to work them the current processing plant, asphalt
plant and associated ancillary infrastructure would need to be demolished. The asphalt plant would need to be relocated and new crushing and
screening plant purchased before it would be possible to work these remaining reserves.”
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It is assumed that this information was supplied by Ronez. It is misleading that GP did not provide Arup with the same information. It is also
illogical that Arup did not analyse this difference between the Island’s 2 main quarries.
Granite Products chose where to move their plant, machinery and crushers to, both in 2006 and 2018. That was their commercial decision which
has been very profitable for them. GP knew that there were considerable winnable aggregate reserves at those sites. It is therefore logical and
reasonable that GP should be required to move their machinery to allow aggregates extraction. The new plant and machinery are modular so
easier to move. Additionally quarries will need to repair and replace parts as part of their normal business. Any temporary stoppage in
aggregates extraction will not be a problem, as primary aggregates supply can be easily met by Ronez’s Sorel quarry. It is illogical and
unreasonable for GP to extend into field MY966 purely because it is more profitable for GP and ‘suits’ their business model. The Island of Jersey
should not be expected to pay for GP’s profits.
3.

Winnable reserves

The total winnable reserves at La Gigoulande are likely to exceed 3.5 million tonnes, or approximately 28 years based on 2019 demand. Even if
the estimation in 1 (ii) above was only 1 million, equivalent to Ronez’s reserves under their Sorel plant and machinery, then there would still be
approximately 2.6+ million tonnes of winnable reserves (900kt + 750kt + 1mt) or a conservative 20+ years.
4.

Inconsistencies between 2011 Island Plan and Arup’s report

Page 379 of States of Jersey Island Plan 2011, states:
“The operating company presently estimates there are approximately 3.2 million tonnes of consented reserves remaining at the quarry, a
theoretical life expectancy of 27 years at current average extraction rates (118,000 tonnes per annum).”
There is a foot note that specifically confirms that these are “1.estimated reserves at the start of 2011”
However, this does not make sense when compared to Arup’s 2020 report. On page 11, section 2.2.2, figure 1 of Arup, the stated recent average
annual output from La Gigoulande is 0.125 million tonnes. Applied over a ten-year period, this would equate to 1.25 million tonnes of aggregate
extracted, of the 3.2 million tonnes remaining in 2011. There should therefore be approximately 1.95 million tonnes remaining, not the 900,000
tonnes stated in Arup.
One possible explanation, though somewhat tentative, is offered in SLR’s submission on behalf of Ronez’s planning application(P/2016/0714)
which states:
“However, it is understood that the statement of reserves of 3.2Mt at La Gigoulande Quarry does not reflect the real situation. The figure of
3.2Mt appears to have come through from the 2000 Jersey Mineral Strategy and was not updated in the 2011 Island plan nor the 2016 revision.
Accordingly, if the reserves were 3.2 Mt 20 years ago, and taking an average annual production rate of 100,000t, then the remaining reserves are
closer to 1.2Mt.”
Strangely GP made no effort to correct this statement at the time. It would be reasonable to assume that GP would have read everything
pertaining to La Gigoulande in the 2011 Island Plan.
A second possibility is that Granite Products have previously supplied incorrect data on their reserves and have continued to do so.
Either way, if the winnable reserves under modular plant, machinery and crushers are counted, then the current reserves at La Gigoulande have
been substantially underestimated and there are still 20+ years of winnable reserves.
Note, even SLR, on behalf of Ronez, believes that GP have underestimated their reserves by a conservative 300,000 tonnes, ie approximately
three years.
5.

States of Jersey vote on 2011 Island Plan

It is also alarming that by relying on GP’s and Arup’s data, the States of Jersey will have voted on the 2011 Island Plan and 2014 amendments,
both of which contained materially false information.
6.

Misleading
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Arup’s continual reference to GP’s reserves as ‘economically’ winnable is completely misleading. The reserves under their modular plant and
machinery are all totally winnable and GP should be expected to extract them. GP should be required to declare all their reserves. An
independent audit of their reserves is urgently required.
By contrast, Ronez who operate the Sorel quarry, have been completely transparent about the fact that they have 1 million tonnes of aggregates
beneath their plant and machinery. Ronez have also stated that they will extract those winnable reserves. The precedent is clear.
7.

Aggregates landbank

Ronez have now secured a further 2 million tonnes of reserves at their Sorel quarry (P/2016/0714). Adding this to their existing and declared
reserves of 1 million tonnes under their plant and machinery, Ronez have approximately 3.5 million tonnes which are winnable.
Assuming a conservative 2.5 million tonnes of reserves at La Gigoulande and 3.5 million at Ronez’s Sorel quarry, there is a landbank of at least 6
million tonnes or 24 years even assuming a very high 250,000 tonnes per year demand for primary aggregates. This is in excess of the UK’s
National Planning and Policy Framework guidelines.
There is no logical landbank related reason that requires field MY 966 to be safeguarded.
8.

Island’s need

Policy MR1 of the 2011 Island Plan states for new or extended workings:
“Proposals for the winning and working of crushed rock and sand outside permitted sites will only be granted consent where….they are required
to meet a proven need, whether this be an actual or forecast shortfall in the crushed rock “
Arup does not make a credible, reliable or fact checked case for any proven need.
The proposal for safeguarding field MY966 will, despite the rigours of a planning application, lead to a presumption for minerals extraction
being approved. To safeguard field MY966, without being 100% certain that it is in the Island’s need and to its benefit, would be a mistake that
the Island would have to live with for at least 30 years.
9.

Secondary/recycled aggregates

Arup’s report states on page 11 2.6.1 fig 2 that secondary aggregates amount to 190,000 tonnes, and yet the correct amount is on page 41 3.5.4
which states 257,000 tonnes. Secondary aggregates are an essential part of the scenario analysis. This is incompetent, inconsistent and
completely biased towards minerals extraction in field MY966.
In 10.21 of the 2011 Island Plan and its 2014 amendments, it states:
“minimising, as far as practicable, demand for primary aggregates (primarily by use of secondary and recycled aggregates)”
and previous Island Plans stipulated that La Gigoulande was not earmarked as having a long-term future and should in fact focus on recycling.
St Peter’s parish gave their consent to the changes to St Peter’s valley on the basis that the inert waste permission would mark the end of
quarrying at La Gigoulande.
The full use of secondary aggregates is ignored by Arup. Why has this emphasis disappeared from Arup’s report when it is a States’ policy to
reuse and recycle?
All the licensed operators are expanding their operations and efficiency. Arup gives no weight to this in its report.
10. Forecasting demand for aggregates
The Arup report predicts future demand for aggregates from population forecasts.
The States of Jersey has no official population policy.
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There is considerable resistance from Islanders to continued population increases. The Jersey Employment Group, endorsed by the Chief
Minister Senator Le Fondre, forecasts a quarter of jobs could become obsolete in Jersey (see Jersey Evening Post 08/07/21). Whilst the States of
Jersey will mitigate these losses through new skills training, the substantive point is that there are many reasons for the population of Jersey to
remain closer to current levels.
There is also considerable inconsistency in annual population increases between the BIP and the reports that feed into it. For example:
a.
b.
c.

BIP assumes +700 people per year until 2025, and then assumes a States policy will be agreed on.
The Sustainability appraisal of the BIP assumes +610 people per year
The Arup report, confusingly and inconsistently, applies a range of +800 to +1500 increase per year for 20 years.

Arup’s assumptions inflate future demand compared to the BIP. For example, a change of 100 per year of population equates to 1,000 tonnes of
demand each year.
11.

Baseline effects

Arup’s report, arbitrarily and confusingly, increases the baseline annual demand for aggregates for Dec 2020 from 480,000/485,000 to 500,000
tonnes per year at the start of 2021. This is despite Covid and a falling Jersey population for 2020/21. This is totally unjustified. It artificially
inflates forecast demand for aggregates and creates an artificially biased argument for mineral extraction in field MY966.
12. Baseline effects, population assumptions and field MY966
It is very strange that the Arup report does not state what Arup thinks is the actual primary aggregates shortfall that La Gigoulande needs to
provide by 2031. It does not quantify the benefit to the Island in accepting the destruction of an agricultural field, extinguishment of a green
lane and the loss of much-loved country hotel.
The only estimate that Arup provides can be deduced from Scenario B 1.3 which states that the required imports would be 135,000 tonnes per
year in 2031. Arup state that sand imports will be 68,000 tonnes per year, so the shortfall would be 67,000 tonnes of primary aggregates.
Removing the baseline effect, and aligning the population assumptions to those in the BIP, means that Arup’s forecast is overstated by
approximately 30,000 tonnes per year. It is highly probable, even using Arup’s substantially underestimated aggregates reserves data, that by
2031 the Island will only face a maximum shortfall of 37,000 tonnes per year of primary aggregates. This is approximately 7% of total annual
aggregates required in the forecast for 2031. This can easily be provided by importation or through efficiencies in secondary aggregates
production. The reality is that La Gigoulande will not be needed as a supplier of primary aggregates when its reserves are exhausted.
13. Cost of aggregates importation
The Arup report provides a completely misleading analysis of importation costs. Its evidence is illogical, contrived and biased in favour of using
field MY966 for minerals extraction. For example:
a.
b.
c.
d.

e.

In table 2.7, page 28 Arup states aggregates are 1.93 times more expensive to import.
However, on page 27 Steve Tanner director of Ports of Jersey states that “imports of sand or other aggregates could be achieved
competitively with locally produced products”
Even Ronez who have a commercial interest in not having aggregates imported state that importation would only be 25% more expensive.
Most informative is the Council of Ministers’ opinion, represented by Deputy Chief Minister Lyndon Farnham, 1 Jul 2021 who said in ‘Ask the
Ministers’ (22mins in) that importation of aggregates could be cheaper than those produced on island.
twitter.com/i/broadcasts/1OwxWVVPRRQJQ https://twitter.com/i/broadcasts/1OwxWVVPRRQJQ
It is a horrendously misleading and illogical statement for Arup to state in their shortlist scenarios that:

“It is expected that importation of materials would effectively double minerals costs. This would have a knock-on impact on construction costs. It
may also impact on the Government of Jersey's ability to ask for affordable housing”
It is wrong to misinform and scare Islanders and States members who rely on Arup’s report in good faith. The cost of importing aggregates is
one of the main arguments for minerals extraction in field MY966. This needs urgent independent scrutiny.
14. Ports of Jersey aggregates importation facilities.
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The Arup report fails to analyse Ports of Jersey facilities for partial importation of aggregates. Arup’s scenario analysis assumes that all
aggregates would be imported, requiring huge infrastructure changes. This is blatantly wrong. Steve Tanner at Ports of Jersey has confirmed
that in addition to the planned 68,000 tonnes per year of sand imports, an extra 70,000 tonnes per year of aggregates importation would be
easily managed. It would simply require 2 years preparation. This would satisfy scenario B1.3 importation requirement.
15. Emissions and net zero target:
The Arup report fails to analyse emissions relating to La Gigoulande and aggregates importation.
We are an island. We have to import food and almost all building materials. A significant factor in understanding the impact of predicted
emissions is distinguishing between direct (on-island) emissions and indirect (off-island) emissions. Internationally recognised standards mean
that emissions associated with the quarrying of rock will be accounted for in the jurisdiction that the activities occur, and emissions associated
with shipping are accounted for in the jurisdiction where the fuel is sold.
Quarrying in field MY966 will definitely increase emissions from La Gigoulande. Therefore the most likely outcome is that the proposal to
safeguard field MY966 will in fact make it more difficult for Jersey to meet its net zero target.
What Jersey must do is import responsibly by choosing countries that will supply our food and building materials and which offset the emissions
caused from transportation.
16. Scenarios
The Arup report’s scenarios are limited and contrived. For example, for B1.3 if it was assumed that there are 250,000 tonnes of secondary
aggregates, then there would be no need to import aggregates at all (Ronez=249kt, secondary=250kt, sand = 68kt, Total =557kt). There would
in fact be excess supply.
Arup’s cursory and limited analysis leads to a biased conclusion in favour of minerals extraction in field MY966. This urgently requires
independent scrutiny.
17. Surveys
Arup’s report has completely ignored surveys in Annex D:
“Views expressed through responses to the Strategic Issues and Options consultation suggested support for minerals import infrastructure 71% of respondents felt that creating facilities at St Helier Harbour to enable future importation of minerals to offset any reductions in local
supply would be very acceptable or fairly acceptable”
Conclusion:
The Arup report is a conflicted report that has an unreliable source of evidence. It uses inflated population assumptions and illogically biased
baseline forecasts. Arup’s analysis on the costs of importation is totally misleading and Arup also fails to analyse the Ports of Jersey’s ability to
handle imports. Furthermore, the range of scenarios is limited and appears contrived to a predetermined conclusion.
The evidence base points to La Gigoulande not being needed as a supplier of primary aggregates when current reserves are exhausted.
To justify safeguarding field MY966 there must be an unequivocal proof that it is necessary for the need and benefit of Jersey. That case has not
been made.
The Minister for Planning and the Environment and the Planning department have been misinformed. Arup’s report cannot be relied on as
evidence-based and therefore the proposal to safeguard field MY966 needs to be removed from the Bridging Island Plan to allow independent
forensic scrutiny.
I would like to be included in any public or private consultations and meetings that the Independent Inspectors hold with respect to the
safeguarding of field MY966. Due to the short timescale, and late publication, I would also like to reserve the right to provide further evidence
and submissions relating to detailed forensic analysis of the Arup report and the background to this proposal, from advisors including but not
limited to KEPlanning.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KMJ-B

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I strongly oppose the proposed safeguarding of field MY966 for the extraction of minerals. This proposal needs to be removed from the
Bridging Island Plan (BIP) to allow urgent, independent scrutiny.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

The Minister for Planning and Environment said in the States Assembly about this proposal:
“the evidence base for its inclusion was set out in the Minerals, Waste and Water Study which was produced by Arup and published in
December 2020”.
However, Arup Mineral Waste and Water Dec’20 report (Arup report) cannot be relied on by the Minister. Independent review by KEPlanning
states:
“We do think that the Arup report is flawed and irretrievably biased because they only had access to data provided by those financially
interested in the outcome of the report. Effectively the report reads as though Arup were given the answer to the question that they were being
asked, and then produced a report justifying that conclusion”
The Arup report only uses data for La Gigoulande quarry supplied by Granite Products (GP) It substantially understates winnable reserves.
Assumptions conflict with the BIP. There is no detailed or credible analysis of importation. The methodology inflates expected demand. The
scenarios are limited and contrived. There is no analysis of future housebuilding methods. These are the reasons for removal and independent
scrutiny:
1.

Conflict of interest

The Arup report uses data for La Gigoulande’s reserves provided from sources listed on page 9, section 2.1 of the ARUP report. This information
is supplied by Granite Products(GP) alone. GP will financially benefit from that information. Nobody has audited GP’s reserves.
2.

Understated reserves.

Arup states, page 11 figure 1, 2.2.2 that La Gigoulande has 900,000 tonnes of ‘economically’ winnable reserves.
This is an extraordinarily misleading statement. GP has failed to include the reserves:
a.

Under the site of La Gigoulande’s old plant and machinery, which was replaced in 2018.

Simon Clowes, MD Granite Products, states that there are 6 years reserves under the site of their old plant and machinery. That is approximately
.75 million tonnes. (see P/2016/1437) https://www.brett.co.uk/news/granite-products-jersey-5ab821bf543b46b486e63d3c9c31ca48-globetrotting-concrete-plant-installed-at-granite-products)
b) Under the existing modular plant and machinery installed in 2018 (P/2016/1437) and also the crushing and screening plant installed in 2006
(P/2006/0427).
These reserves can be estimated by comparison to the reserves in field MY966. GP’s estimation is that there are 4 million tonnes in field MY966.
The new modular plant and machinery sits on a site approximately 60% the size of field MY966. Allowing for slopes, access and practical site
issues, that would imply at least 2 million tonnes are winnable. To understand this further see the site photos and permissions in GP’s planning
application (P/2016/1437).
The Arup report, referring to Ronez, states page 18, 2.4.1:
“In geological terms, further granite reserves are present in the existing quarry but in order to work them the current processing plant, asphalt
plant and associated ancillary infrastructure would need to be demolished. The asphalt plant would need to be relocated and new crushing and
screening plant purchased before it would be possible to work these remaining reserves.”
It is assumed that this information was supplied by Ronez. It is misleading that GP did not provide Arup with the same information. It is also
illogical that Arup did not analyse this difference between the Island’s 2 main quarries.
Granite Products chose where to move their plant, machinery and crushers to, both in 2006 and 2018. That was their commercial decision which
has been very profitable for them. GP knew that there were considerable winnable aggregate reserves at those sites. It is therefore logical and
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reasonable that GP should be required to move their machinery to allow aggregates extraction. The new plant and machinery are modular so
easier to move. Additionally quarries will need to repair and replace parts as part of their normal business. Any temporary stoppage in
aggregates extraction will not be a problem, as primary aggregates supply can be easily met by Ronez’s Sorel quarry. It is illogical and
unreasonable for GP to extend into field MY966 purely because it is more profitable for GP and ‘suits’ their business model. The Island of Jersey
should not be expected to pay for GP’s profits.
3.

Winnable reserves

The total winnable reserves at La Gigoulande are likely to exceed 3.5 million tonnes, or approximately 28 years based on 2019 demand. Even if
the estimation in 1 (ii) above was only 1 million, equivalent to Ronez’s reserves under their Sorel plant and machinery, then there would still be
approximately 2.6+ million tonnes of winnable reserves (900kt + 750kt + 1mt) or a conservative 20+ years.
4.

Inconsistencies between 2011 Island Plan and Arup’s report

Page 379 of States of Jersey Island Plan 2011, states:
“The operating company presently estimates there are approximately 3.2 million tonnes of consented reserves remaining at the quarry, a
theoretical life expectancy of 27 years at current average extraction rates (118,000 tonnes per annum).”
There is a foot note that specifically confirms that these are “1.estimated reserves at the start of 2011”
However, this does not make sense when compared to Arup’s 2020 report. On page 11, section 2.2.2, figure 1 of Arup, the stated recent average
annual output from La Gigoulande is 0.125 million tonnes. Applied over a ten-year period, this would equate to 1.25 million tonnes of aggregate
extracted, of the 3.2 million tonnes remaining in 2011. There should therefore be approximately 1.95 million tonnes remaining, not the 900,000
tonnes stated in Arup.
One possible explanation, though somewhat tentative, is offered in SLR’s submission on behalf of Ronez’s planning application(P/2016/0714)
which states:
“However, it is understood that the statement of reserves of 3.2Mt at La Gigoulande Quarry does not reflect the real situation. The figure of
3.2Mt appears to have come through from the 2000 Jersey Mineral Strategy and was not updated in the 2011 Island plan nor the 2016 revision.
Accordingly, if the reserves were 3.2 Mt 20 years ago, and taking an average annual production rate of 100,000t, then the remaining reserves are
closer to 1.2Mt.”
Strangely GP made no effort to correct this statement at the time. It would be reasonable to assume that GP would have read everything
pertaining to La Gigoulande in the 2011 Island Plan.
A second possibility is that Granite Products have previously supplied incorrect data on their reserves and have continued to do so.
Either way, if the winnable reserves under modular plant, machinery and crushers are counted, then the current reserves at La Gigoulande have
been substantially underestimated and there are still 20+ years of winnable reserves.
Note, even SLR, on behalf of Ronez, believes that GP have underestimated their reserves by a conservative 300,000 tonnes, ie approximately
three years.
5.

States of Jersey vote on 2011 Island Plan

It is also alarming that by relying on GP’s and Arup’s data, the States of Jersey will have voted on the 2011 Island Plan and 2014 amendments,
both of which contained materially false information.
6.

Misleading

Arup’s continual reference to GP’s reserves as ‘economically’ winnable is completely misleading. The reserves under their modular plant and
machinery are all totally winnable and GP should be expected to extract them. GP should be required to declare all their reserves. An
independent audit of their reserves is urgently required.
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By contrast, Ronez who operate the Sorel quarry, have been completely transparent about the fact that they have 1 million tonnes of aggregates
beneath their plant and machinery. Ronez have also stated that they will extract those winnable reserves. The precedent is clear.
7.

Aggregates landbank

Ronez have now secured a further 2 million tonnes of reserves at their Sorel quarry (P/2016/0714). Adding this to their existing and declared
reserves of 1 million tonnes under their plant and machinery, Ronez have approximately 3.5 million tonnes which are winnable.
Assuming a conservative 2.5 million tonnes of reserves at La Gigoulande and 3.5 million at Ronez’s Sorel quarry, there is a landbank of at least 6
million tonnes or 24 years even assuming a very high 250,000 tonnes per year demand for primary aggregates. This is in excess of the UK’s
National Planning and Policy Framework guidelines.
There is no logical landbank related reason that requires field MY 966 to be safeguarded.
8.

Island’s need

Policy MR1 of the 2011 Island Plan states for new or extended workings:
“Proposals for the winning and working of crushed rock and sand outside permitted sites will only be granted consent where….they are required
to meet a proven need, whether this be an actual or forecast shortfall in the crushed rock “
Arup does not make a credible, reliable or fact checked case for any proven need.
The proposal for safeguarding field MY966 will, despite the rigours of a planning application, lead to a presumption for minerals extraction
being approved. To safeguard field MY966, without being 100% certain that it is in the Island’s need and to its benefit, would be a mistake that
the Island would have to live with for at least 30 years.
9.

Secondary/recycled aggregates

Arup’s report states on page 11 2.6.1 fig 2 that secondary aggregates amount to 190,000 tonnes, and yet the correct amount is on page 41 3.5.4
which states 257,000 tonnes. Secondary aggregates are an essential part of the scenario analysis. This is incompetent, inconsistent and
completely biased towards minerals extraction in field MY966.
In 10.21 of the 2011 Island Plan and its 2014 amendments, it states:
“minimising, as far as practicable, demand for primary aggregates (primarily by use of secondary and recycled aggregates)”
and previous Island Plans stipulated that La Gigoulande was not earmarked as having a long-term future and should in fact focus on recycling.
St Peter’s parish gave their consent to the changes to St Peter’s valley on the basis that the inert waste permission would mark the end of
quarrying at La Gigoulande.
The full use of secondary aggregates is ignored by Arup. Why has this emphasis disappeared from Arup’s report when it is a States’ policy to
reuse and recycle?
All the licensed operators are expanding their operations and efficiency. Arup gives no weight to this in its report.
10. Forecasting demand for aggregates
The Arup report predicts future demand for aggregates from population forecasts.
The States of Jersey has no official population policy.
There is considerable resistance from Islanders to continued population increases. The Jersey Employment Group, endorsed by the Chief
Minister Senator Le Fondre, forecasts a quarter of jobs could become obsolete in Jersey (see Jersey Evening Post 08/07/21). Whilst the States of
Jersey will mitigate these losses through new skills training, the substantive point is that there are many reasons for the population of Jersey to
remain closer to current levels.
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There is also considerable inconsistency in annual population increases between the BIP and the reports that feed into it. For example:
a.
b.
c.

BIP assumes +700 people per year until 2025, and then assumes a States policy will be agreed on.
The Sustainability appraisal of the BIP assumes +610 people per year
The Arup report, confusingly and inconsistently, applies a range of +800 to +1500 increase per year for 20 years.

Arup’s assumptions inflate future demand compared to the BIP. For example, a change of 100 per year of population equates to 1,000 tonnes of
demand each year.
11.

Baseline effects

Arup’s report, arbitrarily and confusingly, increases the baseline annual demand for aggregates for Dec 2020 from 480,000/485,000 to 500,000
tonnes per year at the start of 2021. This is despite Covid and a falling Jersey population for 2020/21. This is totally unjustified. It artificially
inflates forecast demand for aggregates and creates an artificially biased argument for mineral extraction in field MY966.
12. Baseline effects, population assumptions and field MY966
It is very strange that the Arup report does not state what Arup thinks is the actual primary aggregates shortfall that La Gigoulande needs to
provide by 2031. It does not quantify the benefit to the Island in accepting the destruction of an agricultural field, extinguishment of a green
lane and the loss of much-loved country hotel.
The only estimate that Arup provides can be deduced from Scenario B 1.3 which states that the required imports would be 135,000 tonnes per
year in 2031. Arup state that sand imports will be 68,000 tonnes per year, so the shortfall would be 67,000 tonnes of primary aggregates.
Removing the baseline effect, and aligning the population assumptions to those in the BIP, means that Arup’s forecast is overstated by
approximately 30,000 tonnes per year. It is highly probable, even using Arup’s substantially underestimated aggregates reserves data, that by
2031 the Island will only face a maximum shortfall of 37,000 tonnes per year of primary aggregates. This is approximately 7% of total annual
aggregates required in the forecast for 2031. This can easily be provided by importation or through efficiencies in secondary aggregates
production. The reality is that La Gigoulande will not be needed as a supplier of primary aggregates when its reserves are exhausted.
13. Cost of aggregates importation
The Arup report provides a completely misleading analysis of importation costs. Its evidence is illogical, contrived and biased in favour of using
field MY966 for minerals extraction. For example:
a.
b.
c.
d.

In table 2.7, page 28 Arup states aggregates are 1.93 times more expensive to import.
However, on page 27 Steve Tanner director of Ports of Jersey states that “imports of sand or other aggregates could be achieved
competitively with locally produced products”
Even Ronez who have a commercial interest in not having aggregates imported state that importation would only be 25% more expensive.
Most informative is the Council of Ministers’ opinion, represented by Deputy Chief Minister Lyndon Farnham, 1 Jul 2021 who said in ‘Ask the
Ministers’ (22mins in) that importation of aggregates could be cheaper than those produced on island.

twitter.com/i/broadcasts/1OwxWVVPRRQJQ https://twitter.com/i/broadcasts/1OwxWVVPRRQJQ
e.

It is a horrendously misleading and illogical statement for Arup to state in their shortlist scenarios that:

“It is expected that importation of materials would effectively double minerals costs. This would have a knock-on impact on construction costs. It
may also impact on the Government of Jersey's ability to ask for affordable housing”
It is wrong to misinform and scare Islanders and States members who rely on Arup’s report in good faith. The cost of importing aggregates is
one of the main arguments for minerals extraction in field MY966. This needs urgent independent scrutiny.
14. Ports of Jersey aggregates importation facilities.
The Arup report fails to analyse Ports of Jersey facilities for partial importation of aggregates. Arup’s scenario analysis assumes that all
aggregates would be imported, requiring huge infrastructure changes. This is blatantly wrong. Steve Tanner at Ports of Jersey has confirmed
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that in addition to the planned 68,000 tonnes per year of sand imports, an extra 70,000 tonnes per year of aggregates importation would be
easily managed. It would simply require 2 years preparation. This would satisfy scenario B1.3 importation requirement.
15. Emissions and net zero target:
The Arup report fails to analyse emissions relating to La Gigoulande and aggregates importation.
We are an island. We have to import food and almost all building materials. A significant factor in understanding the impact of predicted
emissions is distinguishing between direct (on-island) emissions and indirect (off-island) emissions. Internationally recognised standards mean
that emissions associated with the quarrying of rock will be accounted for in the jurisdiction that the activities occur, and emissions associated
with shipping are accounted for in the jurisdiction where the fuel is sold.
Quarrying in field MY966 will definitely increase emissions from La Gigoulande. Therefore the most likely outcome is that the proposal to
safeguard field MY966 will in fact make it more difficult for Jersey to meet its net zero target.
What Jersey must do is import responsibly by choosing countries that will supply our food and building materials and which offset the emissions
caused from transportation.
16. Scenarios
The Arup report’s scenarios are limited and contrived. For example, for B1.3 if it was assumed that there are 250,000 tonnes of secondary
aggregates, then there would be no need to import aggregates at all (Ronez=249kt, secondary=250kt, sand = 68kt, Total =557kt). There would
in fact be excess supply.
Arup’s cursory and limited analysis leads to a biased conclusion in favour of minerals extraction in field MY966. This urgently requires
independent scrutiny.
17. Surveys
Arup’s report has completely ignored surveys in Annex D:
“Views expressed through responses to the Strategic Issues and Options consultation suggested support for minerals import infrastructure 71% of respondents felt that creating facilities at St Helier Harbour to enable future importation of minerals to offset any reductions in local
supply would be very acceptable or fairly acceptable”
Conclusion:
The Arup report is a conflicted report that has an unreliable source of evidence. It uses inflated population assumptions and illogically biased
baseline forecasts. Arup’s analysis on the costs of importation is totally misleading and Arup also fails to analyse the Ports of Jersey’s ability to
handle imports. Furthermore, the range of scenarios is limited and appears contrived to a predetermined conclusion.
The evidence base points to La Gigoulande not being needed as a supplier of primary aggregates when current reserves are exhausted.
To justify safeguarding field MY966 there must be an unequivocal proof that it is necessary for the need and benefit of Jersey. That case has not
been made.
The Minister for Planning and the Environment and the Planning department have been misinformed. Arup’s report cannot be relied on as
evidence-based and therefore the proposal to safeguard field MY966 needs to be removed from the Bridging Island Plan to allow independent
forensic scrutiny.
I would like to be included in any public or private consultations and meetings that the Independent Inspectors hold with respect to the
safeguarding of field MY966. Due to the short timescale, and late publication, I would also like to reserve the right to provide further evidence
and submissions relating to detailed forensic analysis of the Arup report and the background to this proposal, from advisors including but not
limited to KEPlanning.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K8A-D

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

The people of Jersey have experienced a period of their history in which their rights were circumnavigated, my mother being one of them, by a
single man’s will and those who followed him. For almost five years the Islanders of Jersey suffered under this tyranny that deprived them of
their rights to freedom of movement and the availability of their food and water. The occupiers enforced an alien law system that stopped the
Islanders’ influence over their own future.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

Liberation gave them back the code of law that they had been brought up to and their influence upon that code. No longer could extreme
decisions be made, as had been by a tyrannical dictator, over their freedoms, so they could ensure their quality of life was maintained.
Due to my mother I subsequently visited Jersey every year, for the first sixteen years of my life. It was always a paradise, despite the scarring
upon the landscape left by its occupiers. The occupation was a period of time that my mother rarely wants to talk about, but she has remained
proud of the Island and her family who still live there. I now visit with my children.
It appears that the rights of Jersey’s inhabitants are once again having their rights circumnavigated, in that there is an attempt to have their
future dictated by a minority. This time it is being done by the use of the legal system, by hiding changes in laws that will affect the people of
Jersey’s future wellbeing, attempting to keep this legislation hidden from oversight.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Who are the interested parties who will gain from the conversion of “Field MY966”.
It is definitely not the local inhabitants who live in the vicinity of the field
It is not the wildlife who inhabit the two hundred trees that are to be felled
It is unlikely to be the farmers who draw water from wells for crops and livestock
It unlikely be of assistance to the Tourist Board and local vendors
“Granite Products”, who purchased “Field MY966” at the greatly inflated figure of £1.65 million, for agricultural land believe they will gain.
o “Granite Products” have applied for the field to be re-designated, to allow quarrying
“ARUP Consultants” who provide consultation to The State of Jersey are currently gaining from their consultants fee and may have
investment interests in “Granite Products”
Those drafting the “Island Plan” for the “The State of Jersey” must believe that the State of Jersey will benefit or that they will personally
gain from interests in the plan.

This is an issue that needs to be brought out for full public scrutiny, with clear visibility shown of all the interests held by all parties.
This is not a matter that should be allowed to be dictated by a hidden minority, but should be fully transparent for public review, so that the
viewpoints of the people of Jersey can be taken into consideration. The people of Jersey have the right to continue to maintain their influence
over their future and what affects the quality of their life.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KH1-D

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I strongly oppose the proposed safeguarding of field MY966 for the extraction of minerals. Field MY966 is too close to sensitive receptors and
dwellings. These are my reasons:

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

1.

Proximity

Listed houses referenced in volumes 1 and 2 of Joan Stevens’ ‘Old Jersey Houses’ and marked on the Duke of Richmond map of Jersey (1795)
are located close to field MY966. These houses form a rich and important part of Jersey’s heritage. Successive generations have correctly strived
to protect and preserve these properties from structural abuse and damage. These properties include Haut de Mont Farm, L’Aleval, L’Aleval
House, Stuart Farm, and the Greenhills hotel. The nearest listed wall is 130 m from MY966. The nearest dwelling, Magnolia Manor, is 127m south
of MY966. The Greenhills Hotel is 225m away from MY966. Additionally, there are listed German Occupation Sites on the boundary of St Peter
fields 480 and 484 (HER Reference PE0111) and field MY966.
It is also worth noting that the current location of La Gigoulande quarry is only 330m from the listed Haut de Mont Farm, 100m from the listed
Occupation sites and 260m from Magnolia Manor, which has already been damaged by blasting (reported by Bailiwick Express 27 May 2021).
The quarry owners will argue that air and ground vibrations are within accepted guidelines, however the fact remains that properties have been
damaged by blasting at La Gigoulande quarry. Any extension of quarrying into MY966 would move the site of quarrying substantially closer to
these properties and go against Jersey, UK and International guidelines:
a.

Policy MR1 of the Island Plan states: “developments which would be likely to cause a serious hindrance to the extraction of these reserves,
whether it is directly over the deposits or located close to them will not be permitted”. This policy restricts any development (such as a new
dwelling or barn conversion) which would affect the ability to work the reserves within a quarry. Consequently, this must also mean that as
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field MY966 is close to dwellings and listed buildings, many of which were in existence before La Gigoulande quarry, the field cannot be
used for minerals extraction and it is therefore pointless to safeguard. Otherwise, the Bridging Island Plan would include fields all over
Jersey that would need safeguarding in case of future need. Whilst there is no definition of ‘close’, local authorities in the UK set buffer
zones which are a minimum distance for dwellings from the quarry boundary, which are typically 250m to 500m. Clearly, from any
reasonable assessment, the above distances to a quarry in MY966 would be too close to these properties. Also, further damage to any
property would be incompatible with the Jersey law of Voisinage. (Yates v Reg Skips 2007 JRC237)
On dry days dust and particles from La Gigoulande quarry cover garden furniture and parked cars in surrounding dwellings 500m distance
away. This also includes the garden, swimming pool and carpark of the Greenhills Hotel. La Gigoulande Quarry is sited at one of the highest
points in the Island (Ordinance survey map 330ft) so that the wind carries particles further. This affects the travel distance of finer particles
that cause lung disease. In the UK, and by extension Jersey, quarry applications refer to the 26 year old DETR (1995) for guidance on dust
particles annoyance. DETR (1995) suggests that the vast majority of dust particles responsible for ‘annoyance’ are deposited within 100m –
200m of the source. However the topographic location of La Gigoulande and wind speeds inherent to the Island will push particles much
further. Canada, Australia and New Zealand have all now adopted much more stringent distance requirements as a result of recent
research into severe respiratory and other health problems caused by dust particles. For example, In Australia the Environment Protection
Authority Victoria recommends the following buffer zone distances:

“for Quarry Quarrying, crushing, screening, stockpiling and conveying of rock: Without blasting 250 m, with blasting 500m.”
It needs to be recognised that La Gigoulande quarry is already closer to sensitive receptors and other sites than any UK or international
guideline would reasonably allow. Granite Products’ current permissions are based on out of date scientific analysis which should not be
acceptable or still applied in Jersey. Any extension closer to properties would further increase the risk of serious health issues and be contrary to
any reasonably accepted planning principal.
2.

Agricultural enabling policy

Magnolia Manor, Rue L’Aleval and Mon Bel, Rue Des Aix were built by the current owners on the old Woodside Farm site. Both houses were
subject to an enabling policy set by the States and Planning Department. Both owners were asked and agreed to support the Agricultural
industry in Jersey. They invested £3.5 million to that effect. This was done on the basis that both of those houses would be enjoyed and be a fair
investment. It is completely illogical and unfair for the States to approve a planning policy that goes against a policy that they previously
encouraged. That money would otherwise have come from States’ loans or taxation.
Additionally, to encourage a high value residential development on the basis that it would be a minimum distance from La Gigoulande and then
to reduce that distance is totally unreasonable.
3.

Economic and environmental impact

There has been no economic or environmental impact assessment.
David Seymour, managing director of the Seymour Group, has confirmed that the proposed extension would shut the Greenhills hotel, with the
consequent loss of all jobs. No jobs would be lost at La Gigoulande Quarry which will switch its current work force to inert waste disposal when
reserves are depleted.
Additionally, the loss of an agricultural field in the Green zone and the loss of Rue Bechervaise (green lane) will be a scar on Jersey’s
environmental reputation. The carbon emissions and pollution from operating both a landfill site and a quarry at the same time have not been
considered.
4.

Safeguarding

Safeguarding MY966 will lead to a presumption to approve a planning application from the quarry operators Granite Products owned by Brett
and Sons in the UK. All new quarries and quarry extensions use the safeguarding argument in planning applications. It provides a bias towards
approval. It is well recognised. For example, it was an argument accepted by the Jersey Planning application panel that approved the extension
to the Ronez quarry at Sorel (24/06/21) and confirmed by a politician who sits on the Jersey Planning application panel in an email to a
concerned Islander.
MY966 is owned and controlled by Granite Products. The field is agricultural with a presumption against any development. Unlike some
instances in the UK, this a site on which no development at all is allowed. It cannot be used for a competing industrial use such as warehouses
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or a carpark. The rules are so strict in Jersey that a change of permission would be required even to graze horses. It has nothing to be protected
from.
In conclusion
a.
b.
c.
d.

It is illogical to safeguard a field that is too close in distance to sensitive receptors such as listed buildings, a historic country hotel, listed
occupation sites and other buildings to allow minerals extraction.
It is illogical to consider safeguarding prior to economic and environmental assessment
It is illogical to safeguard field MY966 when no other development is possible anyway
It is illogical to put the commercial interests of a UK company above the Island’s reputation and interest. The sole beneficiary of
safeguarding field MY966 will be the profits of Brett and Sons who own Granite Products, and the increased likelihood that an application
will be successful. It is illogical to say that the Island will be economically impacted through job losses. No jobs will be lost if MY966 remains
an agricultural field.

I would like to be included in any public or private consultations and meetings that the Independent Inspectors hold with respect to the
safeguarding of field MY966.
Thank you for your attention and consideration of the above.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K8K-Q

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I wish to add my voice to the many others who are campaigning to stop the expansion of the quarry into field MY966. Jersey has a huge
opportunity to move forward with greener alternative's - woodcrete, hempcrete and aircrete - all already in existence for over 50 years. To
ignore this would be at the island's peril for future generations. Please do the right thing and change the products to fit the island, not the
island to fit the product.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

BHLF-ZZ1R2KHP-C

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I have recently been informed of the proposed expansion to the Granite Products quarry. After research in to the implications and facts; I have
to say I wholeheartedly disagree with the proposal.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

I find it very concerning how the field was purchased prior to any formal approval of expansion suggesting to me that greed is set to prevail
over the desires of the locals and the environment. The environmental impact from the expansion, including the loss of a characteristically
Jersey green lane, would be immense and highly hypocritical to Jersey’s “green goals”.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

The island is small and every quarry expansion is a great loss. The aggregates required can be imported and/or recycled. There is no valid
reason beyond greed and otherwise poor planning, such as failure to implement population policy thus resulting in the need for the
aggregates, for the expansion.
Together we can keep Jersey’s character, charm and natural beauty. Apart, we fall.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVC-D

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.
My main concerns are it will:

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
Lose a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds, squirrels and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
Adversely affect neighbours nearby
Permit a UK company to profit despite all of the above

All these are worrying facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is far more than the actual value of the land — why?
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[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

Please do not allow the expansion of this quarry.
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — Jersey should be
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials
Thank you for registering this objection.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KCV-D

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Re: Quarry extension
I object to the re-zoning of a green field to allow Granite Products to extend their quarry.
Jersey already has plenty of reserves – enough for the hospital and new homes for its islanders. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to
run plus at least 6 more years beneath its equipment. Ronez has at least 20. This draft island plan is only going to last for the next 3 years. With
well over 30 years of reserves already, why the sudden rush for this rezoning to be done, and why so secretly?
This quarry was never intended as a long-term provider – that was earmarked for Ronez, whilst Granite Products was to concentrate on
recycling. It was stated that the quarry could provide reserves until 2076 with recycling so why do they now claim to have only 8 years left?
Nowhere in the report is recycling mentioned AT ALL as an option, so they conveniently seem to have forgotten what they were tasked with.
The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated wildlife. All
this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs to keep it
running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the quarry
would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it would become
– a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism, and this application flies in the face of two of them.
The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the rush to
rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going to happen.
Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed
through.
Islanders need to know that their elected ministers have been provided with accurate, evidence-based and non-biased facts upon which to base
their decision. The report is anything but. This is a big point – islanders are being duped, and so are our ministers. Jersey has no population
policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 610 per year, for the next five years. So how is it that Granite Product’s report predicts ‘low’
growth rates of 800, medium of 1000 and high of 1,500 for the next 20 years? This is total manipulation of the facts by the quarry in order to
justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it
can not possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1S-R

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

General comments about Minerals extraction and solid waste disposal
It appears to me that the plans to extend the quarry La Gigoulande are flawed to a large degree. For this reason these plans most certainly need
to be removed from the draft island plan for much deeper consideration. More thought should be given to how best to deliver on the island's
plans for future construction and the types of materials which are required and best way to acquire them.
We can not rely on the data provided in the ARUP report. Figures within this report are calculated on predictions of population growth which
suit the purpose of the business, Granite Products and its own financial gains. Until Jersey has a robust population policy, we can not assume
that these figures are realistic. Indeed, this is the exact cause of the problem; 'permitted ' over-population which leads to over-development of
the island and the call for more building materials.
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May I also add that for people living nearby this is extremely disturbing. How can is even be legal to extend a quarry within such a short
distance from peoples' homes? I took a walk around the lanes recently and was astonished by the proximity of the proposed extension to a
number of properties. This also need serious prior assessment as I am sure health and safety is a core concern.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K3U-V

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would like to raise my concerns about the expansion of La Gigoulande Quarry in St Mary into fields close to peoples houses and an hotel.
I have two young children and I would not like to bring them on holiday to an hotel where you can hear dynamite blasts going off and run the
risk of driving/walking into HGVs on the lanes surrounding the hotel.
It’s ludicrous that such an industrial business should be expanded close to a tourist area where guests like to sit outside and enjoy the peace
and quiet and the out door pool.
People choose the area for its peace and quiet, it’s walks and bicycle routes and the ‘get away from it all’ feel.
I can only imagine that this expansion will put the hotel in jeopardy at what is already a difficult time.
Dig up your aggregate at the other quarry which is on the coastline and not affecting people or bring it in from abroad. Jersey imports so much
other stuff that this could surely be added. Prices abroad maybe cheaper too as I understand the building goods prices there are sky high
anyway.
Speak to someone who can advise on this before you expand this quarry.
The loss of beautiful lanes and trees and wildlife would be criminal and not a good advert for the island with tourists.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KP1-N

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.
My main concerns are it will:

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
Lose a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds, squirrels and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
Adversely affect neighbours nearby
Permit a UK company to profit despite all of the above

All these are worrying facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is far more than the actual value of the land — why?
Please do not allow the expansion of this quarry.
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — Jersey should be
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials
Thank you for registering this objection.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KQC-8

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

We have visited Jersey over the past few years and found it to be a pleasant and relaxing place to holiday.
We both enjoy visiting the lovely beaches and wandering down the countless green lanes.
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Friends who live in the parish keep us up to date and were very disappointed to learn of the proposed extension, and were not aware that such
heavy industrial quarrying existed anywhere on the island, which could be extended to encroach upon people's homes. And seriously affect
their day to day lifestyles, including cycling, hiking, birdwatching and other leisure activities.
We had hoped to return to visit the island after this pandemic but will have to think again if quiet country lanes are ruined by quarry noise and
traffic.
This is not what Jersey is synonymous with,,nor should be. Stop this now before the island is ruined forever.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K31-R

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I have been very disturbed to read about the plans for the La Gigoulande Quarry extension. I was born and brought up in Jersey, and although
now resident in England remain a committed Islander.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

I am a frequent visitor, usually staying with family who still live on the Island, and sometimes staying in self-catering accommodation or in
hotels.
One of the many pleasures we enjoy when visiting Jersey are quiet walks and cycle rides in, around and across St Peter's valley.
Only last year I was surprised to cycle past the existing quarry when going down La Rue Bechervaise - on one of the Island's official cycle routes
(6A I think). I thought it a bit of an eyesore at the time ! To hear there are plans to extend it and destroy the lane I cycled down is shocking.
As the world moves to a more environmentally sensitive and sustainable future, I urge you to have consideration for residents, wildlife and
visitors alike in rejecting these plans that will produce very limited commercial value for the Island at considerable cost.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KA5-A

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing in connection to the above project which is included in the Draft Bridging Island Plan, and to add my voice to the opposition to
these proposals and in particular in relation to the impact they will have on the Greenhills Country House Hotel.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

[REDACTED TEXT]. I. Travel Group - the largest travel business in The Channel Islands. Our Group has been offering holidays into Jersey for
almost 40 years and bring over 25,000 visitors to the island each year. We have long-established relationships with the majority of the
accommodation suppliers on the island, including with the Seymour Group and have recommended the Greenhills to many hundreds of visitors.
I also Chair the Tourism, Venues and Attractions Group for Jersey Chamber of Commerce.
The Greenhills Country House Hotel is a very special place, almost unique within the accommodation sector in Jersey, as it is offers a haven of
peace and tranquillity in the middle of the Jersey countryside. And this is one of the key reasons why visitors to the island, choose to stay there.
The location amongst the natural environment creates a special ‘away from it all’ atmosphere that is such an important part of a holiday for
many people today.
And now this is potentially going to be destroyed by the proposal for the extension of the Gigoulande Quarry to within 225 metres of the Hotel,
in order to allow the owners to extract more minerals. Should this be allowed to go ahead it will destroy the very essence of the hotel and lead
to potential visitors looking for alternative options. Leaving aside the impact on the Hotel itself, it will also lead to the destruction of mature
woodlands and fields and the associated wildlife.
Jersey’s visitor economy was for many years in decline, resulting in the closure of hotels and a reduction in serviced accommodation beds from
over 30k in the 1980’s to under 10k beds now. In the 5 years prior to the pandemic, the island had begun to turn this decline around and see
visitor numbers grow again. Investment in product, including hotels, restarted as owners/investors felt more confident for the future of the
industry. However achieving further growth in the industry, post-pandemic, is reliant upon securing the existing accommodation stock and
being able to offer a diverse range of product that will appeal to a broad group of potential visitors. Properties such as the Greenhills Country
House Hotel offer a unique experience and unsurprisingly the hotel is very popular with both visitors and locals, due to its unique setting. The
damage that the quarry development will make to the environment around the hotel – coupled with the noise and pollution it will bring, will
ensure that the very reason why visitors choose the hotel will be destroyed.
For too long, the tourism industry in Jersey has been regarded as the sick cousin of Jersey’s economy. This despite the fact that it provides
employment for thousands of islanders and delivers hundreds of thousands of visitors each year boosting the Governments treasury funds by
several million £s. Without these visitors many, many businesses from retail, to hospitality, to transportation as well as attractions and
accommodation operators, would be out of business affecting the social and economic well-being of all islanders.
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This proposed development, is yet another example of where Government is prepared to allow another industry to prosper, at the expense of
Tourism. We would urge The Environment Minister to remove this proposal from the DBIP and allow for it to be properly scrutinised through a
public enquiry.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KM8-S

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to you as a concerned resident of St Peter regarding the proposed rezoning of the field MY966. I would like to share my experience
with you as a business owner that relies on importing aggregates to the island. Following a public consultation that I attended at St Mary’s
parish hall, I learned that the importation of aggregates has been written off as it is considered too expensive as a practice, which in my
experience, is just not true.
I import aggregates into the island using existing logistical links and I am able to remain profitable and competitively priced to the consumer.
Claims made by ARUP on Granite Products’ behalf do not fully represent the facts available to the public; to state that importing aggregates
doubles the price compared to locally produced aggregates is simply not true, otherwise I would not have a business. It is also mentioned that
the current infrastructure is unable to support the market for imported aggregates, this is a fallacy. I am aware of what importing aggregates
costs, and I am also aware of economies of scale in relation to order size. Whilst we import large quantities of aggregate, there will be
companies that import more, and therefore their rate would be more preferential than mine. I am concerned therefore, that the authors of the
‘independent’ study do not understand the industry and have not researched this area thoroughly enough. It is either this, or they have
knowingly presented misleading facts to The Government of Jersey.
Field MY966 is in an area of outstanding natural beauty, even by Jersey’s standards. I am particularly perturbed, as someone who has lived in St
Peter for 11yrs, that we are destroying a perfectly good green field that fits the bill of the 2018-2021 agricultural economy report published by
SOJ. This report highlights the importance of fields like MY966; it persuasively elaborates the importance of green zones in preserving the
island’s reputation for excellence in agriculture, and its natural beauty and charm as a small island. The field is in an area that has sunlight from
sunrise to sunset, it is perfectly irrigated and in a quiet rural area. Destroying the entire field for something as destructive and unsightly as a
quarry would be tantamount to murder. There are 100’s of trees lining Rue Bechervaise, many of which will contain bats, owls, and other
protected species, there is also a green lane which would be demolished. Rue Bechervaise is a popular cycling and walking route, removing it in
favour of a quarry is just nonsensical.
The proposed rezoning of this field also begs the question; what is the point in a green zone, if the green zones themselves are not properly
protected? If green zones can so easily be destroyed, why don’t we develop all green fields and build housing and private property in their
place? This would solve the housing crisis, stimulate the economy, as well as serve the island far better than a quarry would. Why we don’t do
this is because we love our green zones and we want to protect them, otherwise the island will end up looking similar to Guernsey with
extensive ribbon development…
A quarry is irreversible; there will be a 250m hole in the ground which can only be turned into a reservoir, or a dump. It’s not like a housing
estate which can be knocked down, and reinstated as a field (similar to Pontins in St Ouens); it is irreversible damage to the landscape that
cannot be repaired. In my mind, serious scrutiny needs to be undertaken before deciding whether to inflict this damage on Jersey’s natural
beauty. Afterall you would not have any irreversible medical procedure without fully understanding the risks. Why are we not treating rarified
green space with the same care if The Government of Jersey values them as much as they claim?
I hope you can see the points I make, and that you will consider them when voting for or against the expansion of this quarry.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K3B-9

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

i'm writing to let you know my opinion on the expansion of the La Gigoulande quarry which I am against for a number of reasons.
I often walk and cycle on Mont Remon, La Rue Bechervaise and other lanes within the vicinity of the quarry. There are quite a number of trees
on the aforementioned roads and I presume these will be flattened to make way for the expansion. In the times we live in we should be doing
everything possible to save trees, not knock them down. These provide us oxygen and habitat for wildlife.
I live approximately 15 minute walk from the area and although I do not experience any noise or dust pollution from the quarry I imagine those
who live closer would have a great disruption from the site. This includes the Green Hills hotel which will effect tourism. People should enjoy the
countryside, it is not a place for a quarry!
I read the 2011 Island plan and it estimated that the quarry had around 27 years of resources left and this could be extended well beyond this
with recycling up until 2076. If this is true why has this changed?
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Had an investigation into obtaining minerals from of Island vs expanding the quarry been looked into and what impact on the environment this
have?
I read online that the quarry purchased the field where they wish to expand into for £1.6 million. I'm not one for conspiracy theories but I'd like
to question why a field would be purchased for such a large sum.
A couple of years ago Jersey Water suggested making a new reservoir in this location. I feel this would be a lot better suited, save the trees and
I imagine would give the opportunity to plant more and offer more habitat for wildlife.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2S-S

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I’m writing to let you know my opinion on the expansion of the La Gigoulande quarry which I am against for a number of reasons.
I often walk and cycle on Mont Remon, La Rue Bechervaise and other lanes within the vicinity of the quarry. There are quite a number of trees
on the aforementioned roads and I presume these will be flattened to make way for the expansion. In the times we live in we should be doing
everything possible to save trees, not knock them down. These provide us oxygen and habitat for wildlife.
I live approximately 15 minute walk from the area and although I do not experience any noise or dust pollution from the quarry I imagine those
who live closer would have a great disruption from the site. This includes the Green Hills hotel which will effect tourism. People should enjoy the
countryside, it is not a place for a quarry!
I read the 2011 Island plan and it estimated that the quarry had around 27 years of resources left and this could be extended well beyond this
with recycling up until 2076. If this is true why has this changed?
Had an investigation into obtaining minerals from of Island vs expanding the quarry been looked into and what impact on the environment this
have?
I read online that the quarry purchased the field where they wish to expand into for £1.6 million. I'm not one for conspiracy theories but I'd like
to question why a field would be purchased for such a large sum.
A couple of years ago Jersey Water suggested making a new reservoir in this location. I feel this would be a lot better suited, save the trees and
I imagine would give the opportunity to plant more and offer more habitat for wildlife.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KPM-H

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.
My main concerns are it will:

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Decimate agricultural land
Lose a very poplar green lane and cycle route
Create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds, squirrels and all manner of wildlife
Create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
Adversely affect neighbours nearby
Permit a UK company to profit despite all of the above

All these are worrying facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is far more than the actual value of the land — why?
Please do not allow the expansion of this quarry.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KSH-F

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I wish to comment on the proposed expansion of Gigoulande Quarry in the present draft Island Plan.
I first learnt of this proposal whilst running along La Rue Bechervaise, seeing the posters pinned up by the local pressure group. I was horrified.
One of our ancient lanes running alongside the existing quarry and overlooking the agricultural fields to the south. Are you serious in wishing
for this to be swept away forever in pursuit of building material? I can't believe this proposal is a serious one. It is no doubt in the forefront of
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No doubt building materials will be required by the Island into the future. I understand that this requirement has not been assessed, and indeed
can only be assessed in the context of a long-awaited population policy. This in itself ought to have the present proposal removed. And, as you
are well aware, there are more sustainable and environmental-friendly materials available other than concrete. There are plenty of other sources
of material rather than ripping the heart out of our beautiful countryside.
Please reconsider (as I'm sure you will) this glib, dangerous proposal. Once done it is irreversable. Future generations would look back in horror
at what you have done.
Thank you for allowing the opportunity of commenting.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KAP-5

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

The extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that the whole island needs to spend time considering and this island plan
consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for planning application consultation later on.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3
year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years time.
No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken, these should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion.
The island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it looked
at how much more aggregate could be recycled and for what cost. This failure to publish the full range of costs and benefits of recycling versus
quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed.
A comparitive carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation has not been undertaken.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K9T-1

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I was extremely concerned to hear about the planned expansion of the La Gigoulande quarry, especially in the way it seems to have been
approached.
My wife and I have stayed at the Greenhills Hotel and love the area and feel that what seems to be planned will destroy the charm and beauty
of the area. Indeed we were planning to return the area and the Greenhills Hotel as soon as the pandemic allowed however, we will probably
now invest our time and money finding another tranquil spot elsewhere, maybe Guernsey.
How the ruinous development of the area has been contemplated seems to us to be completely against all common sense, I trust you will do all
you can in your power to resist this scheme and if you’re successful then we look forward to returning to the Island as soon as practicable.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNV-R

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would like to object to the proposed expansion of the quarry for the following reasons:
•

•

•

•

The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated
wildlife. All this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs
to keep it running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the
quarry would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it
would become – a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism, and this application flies in the face of two of
them.
The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the
rush to rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going
to happen.
Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that
Granite Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting
is rushed through.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Part 4: Minerals extraction and solid waste disposal | 114

Response
ID

Selected
policies

Comments

•

•

BHLF-ZZ1R2K97-4

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
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Islanders need to know that their elected ministers have been provided with accurate, evidence-based and non-biased facts upon which to
base their decision. The report is anything but. This is a big point – islanders are being duped, and so are our ministers. Jersey has no
population policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 610 per year, for the next five years. So how is it that Granite Product’s report
predicts ‘low’ growth rates of 800, medium of 1000 and high of 1,500 for the next 20 years? This is total manipulation of the facts by the
quarry in order to justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy
it can not possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.

Re: La Gigoulande Quarry
Having recently read about the plans for the extension of the quarry site and the proposed re-zoning of the agricultural field at MY966, I want
to enter my strong opposition to this project, due to the following:
•
•
•

•

This is currently zoned as ‘green belt’ and the field earmarked for development is currently used for agricultural and has been for many
years.
I regularly walk and cycle around this area - and for safety, I use the route along Rue l’Aleval and Rue Bechervaise in order to reach both St.
Mary’s and Carrefour Selous, as there are less cars etc.
The suggestion of closing Rue Bechervaise is also unacceptable - as mentioned this currently provides a relatively safe place to walk and
cycle, if the road was closed it would mean for myself, using Rue du Petit l’Aleval and Rue des Aix. Both roads are in parts narrow, unlit and
without any pavements, so more hazardous for walking and cycling.
The countryside around the field at MY966 is well established, there is extensive wild life and landscape, all of which would be disturbed
and irreparably harmed by the development.

I would like the above to be included whenever this matter is considered.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KT1-S

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

MW1 – Provision of Minerals:
From a visitor economy perspective, we are concerned about the proposed expansion of La Gigoulande Quarry for several reasons. This could
have an environmental impact on this area of natural beauty, in terms of aesthetics, tree felling and noise pollution which will spoil the peace
and tranquillity of this quiet rural area. This will be particularly detrimental to the Greenhills Hotel. This is a unique, rural accommodation
product which has strong appeal for both residents and visitors alike. The proposed expansion of the quarry is likely to have a negative impact
on visitor appeal towards the Greenhills Hotel and the area in general. We have already received feedback from a frequent visitor to the island,
who says that if these expansion plans are approved, they will look elsewhere for a ‘peaceful and unspoilt’ getaway, to competitor destinations
such as Guernsey or the West Country in the UK.
Furthermore, the proposed expansion will also eradicate a green lane. Jersey’s green lanes represent a key promotional point of difference for
the island as a destination and the destruction of a green lane in favour of a quarry expansion could be detrimental to Jersey’s reputation. This
may also further detract from the visitor experience of staying at the Greenhills hotel, by reducing the attractiveness, accessibility and character
of the area. This also appears to be in conflict with several other areas of the Draft Bridging Island Plan, which seek to encourage active travel
and the development of a network of off-road footpaths, green lanes, bridle paths and cycle paths across the island.
Furthermore, Visit Jersey understands that the quarry has 8 years left at its current size, whereas the Bridging Island Plan is only a 3 year plan.
With the ample remaining lifetime of the quarry, we would like to ask for consideration of the quarry to be removed from the Bridging Island
Plan so that a full consultation and conversation can take place on the environmental impact of open cast mining in relation to the unspoilt
natural environment for residents and the visitor economy.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2J-G

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW3 – New,
extended and
existing waste
management sites

My main concerns are it will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

decimate agricultural land
delete a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
affect neighbours nearby
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allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

Facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — why isn’t Jersey
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials?

BHLF-ZZ1R2K3P-Q

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Dear Sir
We are lucky enough to be a regular visitors to Jersey with family and friends on the island.
The article in The Balliwick Express regarding the expansion of the quarry in St Peter’s valley was recently brought to our attention. We were so
horrified and outraged to learn of the proposal to include the potential expansion of the La Gigoulande quarry into a protected green zone in
the draft Jersey Island Plan, and found ourselves compelled to put in writing our sincere concerns and objections to this proposal.
This proposal will, without doubt, have a significant detrimental effect on the existing Green Zone. What reassurance are you able to provide
that this impact has been properly assessed?
We find it inconceivable that an island as beautiful as Jersey is prepared to consider the expansion of the quarry at the expense of the loss of
agricultural land, the destruction of countless healthy trees, the loss of a well used cycle route and the adverse impact on habitat for wildlife.
There will also be a negative impact on local business, in particular the Greenhills Hotel whose unique selling point is its peaceful country
location. This peace will be shattered if the quarry expands.
[REDACTED TEXT] The inclusion of the re-designation of field MY966 as a mineral extraction zone in the Bridging Plan feels like trying to change
planning policy by the back door without allowing proper and robust scrutiny and challenge.
We will continue to monitor with interest how this situation unfolds. I sincerely hope that the Jersey Government will have regard to the strength
of feeling, not only of the residents of the beautiful island of Jersey but also of the many visitors who return year after year to enjoy the stunning
countryside.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KPS-Q

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

jersey already has plenty of reserves – enough for the hospital and new homes for its islanders. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to
run plus at least 6 more years beneath its equipment. Ronez has at least 20. This draft island plan is only going to last for the next 3 years. With
well over 30 years of reserves already, why the sudden rush for this rezoning to be done, and why so secretly?
This quarry was never intended as a long-term provider – that was earmarked for Ronez, whilst Granite Products was to concentrate on
recycling. It was stated that the quarry could provide reserves until 2076 with recycling so why do they now claim to have only 8 years left?
Nowhere in the report is recycling mentioned AT ALL as an option, so they conveniently seem to have forgotten what they were tasked with.
The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approx 150 trees and all associated wildlife. All
this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs to keep it
running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the quarry
would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it would become
– a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism, and this application flies in the face of two of them.
The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the rush to
rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going to happen.
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Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed
through.
Islanders need to know that their elected ministers have been provided with accurate, evidence-based and non-biased facts upon which to base
their decision. The report is anything but. This is a big point – islanders are being duped, and so are our ministers. Jersey has no population
policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 610 per year, for the next five years. So how is it that Granite Product’s report predicts ‘low’
growth rates of 800, medium of 1000 and high of 1,500 for the next 20 years? This is total manipulation of the facts by the quarry in order to
justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it
can not possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.
Please – if you’ve read this far, don’t just like or comment here. It won’t do anything other than make me think you’ve read it. We need to get
ministers to remove this application from the 3-year plan in order to give them time to scrutinise the figures and then make an informed
decision. That’s all I’m asking, and it’s what we as islanders (and our visitors) deserve. This is a massive island-wide issue and with figures being
manipulated for the quarry, just imagine where else on island this might be happening.
Please – copy and paste this or use your own words and send to islandplan@gov.je with your own name and address, as otherwise your
comments won’t be counted.
Thank you and Happy Friday xx

BHLF-ZZ1R2K35-V

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

I am a Londoner looking to relocate to Jersey in the near future with my Jersey-born partner so that we may raise our family on the island.
Given that a relocation is on the cards, I am interested in plans for the island’s future. I have been researching the draft bridging plan and write
to you today regarding the proposed safeguarding of Field MY966 as a mineral extraction site. I wish to object to this proposal for the reasons
set out below. Please ensure that my email is registered as a formal representation to the draft bridging plan.
My career is in data analytics. I work for a leading financial services provider. Numbers interest me. Concerningly, I have found a number of
inconsistencies in the data being used to justify the expansion of La Gigoulande.
I should start by acknowledging that Jersey does need building materials. Housing is always in demand and you have plans to construct a new
hospital. I am not suggesting that Jersey must remain untouched and in its present state forever. However, the argument that La Gigoulande
must be extended in order to meet this need is an over-simplified approach to the matter.
Mining Reserves: The 2011 Island Plan stated that Granite Products had 3.2 million tonnes of reserves (= 27 years of use). The 2011 Island Plan
also stated that the life of La Gigoulande could be prolonged to 2076 if combined with recycling. This would reduce primary aggregate
production by 50%. Somehow, the 2020 Arup report indicates reserves of only 900,000 tonnes (= <8 years of use). The lower figures in the 2020
Arup report are used to justify the rezoning of Field MY966. Is nobody else concerned that La Gigoulande has apparently lost years worth of
reserves? I also note that the 2020 Arup report makes no reference to how recycling could be used to extend La Gigoulande’s life to 2076.
Aggregate Importation: Arup’s estimates regarding the cost of importing aggregates are almost double the cost suggested by other data
sources. Statistics published by Ronez suggest that importing aggregates would be up to 25% more expensive than local production. Arup
indicates a considerably higher figure of 93%. Ronez are a quarrying company that would benefit from fewer imports. They have a wealth of
experience in the industry, yet somehow there is a 68% discrepancy in the data presented. Arup have also ignored the expertise of Ports of
Jersey who have indicated that importing sand and other aggregates could be competitively priced when compared to local products. Jersey
imports a variety of products. On ‘Ask The Minister’ Lyndon Farnham - whom I understand has a key role in the planning of Jersey’s new
hospital - stated that the cost of importing would be at worst equivalent and at best cheaper that sourcing materials locally. Why is there such a
focus on being self-sufficient when it comes to aggregate production?
Population Growth: Arup use population growth assumptions to determine future demand for aggregates. The 2021 Sustainability Report
suggests that Jersey is looking to reduce migration by 50% in the next 5 years (as compared to the last 5 years). Using net migration figures, this
would indicate a net migration target of just over +600 annually for the next 5 years. Arup’s lowest, middle and highest predictions for
aggregate calculation use population projections of +800, +1,000 and +1,500. This contradicts their equivalent estimates for water population,
which are +700, +1,000, +1,500. Arup do not offer any explanation for the discrepancy in their own data. It appears that Arup’s population
increase figures are inflated and that they have not considered the States of Jersey’s set targets. This has resulted in skewed predictions, which
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overestimate the need for aggregates in the coming years. This inaccurately indicates that Jersey needs more primary aggregates. I question
Arup’s procedures and calculations, as these are inconsistent and therefore unreliable.
I also question the neutrality of the data provided to Arup by Granite Products. Jersey’s government uses Arup’s reports to assist policy making.
Arup obtain data directly from Granite Products. This is a conflict of interest. The statistics offered by Granite Products, which cover population
projections and housing requirements, have not been verified by any third party. Granite Products have a vested interest in the rezoning
application. The data provided to Arup seems to have been informed by this interest.
For example, the plant at La Gigoulande was upgraded in 2017. Granite Products consciously installed their new plant and machinery on top of
winnable reserves. These winnable reserves are not mentioned in the 2020 Arup report. This may have contributed to the discrepancies
highlighted under ‘Mining Reserves’ above. If this is the case, the claim by Granite Products that they have 900,000 tonnes remaining of
winnable reserves is incorrect. Arup’s reference to ‘economically’ winnable reserves in their report is deceptive - this does not refer to all
available reserves at La Gigoulande, only those that could be mined without Granite Products incurring costs from moving its machinery. This
should not present a barrier to retrieving the available aggregates nor support an argument for expanding into a neighbouring field given that
Granite Products were happy to relocate their machinery in 2017. They could easily access these reserves.
These reserves could expand mining activities at La Gigoulande by roughly 10 years. Data supplied for Ronez (as covered in the 2011 Island Plan
and by local news outlets) suggests that between 700,000 and 1,000,000 tonnes of winnable reserves would be retrievable at both Sorel (Jersey)
and Les Vardes (Guernsey) should Ronez relocate the machinery at each quarry. If we apply the same metric to La Gigoulande, this would
provide a further 10 years of reserves at La Gigoulande without it being extended. Ronez have confirmed that they would be happy to move
their machinery to access their reserves. Why are Granite Products not being held to this same standard? Surely this would be preferable to
prematurely extending into a protected agricultural area? The fact that these reserves are not covered by the 2020 Arup report undermines its
veracity and indicates the need for further scrutiny.
Arup further contradict themselves in their discussion of Ronez and Granite Products’s role in future aggregate supplies. In their
recommendations for the bridging plan Arup state that La Gigoulande is ‘once again facing the need for further permitted resources if its role as
a major supplier is to continue’. The 2002 Island Plan, however, stated that Ronez would produce aggregates long term as La Gigoulande had a
‘limited lifespan’. The 2002 Island Plan confirmed that ‘preparations should be made for the import of sand as well as crushed rock’ into Jersey.
The 2011 Island Plan went even further, suggesting that Jersey should ‘replace primary aggregates’ by ‘recycled, or secondary aggregates’ and
that the island should examine ‘importing aggregates.’ The 2011 Island Plan affirmed that Ronez would be used for long-term production and
that La Gigoulande’s functions would adapt to incorporate waste storage. La Gigoulande was never meant to be an infinite supplier of
aggregates. It had an agreed limited lifespan, and strategy was made on this basis. Have Arup (rather embarrassingly) confused Jersey’s two
mining companies? I do not understand why the safeguarding of Field MY966 for mineral extraction is being entertained in the first place when
La Gigoulande was never meant to be a long-term supplier. Jersey has made decades of strategy on the basis of Ronez providing aggregates in
the long run. Why seek to undermine this strategising now?
By 2031, if 257,000 tonnes of secondary aggregates are reprocessed and Ronez provide the predicted 249,000 tonnes annually of crushed rock,
Jersey would not require aggregates from La Gigoulande when existing reserves end, nor would it need to import any crushed rock aggregate
(according to the 2020 Arup report). Ronez have just been granted permission to extend their Sorel quarry. La Gigoulande has a minimum
remaining mining life of 8 years from present. Removing the safeguarding of Field MY966 as a mineral extraction site from the draft bridging
plan would not prejudice Granite Products. A delay of 3 years would not prevent Granite Products from continuing with their daily functions, but
it would allow ministers to examine the relevant information before finalising the 2025 Island Plan.
The proposed expansion site is a beautiful rural area. Field MY966 itself is allegedly a protected green zone. I say allegedly, because it seems
that Granite Products are lobbying for this green status to be overturned so that it can be blasted for mining purposes. I cannot see that the
safeguarding of Field MY966 for mineral extraction has been subject to any environmental impact assessment. How are the States of Jersey able
to make a critical decision when they are not presented with balanced data on which to base said decision? Jersey’s tourist website proudly
asserts that ‘Jersey has a bold vision to be fully carbon neutral by 2030’. You claim that you seek to be part of a ‘sustainable solution rather than
the problem’. Put this into practice. Obtain the necessary information. Weigh all of the facts.
UK law stipulates that quarries cannot be within 200m of residential dwellings. Sources indicate that the proposed extension would bring the
quarry to within 150m of local properties. These numbers do not make sense. Notwithstanding that Jersey is its own jurisdiction, why is the
States of Jersey allowing a proposal to be put forward that would contradict legal guidelines? The Seymour Group have been upfront in saying
that the expansion of La Gigoulande into Field MY966 would result in the closure of the Greenhills Hotel. A country retreat cannot continue to
operate amidst heavy blasting or surrounded by construction dust, noise and traffic. Jersey tourism has no doubt had a hard year following the
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pandemic. Why prioritise Granite Products over The Seymour Group? The closure of the Greenhills would result in the loss of jobs and
livelihoods for many. Adapting La Gigoulande’s functions - as proposed in recent island plans - would do no such thing.
The agricultural value of Field MY966 is £200,000. Granite Products purchased Field MY966 - a ‘protected’ agricultural field - for £1,650,000.
Granite Products’s UK parent company, Brett and Sons, is facing a tax liability in the UK. As an outsider, I find it suspicious that a mining
company facing financial difficulty was willing to pay 8.25 X the value of Field MY966 when it was supposedly protected for agricultural use.
Perhaps I am missing something, but something here seems unscrupulous. It was shortly after this transaction that Granite Products furnished
Arup with data for their 2020 report (which of course formed the basis for the proposed expansion). The Jersey limb of Brett and Sons’ business
is evidently lucrative, so they are driving the expansion of La Gigoulande to balance their books elsewhere. This makes the fact that Granite
Products provided data directly to Arup for the purposes of their report - without said data being independently verified - all the more
worrying.
Overall, even if you believe the expansion of La Gigoulande to be in Jersey’s best interest, the discrepancies highlighted above must be cause
for concern. There are flaws in the underlying data that simply do not add up. On this basis, I would suggest voting for an amendment to
remove the safeguarding of Field MY966 from the draft bridging plan. This would allow all parties the opportunity to scrutinise the relevant
information and make informed decisions on that basis. There are too many discrepancies in the numbers as they stand for the draft bridging
plan to be signed off in its current form.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNT-P

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Field MY 996 and Rue Bechervaise
It is with deep concern that I contact you regarding Field MY 966 in St Peters. It has come to my attention the shocking plans that are proposed
to decimate this green zoned field and a green lane for the purpose of a quarry. I am somewhat perplexed as I distinctly remember reading a
previous Strategic Plan that stated “Jersey’s natural environment is an integral part of our Island heritage. Maintaining a working countryside
that harmonises with nature is vital, as is giving special protection to our most vulnerable and important habitats” I am sure you can understand
my concerns as I try to struggle with the image of quarry blasting that qualifies as ‘harmonises with nature.’ I see many hedgerows during the
branchage season now being treated with respect to allow the natural habitats of small wild animals by leaving the tops of the hedges grow
while only cutting back the lower banks. I shudder to think how many smaller wildlife creatures will be lost. I am deeply concerned regarding the
loss of wildlife and countryside already lost to the existing quarry.
If a quarry was to be extended so too would the blasting sounds. The travelling sounds would reverberate to a wider already peaceful
countryside, that would disturb even more wide life and surly tremble the surrounding ground. I am also concerned that the residents in the
area would also be disturbed by the continuous noisy blasting and clouds of dust that would disrupt their activities of daily living.
I was even more shocked when I am led to believe that a UK company is supporting the decimation of our Jersey countryside, is this correct?
Field MY 966 sits in a peaceful area in the parish of St Peters where the tranquil Greenhills country hotel is located. Tourism, is an important part
of Jersey heritage that also needs protecting. Recently, it was announced another local hotel was to be converted to flats. I am not sure how I
would feel arriving at a country hotel to receive a blasted wake up call followed by a gentle stroll around the dusty quarry lanes.
I am also concerned for the local residents in the area who have become home owners or are renting to live in a country environment.
Previously, a Strategic plan quoted to protect green zones: “Identify sufficient appropriate development sites for housing - without further
rezoning of green areas” Therefore, one might think these residences choose to live in this countryside with the knowledge that their
surrounding green fields would not be rezoned. I think at this time, for residents, it must be a terrible emotional experience after an already
exceptional year of a world pandemic.
During the pandemic so many islanders took up cycling. It was hard to get hold of a bicycle. Walking also became more popular. My husband
cycles and uses the green lane Rue Bechervaise as part of his cycle loop. He sees many other cyclists, dog walkers, walkers, the occasional young
parent, grandparent pushing a pram. These islanders frequent this area for the green environment. Please protect it.
Our island is small and destroying a large green zone instead of searching for an alternative product is a cause of concern. If, this is a UK mother
company expanding its business at the cost of a Jersey green zone of protected countryside and a green lane, how, am I to believe any
Strategic plan from the past, now or in the future. Surly you build on the previous plan not destroy it, like a quarry destroying a protected green
zone.
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Previously, a Strategic Plan continued, “We must continue to protect our environment, countryside, agricultural land, marine environment and
coastal areas for now and for future generations.” I have viewed the photographs of the quarry and this is not the environment I would like to
be responsible for, to leave for future generations.
I feel so strongly about the destruction and decimation of such a beautiful piece of countryside that I am using my voice on behalf of the wild
life and natural local country side to object to a quarry on field MY966 and Rue Bechervaise.
I thank you for reading my concerns.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KQY-X

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am wholly opposed to the extension of Gigoulande Quarry for a number of reasons. Firstly, I do not wish to see prime agricultural land, along
with a green lane and popular cycle route, to be destroyed, especially considering the need to remove so many trees, destroying natural
habitats for all manner of wildlife. I was also concerned to read that the UK company who own the quarry paid such a hugely inflated price for
Field MY966, presumably in the clear expectation of receiving planning permission to extend, which should make all concerned islanders feel
uncomfortable.
The extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that the whole island needs to spend considerable time considering and
debating and the current island plan consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for planning application consultation later on.
Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years' time.
No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken. These should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion.
The island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it looked
at how much more aggregate could be recycled and for what cost. This failure to publish the full range of costs and benefits of recycling versus
quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed.
Furthermore, we should be reviewing the costs of importing building materials, rather than destroying prime green land to quarry domestically
when it isn't necessary and is detrimental to the island's environment. A comparative carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation needs
to be undertaken.
I sincerely hope that the States of Jersey take into consideration these objections and allow the people of this island to have a proper informed
debate, without rushing through damaging extension proposals that benefit a very few and will change the face of our island for generations to
come.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KQS-R

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Given the statement quoted below & contained in the interim Island plan, I am greatly dismayed at the proposal in the report that, in principle,
Granite Products should be allowed to expand its operations into the green zone adjacent to its existing La Gigoulande operations.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Is it realistic to expect an island of 45 square miles to continue to produce a large percentage of its own building materials? Inevitably, following
this route will lead to environmental damage & the despoiling of green zone land that should be preserved for future generations.
It is surprising that the parent company spent so much on acquiring the field/surrounding area when planning consent has not been obtained &
apparently an application has not yet been compiled. In my personal opinion, (although I hope not) it does suggest that there was a strong
presumption that this would be granted as a matter of course, a very disappointing thought...
Once such a step is taken & permission granted, it not only creates a precedent but inflicts irrepairable damage on the area to the detriment of
islanders and wildlife.
In addition, this is an interim planning report, spanning only 3 years & so it seems clear that no hasty decisions with such longterm effects even approval ‘in principle’ by the States - should be made & the fact that this has appeared in the plan in this manner is very worrying.
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Certainly, this also highlights the urgent need for a sensible, formal population policy to be drawn up and considered with any planning policy
report, even an interim one, to determine actual demand for construction, particularly given the uncertainty & debt accrual caused by the
pandemic & global economic and tax policy changes - it is beyond understanding that the two reports have not been undertaken together.
Quote:
‘Jersey has obligations, through law and convention, to protect its natural environment, and specifically its biodiversity. An overwhelming
majority of islanders are passionate about protecting the coast and the countryside for future generations to enjoy and are concerned that it,
and the habitats and wildlife it sustains, are coming under increasing threat.’
End quote
I have also answered Q36 from the report with my views, as below.
Question 36
Planning for minerals
What do you think about each of the following options as a way of meeting the island’s need for minerals?
Option 1: Continue local crushed rock and sand extraction, within the environmental constraints of the existing sites;
1 - Yes, ok.
Option 2: Continue local crushed rock and sand extraction, and to enable the expansion of the existing sites;
2 - No, definitely not expansion.
Option 3: Create facilities at St Helier Harbour enable future importation of aggregates to offset any reduction in local supply.
3 - Yes look at this - unrealistic to expect an island of 45 square miles to be able to produce its own supply.
In addition, as mentioned above, let’s organise a formal population policy report - building on previously undeveloped sites cannot just
continue unchecked and we need to have accurate predictions, supported by factual data, of what requirements need to be met.
I see that Ronez has recently had its historic expansion application approved but at least there has been a great of consultation, agreed
amendments and cooperation with affected residents to get to this stage. I also understand that no agricultural land will be lost.
In the report, I think the below policy MW1 is deeply flawed for reasons above.
Policy MW1: provision of minerals
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguard as a source of local
supply of crushed rock
support principle of extension NO
Field MY966 (to south) • c. 4m tonnes NO
30 years supply
subject to EIA and restoration plan NO

Better explanation of policy MW2 below required please
MW2: safeguarded inert waste management or disposal sites
•
•
•

identify and safeguard existing sites
waste management and disposal • La Collette
La Gigoulande Quarry
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waste management
Broadlands, Mont Fallu
Barette Plant Hire, Beaumont
tests to safeguard use

To summarise, I have grave concerns on the way this is being handled & the longterm effects if it were to be approved, as detailed.
I think Deputy Kristen Morel, as recently reported in the press, sums up the concerns neatly:
Quote:
This is all far too premature,” he said. “The consultant’s report was published very late in the process and there has been no proper scrutiny of it.
We also need far more analysis of the sustainability of the construction industry and any future population policy.
“To me, it makes no sense to squeeze such an important issue into the bridging Island Plan. The Environment Minister has already said that
there would have to be a full planning inquiry if Granite Products applied to quarry in the field. Why, all of a sudden, is planning supporting its
change of use?
“There are too many questions which residents living in the area have the right to have answered.”
End quote
I would extend his latter comment to include ALL islanders - we must remember that we are a small island with limited space and determine
policies and strategies accordingly.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6A-B

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.
My main concerns are it will:

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
Lose a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds, squirrels and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
Adversely affect neighbours nearby
Permit a UK company to profit despite all of the above

All these are worrying facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is far more than the actual value of the land — why?
Please do not allow the expansion of this quarry.
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — Jersey should be
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials
Thank you for registering this objection.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KPK-F

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

My family and I regularly visit Jersey island.
I like coming to this island to improve my English and also to visit the natural beauties of this island.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

I was shocked when I heard about the new plans to extend the quarry and the destruction of the lanes and fields.
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I think it is unresponsible to let the quarry extend to the detriment of the preservation of nature.
In fact if this project happens the consequences will be :
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

the agricultural land will be decimated
a very popular green lane and cycle route will be deleted
more than 100 trees will be chopped down. So the natural habitat for birds and all manner of wildlife will be destroyed. Human beings need
to preserve biodiversity which is endangered.
the increase in more ready-mix concrete products will add to the destruction of the planet because concrete is officially the single most
destructive material
traffic in the area will be negatively impacted
neighbours will be disturbed
this project allows a UK company to profit despite harm to the environment.

Everyone knows that environment is one the most important subjects nowadays not only for local people but also for tourists coming to Jersey
for its beautiful nature.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KBR-8

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I wish to object to the proposed rezoning of field MY966 for the following reasons:
•

•

•

•

I believe that ARUP Consultants were tasked with writing an independent report. However, as they received their information only from
Granite Products, how can this in any way be classed as independent? This is a conflict of interest and it is totally unethical. These figures
have to be checked before any rezoning can be considered because there are so many discrepancies in the quarry's calculations.
The quarry justifies its extension by quoting very high population increase forecasts which are not States policy for the simple reason that
Jersey does not have its own population policy. Therefore, these exaggerated growth forecast figures and accompanying estimates of
mineral requirements should be disregarded and properly scrutinised because they are presenting a totally false picture.
Why should Jersey be self-sufficient in aggregates when as a small island it imports everything from from raw materials to consumer
goods? It has already made the decision to import sand, so why not also import aggregates? ARUP claimed high importation costs for
aggregates, yet a few telephone calls to the UK revealed far cheaper alternatives.
Jersey's economy is based on finance, tourism and agriculture and the quarry expansion flies completely in the face of two of them - due to
the proposed rezoning of a currently farmed agricultural field, and when considering the close proximity of Greenhills Country Hotel whose
owner has said it will close if the quarry extends.

Any expansion would have a disastrous impact on the local environment and its residents - both human and wildlife. It would also necessitate
the felling of over 100 trees and the permanent closure of a cycle lane - at a time when Jersey is encouraging its residents to become greener
and to be more active.
There are many conversations which need to take place before this rezoning can be considered. It should be removed from the draft island plan
to allow for the discrepancies to be scrutinised and alternatives investigated. It can then be reinserted into the next island plan at no detriment
to the island. This would give ministers confidence in the fact that the figures were genuine and had not been manipulated to suit their sole
provider in its attempt to expand into a field in the green one.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K8M-S

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am emailing to oppose the expansion of Granite Products into field MY966 on these grounds:
•
•
•
•
•
•

To lose a very beautiful green lane and cycle route
The huge loss of trees and hedgerow
The loss of natural habitate for birds and wildlife
The impact of traffic affecting the area
The noise affecting all the homes in the surrounding area
Allowing a Uk Company to profit from this

Please take this into consideration when making a decision. If we lose this agricultural field it will be lost for ever
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K8F-J

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I want to let you know about my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

My main concerns are it will:
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
delete a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
affect neighbours nearby
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

Facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — why isn’t Jersey
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials?

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDN-6

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Stop the Quarry extension

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

BHLF-ZZ1R2K9R-Y

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would like to register my protest against the expansion of the quarry onto green land. Not only is this unethical but will have a vast destructive
impact on the fauna and flora.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

I also think Granite Products should be moving into a more eco friendly product which will align them with the rest of the nation/world that's
trying to go greener.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDG-Y

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Draft Bridging Island Plan Consultation
On behalf of Granite Products Limited MJCA have prepared a response to the statutory consultation on the Draft Bridging Island Plan (DBIP)
and relevant core evidence documents. This response focuses on how the DBIP relates to the continued use of La Gigoulande Quarry as a
safeguarded mineral site and a safeguarded inert waste management and disposal site and the proposed extension to La Gigoulande Quarry
into Field MY966.
Draft Bridging Island Plan (2021)
MW1 - Provision of minerals
The designation of La Gigoulande Quarry as a safeguarded mineral site and the proposal for the extension at Field MY966 is supported to
ensure a contribution to a sustainable supply of minerals on the Island which will support the construction of houses and essential infrastructure
to meet other aspirations in the Bridging Island Plan. There are clear benefits in extending an existing site rather than establishing a new quarry
in circumstances where infrastructure such as access, services, processing plant, manufacturing plant and reception facilities exist at an
established well run site. The proposed extension will contribute to the identified shortfall of the ten year land-bank for crushed rock. This landbank is identified in the DBIP as “vital to the island’s construction industry”.
MW2 - Safeguarded waste sites
The designation of La Gigoulande Quarry as a safeguarded inert waste management and disposal site is supported. La Gigoulande Quarry will
provide for an identified need for the management of inert waste and disposal of residual inert waste and will contribute to the identified need
for provision of secondary aggregates. La Gigoulande Quarry will continue to provide a long term supply of secondary aggregates and waste
management services to the construction industry on the island. As you will be aware planning permission reference P/2012/0121 for the
installation and operation of an inert waste recycling facility for the production of secondary aggregate with the inert waste recycling residues
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[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

being deposited at the site was granted by the Government of Jersey on 27 September 2016. Waste Management Licence number WML026 for
the operation of the inert waste recycling facility was issued on 21 December 2020.
Minerals, Waste and Water Study (2020)
The future of La Gigoulande Quarry as an additional reservoir
The Executive summary section of the Minerals, Waste and Water Study published by Arup in December 2020 concludes that:“On balance, the future of La Gigoulande Quarry as an integrated minerals and waste asset, rather than as an additional reservoir, better meets
the island’s needs. There are a number of reasons for this, including the existing permission at La Gigoulande which supports inert waste
management uses, the environmental and economic impacts associated with a more aggregates import-focussed solution; and the other
options available to meet future water demand without requiring La Gigoulande to be used as a reservoir”
The conclusion that La Gigoulande Quarry will better meet the island’s needs as a mineral site and as an inert waste management and disposal
site rather than as an additional reservoir is supported.
The dual use of La Gigoulande Quarry as an integrated minerals and waste asset
The Executive summary section of the Minerals, Waste and Water Study (2020) also states that:“Dual use of La Gigoulande, as an integrated minerals and waste asset, has the potential to increase traffic on the constrained local road
network.”
As explained above, planning permission reference P/2012/0121 for the installation and operation of an inert waste recycling facility for the
production of secondary aggregate with the inert waste recycling residues being deposited at the site was granted by the Government of Jersey
on 27 September 2016. A Traffic and Transportation Plan was submitted as part of the application for planning permission reference P/2012/0121
and concluded that “The additional traffic which would occur from the transfer of recycling operations from La Collette to La Gigoulande Quarry
would not cause capacity problems on the St Peter’s Valley route and is unlikely to increase the accident risk. There will thus be no significant
traffic or transport impacts as a result of the proposed development”. Mitigation as part of the development includes the implementation of a
travel plan to minimise traffic movements associated with the operations and a significant contribution towards the cost of improved footpath
and cycleway provision local to the quarry and road maintenance to the north of Tesson Mill. The improved footpath and cycleway provision
has been constructed by the Government of Jersey with the significant contribution by Granite Products.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KQE-A

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Please do not let the Quarry Expansion in St Peters to go ahead.
Please save over 100 trees which are in danger and at this same time the natural habitat for birds and all manner of wildlife, which could be
destroyed.
I've been in Jersey since 2001 and it hurts seeing this beautiful island gradually turning into the concrete rock. Please consider the nature- we
are part of it not the owners of it. There is no need for killing innocent creatures - you are in power to stop it. Please use this and many of us will
greatly appreciate it.
There is so much effort put into eliminating toxic emissions, introducing electric cars - etc. Saving the green lines from being turned into Quarry
would support this bigger, healthier for all if us plan.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KBK-1

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

It has come to my attention that there are plans for expanding the La Gigoulande quarry, which is in an area I frequently visit as a tourist and
have always loved for its natural green space.
I have to question how this expansion will impact the local area, which I understand is a Green Zone. Why have green zones in the first place if
they can then be re-designated as quarry sites, which historically ravage their local environment? Has any assessment of the environment been
carried out regarding this long-term impact? I always thought Jersey protected your amazing natural beauty and it was one of the reasons I love
to visit. Yet, you seem willing to blast it for minerals?
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[View full
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See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
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I have a fond memory of walking along Rue Bechervaise and seeing a hedgehog, something I do not see in England often due to declining
numbers and I know Jersey are supposedly good at looking after their wildlife, this seems counter-intuitive and damaging to their habitat. This
area is beautiful and an area of outstanding natural beauty, why would your government want to ruin that? It is horrible to consider that you are
looking at jeopardising it in your island plan.
After reading more into this issue, it throws up questions regarding the dealing of the sale of Field MY966, purchased by the quarry for £1.65
million which is greatly above the market value, why was the quarry was happy to pay such an inflated price for a field that had been
safeguarded as a green zone? The green zone is vital for the promotion of local businesses, such as Greenhills Hotel, a lovely green oasis of
calm with fantastic food and cocktails, the relaxed atmosphere is complimented by the charm of the Jersey countryside. I feel that these plans
would be catastrophic for the area, with the loss of the green land and field irreparable changing this amazing area. The business dealings are
suspicious at best and I fully sympathise with angry residents who feel this deal needs further scrutiny and questioning.
I would like to conclude by stating that if these plans go ahead, Jersey will lose its appeal as a visit destination as this is the area I stay at each
time I frequently visit, and I am personally horrified they have got this far. These plans make me feel that the Jersey government does not want
to preserve or care for the local environment that so many tourists enjoy. I would look to go to other destinations other than Jersey where there
is better protection for its areas of outstanding natural beauty.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNF-8

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

I am writing to express my opposition to plans mooted in the Island Plan to re-zone land to allow for the extension of La Gigoulande Quarry.
My objections reflect those of many others whom I know are writing to you. Fundamentally though, I am objecting, as a ‘Jersey Bean’, born and
brought up on the Island, to the way in which the quarry extension plans will remove green space from the countryside. I walk the lane in
question regularly and always see others enjoying it either on foot, bike (it is a designated cycle route) or horseback. It is a lovely lane. The
removal of the lane, the trees and hedgerows in addition to the fields will be a sad loss to myself and the other users of this area and, not least,
to the variety of wildlife that currently make it their home.
While a personal objection might not hold much sway, surely the loss of green space on the Island is a wider issue of concern. The loss of good
farming land is obvious. In addition, the appeal of Jersey tin attracting tourists, and in attracting wealthy new residents is partly down to the
beauty of the natural spaces on the Island - both coast and countryside. The local population benefits from having green space to spend time in
- not everyone has (a large) outdoor space of their own and garden spaces seem to be becoming smaller and smaller.
I believe that quality of life issues should play a part in decisions as to what should happen to any green space which is put forward for rezoning. The economic needs of big business, particularly when based off-Island, should not automatically be favoured without taking the
benefits of green space to the population as a whole, into consideration.
Furthermore, I believe that before the Quarry is extended, more information is required regarding any future need for the output (aggregate,
concrete blocks etc.) the extension would provide. This would require reference to the yet-to-be-produced, new population policy - together
with an investigation into alternatives to the products (to be) produced by Granite Products.
I am also concerned about the way in which Granite Products appear to have purchased the fields for an ‘over the odds’ sum. This needs
investigation. Was there a ‘quid pro quo’ relating to planning permission for the quarry extension ??
I would also mention the likely additional noise and traffic pollution for those who live locally to the quarry, and the likely reduction in property
values for those residents. These matters should be investigated and play a part in any decision as to the re-zoning of the land in question. This
should include the Greenhills Hotel - which is likely to be adversely affected by the extension and is a draw for both overseas and local visitors
for residential stays and/or meals taken in the expectation of spending time in a quiet, rural retreat.
I hope that you can tell from the above that this is a heartfelt matter to me (and to others I have spoken to). I am not against development per
se - it should just be in the right place. Iin my opinion, the re-zoning of the land and lane in question, for the planned extension to La
Gigoulande Quarry, is not one of those places.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNM-F

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

ISLAND PLAN
Proposed mining by Granite Products in field MY966
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See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

I write to express my concern and opposition to the proposal which, if accepted, will result in the extension of mining by Granite Products into
field MY966 in St Peter’s Valley.
The material which is relied upon to support the proposal appears to be seriously flawed. Figures relied upon in the Arup report lack
independence. Importantly there is no discernible sign that the figures and assumptions have been subject to any proper questioning. I have
particularly in mind the figures and assumptions as regards to predictions as to:
•
•
•

existing reserves and access thereto;
population growth and island housing needs;
the costs of alterative sourcing of materials such as import or other local sources.

That the figures relied upon in the Arup report originate in the main part from Granite Products at best gives a serious appearance of conflict of
interest. If nobody properly questions those figures or seeks an independent source of data then the report cannot properly be considered
evidence in support of the proposal because the so called “evidence” has not been properly tested. It is self-serving and a failure to test it leads
to an appearance that a particular result may have been pre-ordained.
The democratic process deserves better. At the very least independent figures as to reserves, island needs, and import costs should be obtained.
They should be subject to forensic type scrutiny before they are relied upon. This is beside the need for proper assessment of environmental
impact.
This is a proposal to extend a mine in the beautiful St Peter’s Valley. It is far from an ordinary planning matter. It is an extraordinary proposal
and it should be approached as such.
Granite Products appear to have been very confident that mining would be permitted in field MY966. It made a commercial decision to pay
many times the agricultural value of the field for it. It would doubtless expect nothing less than that commercial confidence be tested and
justified only following the full rigour of the democratic process. The public deserve the same.
This is sent in my private capacity.

ANON-ZZ1R2KUF-F

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would like the proposal for the expansion of La Gigoulande quarry to be scrutinised further for the following reasons:
•

•
•
•

•

•

Any proposal that affects Green zone sites (and especially the loss of a field, in this case MY966) should have maximum scrutiny applied
before they are lost forever for development purposes. This process is too important to rush - we all today have a duty to safeguard the
island for future generations.
The ARUP mineral report contains flaws and shows bias. Two major examples include arguable population growth forecasting and data
sourced only from the quarries themselves. The recommendations therefore need to be reevaluated.
Granite Products Limited is a wholly owned subsidiary of UK based company, Robert Brett and Sons Limited, who will not have Jersey's best
interests at heart, but instead their own commercial interests.
Granite Products produce ready-mix concrete and concrete blocks for the construction industry. The creation of any concrete product has a
large environmental impact. Concrete is necessary for it's strength in certain scenarios but there are many eco-friendly alternatives available
today which local developers could switch to which would lessen demand and therefore negate expansion. Furthermore, in conjunction
with improved aggregate recycling we would not need to quarry more.
There is no cost analysis detailing how much it would cost to import concrete products from other countries rather than quarry them
locally. I have heard reports of developers sourcing granite from countries like Portugal for less than half the price of what they're quoted
here. The ARUP report also makes it clear that it's acceptable to import sand - so why not concrete products?
If, after sufficient scrutiny is applied, there is still a genuine requirement to produce concrete products locally, primary consideration for
expansion should be given to the Ronez site which would have less environmental impact on the surroundings (no loss of a field; mature
trees; extinguishment of a green lane). However, in order to determine this it would be wise to conduct a proper environmental assessment
to be sure it's the right choice.

In summary, there is much more thought required before committing to the proposed plan as it stands. Please reconsider the urgency (noting
there is approx. 8 years left to run with winnable reserves at La Gigoulande quarry).
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K9Y-6

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my considerable disquiet about the proposed expansion of the Gigouelande Quarry into field MY966 in St Mary. Its
inclusion in the Island Plan does appear to have been rushed and unfortunately, there are so many questions that one has to ask what is behind
this unseemly haste.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

It would seem that no, or little, attention has been paid to •
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The effect on the local countryside, particularly in one of the Island’s most prized rural parishes
The loss of a Green lane amenity, and the enjoyment that brings to hundreds of walkers, cyclists, horse riders, both island residents and
visitors alike
The irreversible damage it will cause to the local wildlife
The emotional and financial interests of local residents
Potential physical damage (caused by increased blasting) to neighbouring properties
The catastrophic effect on the tourism industry and in particular the Greenhills Country Hotel and Restaurant
The increased noise and disturbance caused by blasting etc
The increased level of traffic in particular Heavy Goods Vehicles on roads that are not designed to sustain such use, and the resultant effect
this will have on other road users - cars, cyclists, walkers etc.
Other options that might be available for the production of aggregate materials, either through recycling, importation or the expansion of
other more suitable sites
Alternative approaches to housebuilding, which would rely less on the need for aggregates, such as timber frames/modular approaches

Questions have to be asked about the independence of the report by ARUP which sets out the case for extending the quarry as I understand all
the information provided was acquired directly from the quarry owners, with little consideration for the issues set out above. This must surely be
subject to further and independent scrutiny.
It is somewhat ironic that support is being given to a UK-based company at the very real detriment of the Seymour Group, owners of the
Greenhills Hotel. Seymour Hotels is a long-established local Company with a significant track record of investment in the island. Since acquiring
the Greenhills Hotel Seymours has carried out a sizeable and extremely costly refurbishment programme. If this quarry expansion goes ahead it
will decimate the Hotels client base, put at risk its long term and loyal staff and will have a considerable financial impact on the Group. At a time
when the Island is losing so many hotels can we really afford to lose another one, due to causes that are completely avoidable? Especially a
Hotel operated by one of the few remaining hospitality companies that really care about what they can put into this Island, rather than what
they can take out of it?
I beseech you to reconsider this proposal and ensure that greater attention is given to more long-term sustainable options. Options that will
benefit the future generations for whom we hold the guardianship of this Island in trust.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNH-A

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Island Plan review - comments
I am feeling quite distressed over several issues, which I oppose most strongly.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

And
Gigoulande Quarry
See SR63 - Simon Sand and Gravel site
•

MW3 – New,
extended and
existing waste
management sites

proposed extension - Loss of agricultural land, loss of country lane - unacceptable.

Ronez Quarry
•

proposed extension - biting into the headland of Sorel Point - totally unacceptable.

Simon Sand
•

repeated extension of licence way beyond what is reasonable, or ever intended.

It is time to stop - plans should be made to wind down these activities, and the idea of using the landing pier at Ronez for imported aggregates
put into practice.
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[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

I do NOT wish for the area mined by Granite Products to be extended into field MY966.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

Objection to the Extension of the Quarry (La Gigoulande) by Granite Products

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

All remaining natural resources should be allocated to essential local projects within the existing limits of the quarries, with planned cessation.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

All proposals for extended mineral extraction sites must be accompanied by an environmental impact assessment and a comprehensive afteruse site restoration plan. Restoration plans should demonstrate that the site will be restored, with a positive enhancement of both the site and
the landscape or coastal character of the area, to an appropriate use within a reasonable timeframe, and provision for the long-term
maintenance and management of the land. The implementation of such approved schemes will be secured through the use of planning
conditions or planning obligation agreements.
No development will be permitted without a scheme which provides a proportion of the profits of the company to fund a trust facility which will
be used to enhance the site for public and wildlife benefit after the completion of any agreed restoration scheme.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2M-K

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites
MW3 – New,
extended and
existing waste
management sites

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6G-H

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

•

•

Over the last few years as a 50+ year old, I have taken up road cycling as my preferred form of exercise. One of my favourite routes is to
cycle the full length of the St Peter’s Valley from the sea (near the Gunsite) to the top of the valley. The newly created beautiful path is
stunning, peaceful and safe! The ONLY blight along the route is when you pass the quarry and the premises of Granite Products. St Peter’s
Valley is an absolute jewel and should be protected from the unsightly activities of the quarry.
Jersey is a small island; it cannot possibly expect to be self-sufficient in all resources. As an island, we rely on other jurisdictions to provide a
significant proportion of all that we need to function. We rely almost 100% on France to supply our electricity.

Why do we need to provide the crushed rock aggregate that the island needs from Jersey itself?
We import virtually all other building materials from elsewhere. Why shouldn’t we import the crushed rock aggregate as needed, having
exhausted the supply of reprocessed aggregates.
•
•
•

The field in question MY966 is a beautiful agricultural field. It makes a mockery of the presumption that fields should remain in agricultural
use if this field (MY966) can be destroyed by mining activity.
I seriously question the assumptions and findings of the report produced by the consultants Arup. The data used in the report was
provided by the company who wants to mine the additional area (MY966). Where is the independence? Where is the scrutiny?
St Peter’s Valley is an oasis in the middle of Jersey. It is beautiful, peaceful and a wonderful valley to cycle or walk. Jersey should not allow
the mining activities conducted by Granite Products to extend their destruction of St Peter’s Valley.

Once the mining activity begins the field is lost forever!

BHLF-ZZ1R2KBS-9

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

As a frequent visitor to Jersey, I am writing to express my deep concern that the States Assembly is considering the expansion of La Gigoulande
Quarry in St. Peter’s Valley. I know this area well. I have treasured my stays at the 5-star Greenhills Hotel, which is directly threatened by the
destructive impact of the potential for quarry expansion. I’ve been visiting Jersey since I was a child and have always envied those who have the
right – and privilege – of living there. But this is not just an issue of privilege: it’s about stewardship. Jersey is rightly famous for its unique
picturesque and tranquil beauty, irrevocably lost in so much of the British Iles. This proposal to expand a quarry in a primarily rural, residential
area flies in the face of current ecological thinking expressed by experts around the world.
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I keep up with Jersey news, and when I read in a recent Bailiwick Express article that Granite Products had paid £1.65 to buy a green-zoned field,
this set off all-too-familiar alarm bells. As the article points out: no application to extend has yet been applied for, but – in light of the principle
having been established in the latest Island Plan – why else would a local quarrying company be prepared to overpay so exorbitantly for a field?
There’s a reason that specific areas have been zoned to preserve land from the adverse environmental impact of increased mineral extraction,
and this was clearly laid out in Jersey’s 2020 Mineral Strategy report. I call on the States Assembly to remember their duty of care to its Island
residents and respect this: you are their guardians.
I understand the impact of poor governance when the interests of local residents are not respected. I’m Canadian, and I live in Toronto, Ontario.
And I’ve watched with deepening concern the machinations of our current provincial government in tandem with the self-serving and
threatening encroachment of developers at the expense of our green zone surrounding the city. Jersey was invaded by William the Conqueror
in 1066… by Nazi Germany in 1940…. But the Islanders have always managed – with hard work and determination – to repair the damage of
these aggressors. Please don’t betray them by allowing the economic ambitions of corporate interests to ruin what makes Jersey so special.
Don’t betray them from within.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KF6-G

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I’m writing to offer my support for why the proposed expansion to the Gigoulande Quarry should be halted.
Jersey already has plenty of reserves – enough for the hospital and new homes for its islanders. By its own admission, the quarry has 8 years to
run plus at least 6 more years beneath its equipment. Ronez has at least 20. This draft Island Plan is only going to last for the next 3 years. With
well over 30 years of reserves already, why the sudden rush for this rezoning to be done, and why so secretly?
This quarry was never intended as a long-term provider – that was earmarked for Ronez, whilst Granite Products was to concentrate on
recycling. It was stated that the quarry could provide reserves until 2076 with recycling so why do they now claim to have only 8 years left?
Nowhere in the report is recycling mentioned AT ALL as an option, so they conveniently seem to have forgotten what they were tasked with.
The expansion would see islanders lose a green lane, a farmed green field, part of cycle route 3A, approximately 150 trees and all associated
wildlife. All this to benefit a quarry whose UK owners are facing potential financial liabilities. Jersey is its cash cow and the UK parent needs to
keep it running, to keep other UK quarries afloat.
It would also see islanders lose the Greenhills Hotel. One of Jersey’s most loved and unique country hotels would come to an end as the quarry
would be blasting just 225 metres away. So many jobs and livelihoods would be lost, and although a happy memory, that is all it would become
– a memory. Jersey's economy relies upon finance, agriculture and tourism, and this application flies in the face of two of them.
The field is in the green zone anyway. Nothing can be built on a green field – you can’t even graze a horse on a green field. So why the rush to
rezone it and ‘safeguard’ it at all? It is perfectly safeguarded as it is. By rezoning it for minerals extraction that’s exactly what’s going to happen.
Jersey is committed to becoming carbon-neutral by 2030. Yet nowhere in the report are any alternatives provided to the concrete that Granite
Products produces. There are so many greener building alternatives which MUST be considered before this plan for more blasting is rushed
through.
Islanders need to know that their elected ministers have been provided with accurate, evidence-based and non-biased facts upon which to base
their decision. The report is anything but. This is a big point – islanders are being duped, and so are our ministers. Jersey has no population
policy, and generally assumes a growth rate of 510 per year, for the next five years. So how is it that Granite Product’s report predicts ‘low’
growth rates of 800, medium of 1000 and high of 1,500 for the next 20 years? This is total manipulation of the facts by the quarry in order to
justify its own expansion.
Jersey needs a population policy in place long before it can decide whether or not a larger quarry is necessary. Without a population policy it
cannot possibly know how much aggregate it needs, and it has plenty to last for the time being.
The above concerns are from a local/island perspective. From an international perspective, the optics of all this WILL directly impact tourism.
The island depends on its reputation for offering a varied environmental experience to its visitors. This includes the walking and biking trails
popular in St. Peter's and St. Mary's. Disrupting the peaceful verdure of these parishes (including the famous Greenhills Hotel) will directly
impact the island's future revenue.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KH7-K

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I would like to register my concern about the quarry extension in St Mary. I don’t live in the Parish but I object to the desecration of the valley
and surrounding areas.
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MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites
BHLF-ZZ1R2KX6-2

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

The plans for the quarry extension in St. Peter will ruin a quiet and pleasant country area. I am very much opposed to this proposal.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

BHLF-ZZ1R2KV1-U

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

My main concerns are it will:
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
Lose a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds, squirrels and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
Adversely affect neighbours nearby
Permit a UK company to profit despite all of the above

All these are worrying facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is far more than the actual value of the land — why?
Please do not allow the expansion of this quarry.

The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — Jersey should be
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials
Thank you for registering this objection.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KMB-3

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

I am without words understanding how you can be considering doing anything to a protected green lane & field, this goes against everything
that green lane stands for. Letting the quarry expand into a green lane, what protects any green zone on the island if this is allowed. The loss of
an agricultural field, trees, not to mention habitat & quiet enjoyment of walking/cycling the lane. So many local & tourists are thriving being able
to do this having had so much taken away with Lockdown & appreciate what we have her on our doorstep
I also note the proximity to Greenhills hotel & the affect to them, a lovley quiet location, this would ruin its charm. I also am highly suspicious
whey they paid so much for the field.
Jersey need to preserve & uphold its rules, its nature beauty especially with so many potential new visitors to the island & therefore new income
now with people being reluctant to travel so far afield, this is the time to be stringent on the rules & maintain what makes Jersey so special.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KPA-5

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to object to the proposal to extend the quarry in St. Peter’s, forcing closure of Greenhills Hotel & destroying much of the Greenbelt.
Pls change plans and don’t do this.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites
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Firstly, I want to object to the planned approval of the extension of La Gigoulande Quarry into field MY966 in the strongest terms. I am
concerned with the impacts arising from potential decisions associated with planning proposals for field MY966:-

[View full
response]

See SR 62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

from disturbance, disruption and noise, blasting and vibration, and potential pollution of land, air and water
on local communities, individual houses, sensitive receptors and economic sectors important to the local economy;
on natural heritage and biodiversity, landscape, visual amenity, and the historic environment
the water environment, air quality, and on all land especially carbon rich or rare soils;
the road network

The distances from the southern end of MY966 are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Greenhills Hotel (TOURISM) 183m
The nearest dwelling 120 m
The granite wall of the nearest listed dwelling (HISTORIC) 140m
Old Living Legend site (NEW DEVELOPMENT) 325m
Mont St Anastase (HISTORIC) 350m
Houses on Mont de L'Ecole 415m

There are wider issues of public concern, not least:1.
2.

3.

Public Safety:- In the UK the minimum distance, or proximity legally allowed, for quarrying adjacent to domestic dwellings is mandated by
statue. Is this true for Jersey and if not why not? It is a matter of public safety to people and property.
Commercialisation of Green Lane & Large Green Field :- To consider a commercial entity to encroach; remove and destroy a Green Lane
and adjacent Green Belt fields should be a very significant planning matter which should surely requiring detailed scrutiny and wide
consultation.
Has/will such scrutiny and consultation taken place with the appropriate parties?
This should include informing all local residents of the area of these plans, which has not happened.
Jersey’s Finite Resources of Water; Aggregates & Sand & Building Waste - Putting Forward Sustainable 10/20/30/40 + Year Island Plans the Future of The Island:-

The resources of the Island are finite and quarrying cannot continue indefinitely, sooner or later plans will have to be made for alternative
means of bringing resources to the Island. How much destruction and devastation of our green spaces are to be tolerated before the inevitable
alternative of importation of materials has to be addressed?

ANONZZ1R2KTN-P

SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

In regards to my earlier comments I wish to lodge my objection to the destruction of the natural habitat around the proposed quarry expansion.

[View full
response]

ANONZZ1R2KTT-V

SP1 - Responding
to climate change

Firstly, I want to object to the planned approval of the extension of La Gigoulande Quarry into field MY966 in the strongest terms. I am
concerned with the impacts arising from potential decisions associated with planning proposals for field MY966:-

[View full
response]

SP5 - Protecting
and improving the
natural
environment

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

See SR 62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

See SR 62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

from disturbance, disruption and noise, blasting and vibration, and potential pollution of land, air and water
on local communities, individual houses, sensitive receptors and economic sectors important to the local economy;
on natural heritage and biodiversity, landscape, visual amenity, and the historic environment
the water environment, air quality, and on all land especially carbon rich or rare soils;
the road network

The distances from the southern end of MY966 are:
•
•
•
•

Greenhills Hotel (TOURISM) 183m
The nearest dwelling 120 m
The granite wall of the nearest listed dwelling (HISTORIC) 140m
Old Living Legend site (NEW DEVELOPMENT) 325m
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Mont St Anastase (HISTORIC) 350m
Houses on Mont de L'Ecole 415m

There are wider issues of public concern, not least:1.

Public Safety:-

In the UK the minimum distance, or proximity legally allowed, for quarrying adjacent to domestic dwellings is mandated by statue. Is this true for
Jersey and if not why not? It is a matter of public safety to people and property.
2.

Commercialisation of Green Lane & Large Green Field :-

To consider a commercial entity to encroach; remove and destroy a Green Lane and adjacent Green Belt fields should be a very significant
planning matter which should surely requiring detailed scrutiny and wide consultation.
Has/will such scrutiny and consultation taken place with the appropriate parties?
This should include informing all local residents of the area of these plans, which has not happened.
3.

Jersey’s Finite Resources of Water; Aggregates & Sand & Building Waste - Putting Forward Sustainable 10/20/30/40 + Year Island Plans the Future of The Island:-

The resources of the Island are finite and quarrying cannot continue indefinitely, sooner or later plans will have to be made for alternative
means of bringing resources to the Island. How much destruction and devastation of our green spaces are to be tolerated before the inevitable
alternative of importation of materials has to be addressed?

ANON-ZZ1R2KGD-Y

MW1 - Provision
of minerals

I object strongly to the planned expansion of La Gigoulande Quarry into Field MY966 for a number of reasons which will have effects both
locally and island wide.
Firstly, all of the evidence and data provided for the ARUP report -which supports this venture- was provided by La Gigoulande Quarry.
ARUP are a UK based Consultancy who have been involved in doing these reports for Jersey since 1999. An initial component of the 2002 plan
stated that La Gigoulande Quarry had a ‘limited lifespan’ and that long term production of aggregates would be produced at Ronez Quarry. It
also stated that ‘preparations should be made for the import of sand (to replace that produced at Simon Sand) as well as crushed rock from La
Gigoulande’.
The 2011 Island Plan made few changes to this policy, but in the years that followed it became apparent that Jersey would have to ‘replace
primary aggregates wherever practicable by recycled, or secondary aggregates’ and by ‘reconsidering the option of importing aggregates’…..an
option which was retained.
Long term production was cited at Ronez and La Gigoulande was to incorporate waste storage into its facility.
However, in its current recommendations for the upcoming Island Plan, The ARUP report now states that La Gigoulande Quarry ‘is once again
facing the need for further permitted resources’ if its role as a major supplier is to continue.
But its role as a major supplier was not planned to continue in previous reports. It was stated as having a ‘limited lifespan’.
We are now told that La Gigoulande Quarry wish to ‘seek permisson to further extend their primary aggregate extraction works’ by extending
into a green field which is currently used as agricultural land and forms part of the beautiful landscape of the area. To do this, and to result in
the best yield, they will also need to extinguish the green lane which lies between the current Quarry Site and field MY966.
The latest ARUP report takes little notice of previous ones and does not fully consider the options of importing aggregate. A neighbour of ours
has imported aggregate for 1/3 the price of Jersey supplies. The option on importing needs FULLY SCRUTINIZING as it may well provide a
competitive alternative.
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Recycling aggregate or investigating other options such as using wood, glass, straw, hemp and other building materials needs urgent attention.
Recycling is such an important issue at the moment and must be addressed.
The ARUP report also fails to include any reference to Ecology surveys. These must be undertaken prior to any rezoning decisions following best
practice guidelines. The Island Plan must follow all ‘best practice’ issues for it to be deemed fair for all concerned.
Expanding a quarry operation has obvious implications. Not least an increase in heavy goods and other traffic. The ARUP report concedes to
this and states that ‘the constrained local road network’ will be affected. They suggest that mitigation is likely by ‘using route management,
avoidance of peak periods and shared vehicles and trips’. Anyone in business will confirm that these measures are ludicrous. You cannot
possibly use ‘set routes or circuits’ as these are already a series of limited country lanes. To put more HGVs onto these roads is dangerous and
extremely damaging both to the roads themselves and the area. And to ‘share’ vehicles and trips is again – impossible!
Field MY966 into which the Quarry plan to extend, is a beautiful area of green belt, currently utilized by a farmer for agricultural use and
provides a lovely outlook for the surrounding houses. It is the centre area of a number of fields and is bordered by a leafy green lane containing
hundreds of mature trees and shrubs. It is a popular walking, hiking, bike and horse riding route and provides part of many island wide
advertised bike and walking routes, plus is a fantastic selling point for the nearby Greenhills Hotel.
The current positioning of the Quarry is set back and somewhat hidden from view. However expanding it into this field will completely ruin the
outlook of this quiet corner of St Mary. Local horses stables, families with children, developments and investments will be affected. Many
property owners in the area have invested hugely in their properties, adhering to historic regulations, planning constraints, environmental and
ecological issues in order to improve the area, retain its heritage and make Jersey a far more attractive place to live. All this is now in jeopardy
with the proposed expansion of this industrial business. Putting such a heavy industrial/commercial site in the heart of green fields is criminal,
and against everything that home owners have had to adhere to themselves, as stipulated by government.
We own fields close to MY966 and have strict stipulations placed upon our land. No trees, no horses, and must only be occupied by bona-fide
inhabitants of the island who are wholly engaged in the agricultural business. How can a field just 100m away then be approved as an industrial
quarry? At one point these fields were probably owned by the same landowner.
As it stands, our home is affected by the quarry blasts. Sonic shockwaves, dust and pollution in the area are only set to increase - if this plan is
approved. The green issues are numerous, the loss of a green lane, noise from the blasts, the grinding of stone and the noise and emissions
from vehicles and equipment, the damage to property, the devastation of wildlife and trees and most importantly our own health from the dust
particles.
The amount of possible stone underneath the machinery at the quarry must also be addressed. There could be more reserve in that area,
without having to expand into a beautiful green area.
So many questions that need independent scrutiny.
This small island cannot be self sufficient in all aspects, especially industrially. We cannot be given over to a UK owned quarry business who
export stone around the world at the expense of what makes us unique. Beautiful historic homes, quiet lanes, our way of life.
Additional points of concern are that UK Company Brett and Sons purchased field MY966 for £1.65M and this purchase was made in advance of
planning agreement. We understand that they are already making detailed applications for planning submission once this re-zoning is agreed
within the island plan.
The data provided, and relied upon within the ARUP report is based upon a population growth in Jersey of 1500 per year. There is no states
population policy in place yet which indicates such high numbers, so how can these be used to justify the quarry extension?
The re-zoning of this area was buried in the island plan, so islanders are not aware of its existence, instead expecting such an issue to be flushed
out by the planning process. However after re-zoning, there would be a presumption to approve such a proposal, giving no opportunity for
scrutiny.
All of these points are clearly concerning.
In conclusion and to recap –
•

The ARUP report fails to fully investigate all options for supply of aggregate.
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safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

Alternatives such as import and recycling must be considered.
The report is biased towards the Quarry, who provided all the data for the report.
The report is based upon unjustified population increases of 1500 per year.
ARUP disregard their own previous recommendations that the quarry has limited lifespan.
ARUP take no account of ecological concerns whatsoever.
The report is not thorough, it is rushed and cannot be deemed independent.
All aspects of the report, and those additionally mentioned above must be scrutinised before we demolish a green lane, destruct a green
field, destroy our wildlife and devalue nearby properties, and further risking our health and safety in the future.

I respectfully request that the extension of La Gigoulande Quarry and the re-zoning of field MY966 be removed from this bridging Island Plan. It
will allow more time for independent and thorough scrutiny of all of the alternative building options mentioned above, the importing option,
the data analysis and full ecology, health and safety implications and reports.
This will not affect the quarry business long term as they currently have 7-10 years of supply and a more informed decision can be made in time
for the next island plan.
It will give the island the opportunity to review and determine the long term future provision of aggregate for this small island, as we cannot just
keep extending the quarry life every 10 years as they seem to wish to do.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KS5-V

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

This is a resumé of a letter I sent to members of the States early in June (no one acknowledged!) :
I write as a born and bred Jerseyman who has known and loved the Island for 80 years. I used to own a house there, visit regularly and still
follow news on the JEP website.
Recently, I have seen two news features concerning the development of two quarries : Ronez and Granite Products. The former seems a logical
and environmentally-acceptable expansion : few people live nearby and the quarry has been there for as long as I can remember.
The proposal by Granite Products is another matter : valuable agricultural land is being sold off at an inflated price and the quiet atmosphere of
St Peter's Valley and surrounding area will be seriously harmed. Of course, sellers everywhere try to exploit "the system" to acquire the best
price for their property but in a place like Jersey, this should be controlled very strictly.
In my many years of contact with the Island, I am appalled by many of the developments that have taken place. Since Dandara were allowed
into Jersey, the result has been catastrophic and much of the attractiveness of the countryside has been destroyed. Green Lanes - and similar
schemes - are all very well but they need to be protected and developed in a responsible, environmentally-friendly manner. Developing a
quarry in the middle of a rural area is totally irresponsible.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KRW-W

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to express my opposition to plans to extend La Gigoulande Quarry.
My main concerns are it will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
Lose a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds, squirrels and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
Adversely affect neighbours nearby
Permit a UK company to profit despite all of the above

All these are worrying facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is far more than the actual value of the land — why?
Please do not allow the expansion of this quarry.
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The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — Jersey should be
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD5-D

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

To Councillors and others tasked with making planning decisions,
I’m writing as a previous visitor to Jersey, concerned about the plan to lose a Green Field site to benefit a quarry. Jersey is by its nature a place
of beauty and this is one of the very reasons that visitors like me, come to Jersey. I understand that the field in question is in part of a green
zone, which means that nothing should be built on it, and the field cannot even be grazed by a horse currently. As such, it would seem to be
extremely detrimental to consider utilising it for quarry purposes, which will not only scar the land physically, but will create noise pollution over
a far greater area. I understand that if this were to be allowed it would have the likely impact of losing the Greenhills hotel, a much loved and
unique country hotel, due to the noise pollution. This would result in the loss of jobs and livelihoods, and the loss of a loved tourist destination,
thereby reducing the choices for tourists and locals.
At a time when the world needs to be making decisions to become carbon-neutral in order to preserve the world for the future, a decision to
concrete over a green field site, lose a country lane, with it’s environmentally friendly hedges and verges, part of a cycle route and upwards of
150 trees will have a huge negative impact on wildlife, the environment, the wellbeing of residents, and will detract from the attractiveness of
Jersey as a tourist destination. Now is not the time to be pressing ahead with plans for a quarry which may produce products that are not yet
needed, and flies in the face of the best environmental advice and guidance.
I wish to register my objection to this planning application, which if passed would make me much less likely to visit Jersey and spend my money
in the future.

ANON-ZZ1R2K2W-W

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW3 – New,
extended and
existing waste
management sites

My main concerns are it will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
delete a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
affect neighbours nearby
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

Facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — why isn’t Jersey
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials?

BHLF-ZZ1R2KSA-8

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing today to highlight my disagreement and concern with the demolition of Rue Bechervaise and the re-designation of Field MY966, as
proposed by the draft island bridging plan. Please find my concerns and questions detailed below.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Having grown up in St Mary, I am extremely concerned about the environmental destruction to the local area that would result from these plans
going ahead. Field MY966 is a protected green zone in a naturally beautiful area, enjoyed by many locals and tourists to the island. Bulldozing
Rue Bechervaise and rezoning the field would destroy local wildlife habitats, and hundreds of trees. I struggle to understand why the States of
Jersey feel justified in re-classifying this land on an ad-hoc basis so it can be used for mining and then eventually turned into landfill. I would
argue that this sets a dangerous precedent for the destruction of other protected green areas on the island. As far as I am aware, no
environmental impact assessment has been carried out in respect of the safeguarding of Field MY966 for mineral extraction. Why is this the
case?
The proximity of the extended site to local dwellings is also of great concern. I understand from local news reports that the extension would
bring the quarry to under 150m from some properties, while UK law stipulates that the absolute minimum must be 200m. I question why the
States of Jersey think that this is permissible? In addition, the blasting from the quarry would surely be an issue for the Greenhills Hotel, which
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has always been a jewel of Jersey tourism. Jersey tourism has faced much adversity following 18 months of interruption by the Covid-19
pandemic and I am concerned that the proposed expansion would spell doom for the Greenhills Hotel.
I am shocked that the re-designation of Field MY966 was subtly inserted into the draft bridging plan without locals being made aware. Outcry
on the ‘Action Against Quarry Expansion’ Facebook group indicates that no efforts were made to consult local businesses or residents. This is of
great concern to me as the States of Jersey are supposed to represent, and advocate for, the needs and concerns of the people of the island.
Of an equally concerning nature is the fact that Field MY966 was sold for so many times its agricultural value. Granite Products is owned by
Brett and Sons, a UK company well known to be in financial trouble. Why, therefore, was Granite Products happy to pay a purchase price of
£1.65 million for a (supposedly!) protected farming field valued at £200,000?
I cannot help but question whether this deal was made on the basis of promised planning permission, which is perhaps why the extension was
inserted into the plan so quietly. The fact that Granite Products provided data directly to ARUP for the purposes of their 2020 report is
concerning. Of course a struggling UK company would provide data supporting the need to expand their profitable Jersey business! Brett and
Sons are clearly relying on the rezoning and extension being passed through, which is why they were willing to pay such an inflated price for
Field MY966. Does the States of Jersey really mean to put the interests of a UK company ahead of protecting the island they represent? Is there
not a clear conflict of interest here?
Jersey does, of course, need building materials. We are looking to build a new hospital and there is an ever-increasing demand for housing. The
argument that La Gigoulande must be extended in order to meet this need, however, is seemingly based on partisan and inconsistent data.
Granite Products provide data directly to ARUP, who in turn provide a report directly to the States of Jersey. No third party verifies the data
provided by Granite Products. There is clear bias here, as the figures provided to ARUP are based on the very vested interest of Granite
Products.
The figures provided are also rife with inconsistencies. According to the 2011 Island Plan, Granite Products had 3.2 million tonnes of reserves,
equating to 27 years of use. The same plan confirmed that the life of La Gigoulande could be prolonged to 2076 if combined with recycling
operations which would halve primary aggregate production. Rather bizarrely, the 2020 ARUP report indicated reduced reserves of 900,000
tonnes, equating to less than 8 years of use, and these lower figures are used to justify the rezoning of Field MY966. Have ARUP and the States
of Jersey simply accepted that La Gigoulande has somehow suddenly lost years worth of resources? Why have these figures not been
scrutinised?
The 2020 ARUP report makes no reference to the option of using recycling to extend La Gigoulande’s life to 2076. It would seem that Granite
Products have been selective about the data provided to ARUP in order to further their own agenda. Granite Products upgraded its plant at La
Gigoulande in 2017. At this time, they made a deliberate commercial decision to install new machinery atop winnable reserves. It seems that
these reserves have been omitted from the 2020 ARUP report. Is this where the inconsistency lies?
I note that the 2002 Island Plan referred to La Gigoulande as having a ‘limited lifespan’, with longterm production confirmed for the operations
at the quarry at Ronez, rather than Granite Products. Why, therefore, is the re-designation of Field MY966 being considered in the first place?
After confirming that La Gigoulande had a ‘limited lifespan’, the 2002 Island Plan stated that ‘preparations should be made for the import of
sand as well as crushed rock’ into the island. The 2011 Island Plan stated that Jersey ought to ‘replace primary aggregates’ by ‘recycled, or
secondary aggregates’ and examine ‘the option of importing aggregates.’ The 2011 Island Plan also reaffirmed that Ronez would be used for
long term production, and that La Gigoulande would eventually cater to waste storage. La Gigoulande was, therefore, never meant to be
infinite. Why then, in their recommendations for the bridging plan, did ARUP claim that La Gigoulande ‘is once again facing the need for further
permitted resources’?
Based on the 2002 and 2011 plans, La Gigoulande was not meant to have a continued role as an aggregate supplier. Ministers signed off on it
having a limited lifespan. Two island plans strategised on this basis. Why is the States of Jersey now looking to contravene this strategy?
At minimum, La Gigoulande has a remaining mining life of over 8 years from now. Removing the safeguarding of Field MY966 as a mineral
extraction site from the draft bridging plan would in no way prejudice Granite Products. A three-year delay would not prevent Granite Products
from continuing with their daily operations, but it would allow ministers to examine the relevant information before implementing the 2025
Island Plan.
Overall, it is apparent that the rezoning is being driven by a failing UK company looking to use Jersey as a bailout. The data provided to ARUP
and the States of Jersey is inconsistent, and clearly merits further scrutiny before being used as the basis for approving policy. The potential
damage to tourism and agriculture from the rezoning is severe. and no environmental impact assessment has been conducted. This simply must
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be carried out in order to fully assess the negative effects that the destruction of Field MY966 and Rue Bechervaise would have on nature and
the local community. I also do not understand why the extension of La Gigoulande is being considered in the first place when it was never
meant to be a long-term provider of aggregates.
As an islander, I would urge ministers to remove the rezoning of Field MY966 from the draft island bridging plan. This would enable all parties
to better examine the figures and environmental impacts, and make more informed decisions based on robust scrutiny. There is little to be lost
by delaying the proposals, but a great deal could be lost by rushing them.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KH9-N

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I have heard that the above field has been included in the Island Plan for a potential extension of the adjacent quarry with the closure of one of
the lanes leading to the field.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

I am saddened by this news. During the time my son lived in St Lawrence i discovered a truly beautiful part of the Island. Quiet Green Lanes
providing peaceful walks for all the family. This area is reminiscent of days gone by - a rarity these days in Jersey and a place still to be able to
retreat from the busyness of our daily lives.
The extension of the quarry will destroy this, creating additional heavy duty traffic, noise and dust all of which will have a significant
environmental impact on the area; those wishing to have respite and those families who have moved to this area because if its peacefulness.
The area is criss crossed with green cycle lanes making it a safe area but this quarry extension would impact upon the traffic and the desirability
to cycle in the vicinity.
Surely, when the Jersey Government (along with the rest of the world) is trying to become 'greener' it would be hypocritical and contrary to
these aims to lose such a peaceful green environment.
Surely the pandemic has highlighted the need for our Island to be more self sustaining - loosing yet another agricultural field goes against this.
If anything the other suggested option of a reservoir would be much more appropriate - adding further walks around the area and encouraging
wildlife. Water will be increasingly of importance - the Government should be focusing on forward planning as to how it proposes to supply
enough water in the future for its population - this is crucial. Providing more granite is not.
Please please do not allow this quarry extension.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K9Q-X

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

We would like to register our concern at the plans to extend the quarry in St Mary in Jersey.
We visited the island pre-pandemic and visited lots of interesting sites as well as seeing family.
We found the island to be very picturesque and beautiful and the people were friendly and helpful.
We spend an afternoon in St Mary and noticed how lovely the outlook was for people living in the area. Rolling fields and quiet lanes really set
the island apart from other places which we have visited.
We liked the way that the houses were spread out, with beautiful views and the countryside wildlife such as pheasants and cockerels roaming
around.
We also fond the references to the war interesting and the whole history fascinating.
As a family we found it a peaceful and relaxing place to visit and would like to return.
However the talk of a quarry being expanded into the lovely countryside is very upsetting and concerning. We would not want to visit an area
where HGVs dominate the lanes making walking dangerous and impossible, and where the grinding of stone disturbs the peace and quiet of
the area, and dust fills the fresh air. We would be unlikely to wish to stay in a hotel where dynamite blasts wake us up in a morning with a shake.
Surely there are alternatives to expanding this quarry. Utilising more modern methods of construction as we are seeing more and more in the
UK and reducing the amount of aggregates needed.
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[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

Jersey will need to make a decision as to whether they want tourists in the area, or a heavy industrial plant.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KHZ-P

MW1 - Provision of
minerals
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Following a family holiday in May half term this year we were horrified to hear of the plan to expand the quarry.
We visit Jersey at least once a year with our family and have done since 2010. We always stay in St. Peter as we love the peaceful countryside
and the ability to walk, cycle and run safely through the lanes. It's a beautiful area with stunning unspoilt countryside and an abundance of
wildlife. Our children have grown up enjoying the freedom that the green zone offers and the thought that the quarry expansion would change
this fills us with sadness.
We've enjoyed staying at The Greenhills Hotel in the past and having drinks at the bar and eating in their fabulous restaurant. It's such a tranquil
place and a real escape for us from the hussle and bustle of London. It saddens us to think this would change. We even question the possibility
of the Hotels survival.
The loss of the green lane and field would be catastrophic for such an area of natural beauty. If Jersey go ahead with this it will put us off of
returning. It would suggest that the Jersey Government are not interested in preserving the Island or providing an inviting environment for
tourists. We would be forced to return to holidaying in Cornwall or maybe trying the other Channel Islands!
As tourism must be a large income for the Island we hope you listen to our voices.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KDS-B

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

the extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that the whole island needs to spend time considering and this island plan
consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for planning application consultation later on.
Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3
year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years’ time.
No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken, these should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion.
The island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it looked
at how much more aggregate could be recycled and for what cost.
This failure to publish the full range of costs and benefits of recycling versus quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed. A
comparative carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation has not been undertaken.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KM3-M

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

I am writing to voice my opposition to the quarry expansion in St. Peter’s valley.
This proposed expansion clearly undermines the government’s own island plan.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

The massively inflated sale price of the earmarked field is indicative to me of assurances having been given to the quarry prior to planning
permission being granted.
The quarry expansion will jeopardize a charming and thriving hotel, Greenfields , which is a much loved and long-standing Jersey landmark, and
it will destroy precious habitat.

ANON-ZZ1R2KCQ-8

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

The Minerals Extraction and Solid Waste Disposal element of the Draft Bridging Island Plan appears to be well balanced, detailing the
required provisions for primary aggregates while encouraging the advancement of recycled materials where practical.

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

However, although the Simon Sand quarry closure (Dec 2023) is in line with previous island plans, and includes contingencies and
alternatives, the potential overall increase in CO2 generated from importation (expected for around 50% of the volume of sand
currently produced by Simon Sand quarry), and the increased financial costs associated for the construction industry / local market,
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[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

Jersey water rep: See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La
Gigoulande Quarry safeguarded mineral area

need more consideration. The previous plan for investment in a new St Helier Harbour Masterplan, and potential for a purpose-built
bulk material handling facility located in town, will have potential to support the Isl and’s future minerals and aggregates needs.
Further, the Minerals Waste and Water Study 2020 (ARUP) appears to address the concerns raised by local industry
regarding onsite processing of aggregates; the document points out that there are exempt activities for processing inert demolition
materials that could be reused on site as fill:"
‘The Waste Management (Exemptions from Licensing) (Jersey) Order 2006’, sets out the waste activities exempt from the
licensing requirements of the Waste Management (Jersey) Law 2005. Of specific relevance to inert waste are Articles 5 and 10:
Article 5 - The use of a controlled waste in a way that is beneficial to the environment, if it is put to use without further treatment, and the use
does not amount to disposal. Article 10 - Any crushing, grinding or other size reduction process, when applied to controlled waste that
consists of bricks, tiles, concrete, stone or similar materials." (ARUP, 2020, p.31).
From the information provided, the existing safeguards regarding the processing of inert waste would continue i.e., the management of dust
and noise being covered under existing nuisance laws and site-specific restrictions, as with any construction/ demolition activities. This
is thought to be a sensible approach and will minimise unnecessary vehicle movements and utilise waste materials efficiently

ANON-ZZ1R2K2M-K

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

•

•

•
•
•
•

BHLF-ZZ1R2K5Z-3

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

Over the last few years as a 50+ year old, I have taken up road cycling as my preferred form of exercise. One of my favourite routes is to
cycle the full length of the St Peter’s Valley from the sea (near the Gunsite) to the top of the valley. The newly created beautiful path is
stunning, peaceful and safe! The ONLY blight along the route is when you pass the quarry and the premises of Granite Products. St Peter’s
Valley is an absolute jewel and should be protected from the unsightly activities of the quarry.
Jersey is a small island; it cannot possibly expect to be self-sufficient in all resources. As an island, we rely on other jurisdictions to provide
a significant proportion of all that we need to function. We rely almost 100% on France to supply our electricity.
Why do we need to provide the crushed rock aggregate that the island needs from Jersey itself?
We import virtually all other building materials from elsewhere. Why shouldn’t we import the crushed rock aggregate as needed, having
exhausted the supply of reprocessed aggregates.
The field in question MY966 is a beautiful agricultural field. It makes a mockery of the presumption that fields should remain in agricultural
use if this field (MY966) can be destroyed by mining activity.
I seriously question the assumptions and findings of the report produced by the consultants Arup. The data used in the report was
provided by the company who wants to mine the additional area (MY966). Where is the independence? Where is the scrutiny?
St Peter’s Valley is an oasis in the middle of Jersey. It is beautiful, peaceful and a wonderful valley to cycle or walk. Jersey should not allow
the mining activities conducted by Granite Products to extend their destruction of St Peter’s Valley.
Once the mining activity begins the field is lost forever!

In following up the conclusions of the “integrated scenario” as recommended by the Minerals, Waste and Water Study, it is noted that volume
three of the BIP relates to Minerals Extraction and Solid Waste disposal. Policy MW1 then safeguards La Gigoulande Quarry and Simon Sand as
mineral sites and confirms that development of these identified sites for purposes other than mineral extraction will not, in general,
besupported.
The supporting text associated with this policy also identifies that there is a long-established expectation that the Simon Sand site will cease
operation in the near term and that the landscape is to be restored in the relatively short-term period of this plan (to 2024).

And
See SR55 - Waste and water - La Gigoulande Quarry

Policy MW2 designates seven sites as being suitable for inert waste management or disposal, which include La Gigoulande Quarry, but not
include Simon Sand.
The approach in MW1 and MW2 to the situation at Simon Sand is notably different to the integrated solution set out in the Minerals, Waste and
Water Study. It is therefore not clear from the BIP evidence base how this is justified in relation to the broader needs of the island and appears
to be a reaction to only the current circumstances at Simon Sand.
Jersey Water would, in particular, be keen to understand the envisaged mechanism for restoration at Simon Sand, given that the integrated
solution highlights that by fixing a short timetable, the need for fill material could not be met by inert waste only. This is a critical issue given the
potential for pollution of the St Ouen Aquifer
and requires clarification as a priority.
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[View full
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See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
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General comments about Minerals extraction and solid waste disposal Thé destruction of the green field site for the Gigoulande quarry is totally
unacceptable. I grew up in rural St Lawrence which still maintains a lot of old Jersey charm that will be shattered by lorries and the blasting for
the new quarry. The Greenhills hotel was actually my first home on the island and its loss to our community would leave a whole in the parish. I
do not believe the quoted population figures that support the need for a new quarry. The fact this is an English company adds insult to injury,
depleting our precious green zones is tantamount to vandalism. I beg you to reconsider this plan that will destroy over 150 trees, remove a
green lane and shatter the peace of a charming part of the island.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

I wish to pass comment on the potential re-zoning of the above mentioned field for use a an extension to the La Gigouland Quarry.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

It is particularly notable that “Strategic Proposal Five” also references the Infrastructure Capacity Study, published slightly ahead of the Minerals,
Waste and Water Strategy (each having conclusions that generally align). The Infrastructure Capacity Study also identifies that there will be a
deficit in the supply / demand balance during the plan period and that:
“integrated approach to water is required, taking into account the islands requirements for minerals and inert waste management.”
The Infrastructure Capacity Study also notes that the long-term solution is likely to be across a range of sites, or sites in combination, including
increased capacity at Val De La Mare reservoir or an alternative new reservoir site, the desalination plant and continued leakage reduction and
demand control measures.
Despite both the Minerals, Waste and Water Study, and the Infrastructure Capacity Study recommending an integrated solution across all work
streams, it is evident that the BIP has prioritised the position in relation to both minerals and waste, each with site-specific designations, to the
detriment of water infrastructure – where there is only more general
commentary.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KTK-K

MW1 - Provision of
minerals

2.

Provision of minerals

Policy MWl does contain the reference that 'La Gigoulande Quarry' is considered a candidate for disposal.
MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

In the view of this respondent this quarry shoul.d not be used for disposal, but should be earmarked in the Draft Bridging Island Plan as a future
water reservoir. The water supply network infrastructure is already in situ a short distance lower down in the valley in the shape of an existing
reservoir.
The use of the quarry for disposal will generate large scale commercial vehicle traffic in all of the Island roads to the quarry. This is clearly
contrary to the intention to reduce road traffic and to the notion of sustainable transport. In the view of this respondent the principle of
importing stone should be explored.
The importation of stone is already widely used by other European countries, and Norway appears to be the main supplier, which country has a
dedicated industry for the purpose. Further reclamation from the sea and thus extension of 'La Collette' can serve as a disposal site of inert
waste for a period long into the future.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJY-Q

MW1 Provision of
minerals
MW3 New
extended and
existing waste
management sites

BHLF-ZZ1R2KG3-E

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

The area surrounding the field is one of immense beauty with green lanes and pleasant walks. Re-zoning the field as an extension to the quarry
will not only devastate the local area and will increase the traffic considerably. The majority of the traffic will be that used by Ronez, I.e. large
lorries travelling to and from the quarry. The roads around the field are very narrow with sometimes only room for one vehicle and unsuitable
for large, heavy lorries.
In fact the proposed use of the quarry as an additional reservoir is a good one. It will provide additional capacity for a growing population and
enhance the area.
I hope the States, in their wisdom will reject the re-zoning of the field for use as a quarry.

ANON-ZZ1R2K27-W

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

I am a Polish national living and working in Jersey. Jersey is a place I love for its incredible beauty and I am extremely concerned that things are
changing to make Jersey much less attractive to visitors and people living there.
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[View full
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See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
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[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

When my family and friends visit we love walking and cycling in the country lanes and enjoying the peaceful nature. To think that this can be
destroyed for an ugly, noisy high polluting quarry is outrageous.
Jersey should be interested in being eco-friendly world leaders by choosing different more ecological ways of building to avoid the need to
extend the quarry in St Peter. Quarries should be made fewer not bigger.
You must stop these plans.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KGB-W

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

I read with great concern that Granite Products are proposing extending into a green zone field, MY966, this is against the island plan, would
remove a valuable set of walks, increase noise and be a negative impact in our Parish.
We live very close and walk that lane often,especially through lock down it was almost daily, why should we have this local amenity removed so
a UK company can profit?
[REDACTED TEXT]
Please stop this insanity.

ANON-ZZ1R2KC9-G

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

The owner of WP Recycling (WPR) welcomes the safeguarding of the Broadlands site for waste management under Policy MW2 Safeguarded
inert waste management or disposal sites.
[REDACTED TEXT]
The owner of WPR would like the opportunity to make further submissions through the next stages of the BIP process and takes takes this
opportunity to make the following points:
1.

2.
3.
4.

WPR looks forward to continuing its well-regarded service to the island and its contribution to the high levels of recycling that are
acknowledged in the ARUP Minerals, Waste and Water Report, 2020. This report was referred to as 'State of the Nation' by an Island Plan
Team Officer.
WPR looks forward to completing the Masterplan for the site.
WPR requests acknowledgment that in order to serve the island with high quality waste management and recycling services then more
space is needed for the depot at Broadlands (Fields 713 & 715).
WPR requests acknowledgement about the mixed waste services that take place at Broadlands.

The owner of WPR requests the opportunity to present further evidence to the independent Inspectors about these matters.

ANON-ZZ1R2KKB-1

MW3 – New,
extended and
existing waste
management sites

I think it is incredibly short sighted to simply extend the quarry in St Mary. We need to be looking at more sustainable sources of building
materials. Necessity is mother of invention and by allowing an extension we are simply condoning the continuation of an inefficient, ecologically
and environmentally damaging practice. The land bordering the quarry is lined with mature oak trees how can we allow them to cut down and
the complete destruction of a good agricultural field for the sake of a separate industry. Does the construction industry trump all other
industries? I would like Jersey to be an island where we live in harmony with our natural environment - it is one of our greatest assets unlike the
quarry. By extending the quarry we are benefiting the owners of that quarry financially but the loss of the wildlife and countryside is a loss to all
islanders. This does not seem to benefit the population as a whole.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

ANON-ZZ1R2K8C-F

MW3 – New,
extended and
existing waste
management sites

The extension of the Gigoulande quarry into Green Zone should not occur. It is not sustainable and the idea fails to recognise the key problem too much development. The suggestion the adjacent land would give aggregate for 30 years is still only medium term. What happens then?
Now is the time to force change on the construction industry and use innovative and sustainable products and slow the rate of development
through a population policy.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

ANON-ZZ1R2K23-S

MW3 – New,
extended and

My main concerns are it will:

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

1.

decimate agricultural land
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delete a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
affect neighbours nearby
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

Facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — why isn’t Jersey
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials?

ANON-ZZ1R2KJ5-K

MW3 – New,
extended and
existing waste
management sites

I am opposed to the proposed extension of La Gigoulande quarry and the removal of Rue Bechervaise. It is unacceptable that a rural road
belonging to the public (which I personally use as a walker and runner) should be removed from the public realm.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

ANON-ZZ1R2K2E-B

MW3 – New,
extended and
existing waste
management sites

My main concerns are it will:

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

[View full
response]

Noted.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

decimate agricultural land
delete a very poplar green lane and cycle route
create the need to chop down 100+ trees and destroy natural habitat for birds and all manner of wildlife
create more ready-mix concrete products; concrete which is officially the single most destructive material on Earth
impact traffic in the area
affect neighbours nearby
allow a UK company to profit despite all of the above

Facts which need to be investigated:
Field MY966 was bought for £1.65 million which is way above the real value of the land — why?
The solution seems to be to remove the need to expand by reducing the local demand for dense concrete products — why isn’t Jersey
encouraging architects, developers and builders to work together to use less environmentally damaging building materials?

BHLF-ZZ1R2KKX-Q

MW3 – New,
extended and
existing waste
management sites

Pg.307
“a port area of a character appropriate to the development;”
I do not approve the above statement.
Final statement.
Having lived on the island my whole 28 years, the character of the island has changed too much. If the people wanted to live in a concrete
jungle, the people would go live in London/Birmingham. The vast majority of the population feel as through those that make the decisions are
making them for the top 1%. These top 1% who want to work in a concrete jungle but live in the country. I understand there is an ageing
population, where the states need younger people to hold up the pension pot. But the younger native population is being driven away.

ANON-ZZ1R2KUB-B

MW3 – New,
extended and
existing waste
management sites

Mineral Waste and Water Study.
Arup. Dec 2020.
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Part 1. Section 2.3.3.
Extension of quarry and potential extinction of La Rue Bechervaise.
I would like to know what can be done with the following:
•
•

To ensure that, should the application/proposal to extinguish this lane be approved, a condition of any approval should require provision
to be made for a safe and secure re routing Cycle Route 3.
In particular if it is re routed down St Paters Valley then a dedicated two way cycle lane should be provided on that main road.

ANON-ZZ1R2KG9-M

MW3 – New,
extended and
existing waste
management sites

I live on the adjoining Rue Bechervaise road in the new development at St Matthew's Convent. I want to express my serious concerns over the
extension of the quarry across rue bechervaise and into the opposite field. This is a marked green area and the loss of this would have a
negative impact on the wildlife here, along with causing disruptions to the residents near by. As cited by other neighbours, the blasts from the
quarry can already be felt and the extension of this would mean that these residents would see further damage to their properties and noise
increases. The extension may also have an impact on neighbours further afield, such as ourselves. The loss of the road would also be of great
concern. This is on the cycle route and is used regularly. It is a safe road, relatively quiet of traffic and for this reason, many people including
myself use this to walk and run down, with family. The loss of this beautiful road, lined with old oaks would be such a shame. Please don't allow
this to happen and remove it from the plan. Greater consideration, research and resident discussions are needed before even considering this
as part of the further plan. Thanks

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

ANON-ZZ1R2KUR-U

MW3 – New,
extended and
existing waste
management sites

I don’t understand why this quarry extension is necessary. I walk in the lanes around this part of the island very frequently and it’s a beautiful
area. We should be preserving Jersey’s countryside not destroying it. I understand that we need more houses built but we can’t destroy nature
in this way. We need to look at other ways to source materials. I feel sorry for nearby residents and I hope this plan is dropped for their sakes.
Please take complaints on this website seriously.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

ANOZZ12KJAY

NE1 – Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity

Having lived in Rue Bechervaise for many years, I enjoyed walking around the lanes, talking to people who felt the same as me, the relative
safety, the peace and quiet of the country side around us. I am horrified at the proposed development of the quarry as it will be taking away so
much from the people who live and enjoy the area. For Greenhills hotel, it will be a disaster . A very popular venue due to the peace and quiet
in a beautiful countryside setting. With all the problems with the pandemic, the hospitality section, are struggling enough, to have this proposal
ending up behind them, is absolutely horrendous. Please listen to the people. Don’t destroy our green lanes and fields.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

Gigoulande quarry - I would like to register my total opposition to this proposal and the lack of consultation on this very important principle
and plan.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

NE2 – Green
infrastructure and
networks

ANOZZ12K7X

NE1 – Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity
NE2 – Green
infrastructure and
networks
NE3 – Landscape
and seascape
character
Proposal 12 –
Green
infrastructure and
network strategy

It seems iniquitous that this sale has gone ahead presumably with some sort of informal guarantee that permission will be granted in due
course, on the basis that the purchase price is way beyond that which would be normal for an agricultural field.
We must stop desecrating the small amount of land we have for agricultural use for many and varied reasons of which I’m sure you are aware there is no justification in allowing this and dealing with jersey’s declared climate emergency.
The extension of Gigoulande Quarry is an issue of sustainability that the whole island needs to spend time considering and this island plan
consultation is too short a window to do that, even allowing for planning application consultation later on.
Putting the extension into this draft island bridging plan is premature as the quarry has 8 years left at current size but the island plan is only a 3
year plan, so it is in the interests of all islanders to remove it from the plan and to start a full consultation and conversation that looks at whether
or not to include it in the next island plan in 3 years time.
No health or environmental impact assessments have been undertaken, these should be completed and published before inclusion in the next
island plan so they can form part of the discussion.
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[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

The island plan has not included a full assessment of the effects of adopting different materials and methods of construction, nor has it looked
at how much more aggregate could be recycled and for what cost. This failure to publish the full range of costs and benefits of recycling versus
quarrying means inclusion in the island plan should be delayed.
A comparitive carbon assessment of quarrying versus importation has not been undertaken.
I would be glad to receive your comments
Thank you
[REDACTED TEXT]

ANOZZ12KT6X

NE1 – Protection
and improvement
of biodiversity and
geodiversity
NE2 – Green
infrastructure and
networks
NE3 – Landscape
and seascape
character

Gigoulande quarry
I object to this proposal
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Noise
Need
Impact on landscape and amenity
Water supply concerns
Air quality and health concerns
Negative impact on Ecology and Wildlife
Lack of detail and guarantees on restoration **** (Please see below important commentary)
Highway and Traffic concerns

Commentary on the above concerns:
1.

Noise

Noise levels at times will be above acceptable levels to residents in the surrounding area
2.

Need

The applicant has not shown a valid or need for the quarry, other than economic. There are no identified costed social benefits, only negative.
3.

Impact on landscape and amenity

Loss of iconic Jersey Countryside and farmland
Loss of sensitive and ecologically rich green Countryside
4.

Water supply concerns

Pollution of any kind will impact on water catchment and local hydrology. Quarry is at the head of a valley with several dams downstream
supply drinking water
5.

Air quality and health concerns

Residents in the area will be affected by “Particulate matter” (PM) up to 1km from source of blasting and heavy extraction (Source: University of
Hertfordshire)
An increase of 10 PG/m3 affects mortality and morbidity from blasting and quarrying (Many sources including WHO)
6.

Negative impact on Ecology and wildlife
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Minister’s detailed response

Lack of detailed description of how ecology will be managed during restoration
7.

Lack of detail and guarantees on restoration

Restoration guarantees not provided. No evidence of sinking fund/Trust/ or entity to ensure funds are red lined and protected for restoration.
The history of restoration in Jersey is poor. For example how many derelict glasshouses have been cleared and land restored when physically
and economically obsolete. A normal condition of approval for glasshouses is restoration. This condition has never been enforced by the Island
of Jersey! Land is left derelict in the “Hope” of change of use to residential. This will no doubt happen again due to weakness of Planning
enforcement without proper guarantees.
8.

Highways and traffic concerns

Increase in lorry movements

ANONZZ1R2KTN-P

PL5 – Countryside,
coast and marine
environment

Protection of the St Mary Green Lanes around the proposed quarry expansion

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

ANON-ZZ1R2KE6-F

Strategic Proposal
1 -Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption

21st June 2021

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

Strategic Proposal
4 - A west of island
planning
framework

As a local resident I am concerned with the impacts arising from potential decisions associated with planning proposals for field MY966:a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

from disturbance, disruption and noise, blasting and vibration, and potential pollution of land, air and water
on local communities, individual houses, sensitive receptors and economic sectors important to the local economy;
on natural heritage and biodiversity, landscape, visual amenity, and the historic environment
the water environment, air quality, and on all land especially carbon rich or rare soils;
the road network

There has been no consultation with the local community
The distances from the southern end of MY966 are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Greenhills Hotel (TOURISM) 183m
The nearest dwelling 120 m
The granite wall of the nearest listed dwelling (HISTORIC) 140m
Old Living Legend site (NEW DEVELOPMENT) 325m
Mont St Anastase (HISTORIC) 350m
Houses on Mont de L'Ecole 415m

There are wider issues of public concern, not least:1.

Public Safety:-

In the uk the minimum distance, or proximity legally allowed, for quarrying adjacent to domestic dwellings is mandated by statue. Is this true for
Jersey and if not why not? It is a matter of public safety to people and property.
2.

Commercialisation of Green Lane & Large Green Field :-

To consider a commercial entity to encroach; remove and destroy a Green Lane and adjacent Green Belt fields should be a very significant
planning matter which should surely requiring detailed scrutiny and wide consultation.
Has/will such scrutiny and consultation taken place with the appropriate parties?
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Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

This should include informing all local residents of the area of these plans, which has not happened.
3.

Jersey’s Finite Resources of Water; Aggregates & Sand & Building Waste - Putting Forward Sustainable 10/20/30/40 + Year Island Plans the Future of The Island:-

The resources of the Island are finite and quarrying cannot continue indefinitely, sooner or later plans will have to be made for alternative
means of bringing resources to the Island. How much destruction and devastation of our green spaces are to be tolerated before the inevitable
alternative of importation of materials has to be addressed?
At the heart of this debate are unstated forecasts and unstated policies for the future size of the Island population.
All infrastructure planning & costs are dependent upon these forecasts.
The Island Plan contains forecasts that have not been debated or shared with the public.

ANON-ZZ1R2KEJ-3

Strategic Proposal
1 -Development of
a long-term
planning
assumption
Strategic Proposal
4 - A west of island
planning
framework

As a local resident I am concerned with the impacts arising from potential decisions associated with planning proposals for field MY966:a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

from disturbance, disruption and noise, blasting and vibration, and potential pollution of land, air and water
on local communities, individual houses, sensitive receptors and economic sectors important to the local economy;
on natural heritage and biodiversity, landscape, visual amenity, and the historic environment
the water environment, air quality, and on all land especially carbon rich or rare soils;
the road network

There has been no consultation with the local community
The distances from the southern end of MY966 are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Greenhills Hotel (TOURISM) 183m
The nearest dwelling 120 m
The granite wall of the nearest listed dwelling (HISTORIC) 140m
Old Living Legend site (NEW DEVELOPMENT) 325m
Mont St Anastase (HISTORIC) 350m
Houses on Mont de L'Ecole 415m

There are wider issues of public concern, not least:1.

Public Safety:-

In the uk the minimum distance, or proximity legally allowed, for quarrying adjacent to domestic dwellings is mandated by statue. Is this true for
Jersey and if not why not? It is a matter of public safety to people and property.
2.

Commercialisation of Green Lane & Large Green Field :-

To consider a commercial entity to encroach; remove and destroy a Green Lane and adjacent Green Belt fields should be a very significant
planning matter which should surely requiring detailed scrutiny and wide consultation.
Has/will such scrutiny and consultation taken place with the appropriate parties?
This should include informing all local residents of the area of these plans, which has not happened.
3.

Jersey’s Finite Resources of Water; Aggregates & Sand & Building Waste - Putting Forward Sustainable 10/20/30/40 + Year Island Plans the Future of The Island:-
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Minister’s detailed response

The resources of the Island are finite and quarrying cannot continue indefinitely, sooner or later plans will have to be made for alternative
means of bringing resources to the Island. How much destruction and devastation of our green spaces are to be tolerated before the inevitable
alternative of importation of materials has to be addressed?
At the heart of this debate are unstated forecasts and unstated policies for the future size of the Island population.
All infrastructure planning & costs are dependent upon these forecasts.
The Island Plan contains forecasts that have not been debated or shared with the public.

ANONZZ1R2KTN-P

Strategic Proposal
4 - A west of island
planning
framework

I would like to register my objection to the proposed expansion of the Quarry at granite products. I live nearby and am a frequent walker
around the lanes around the quarry. Just for once could Jersey put the environment and it’s protection before profit. Can the decision makers
please do the right thing and continue to preserve a unique part of the world which is why we choose to live and pay our taxes here. During
COVID lockdowns having this area of natural beauty was a haven for many and we should preserve and protect not pillage.

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

ANON-ZZ1R2KG7-J

Jersey Proposal
Map A Planning
Zones

Safeguarding minerals zone.This zone seems important to maintain the ability to extract minerals, however I have 2 things to note here:I
remember a front page headline within the last 3 years for the field proposed for the extension of the st Mary quarry selling for on excess of
£1million. Has this information been made available to interested parties ahead of the publication of this plan? I believe this sale should be
investigated.Developm of this countryside land goes against one of the principles of the plan which was to "protect our countryside" . However
this is an excellent opportunity to impose development requirements to replace the lanes lost to development and improve the area with a
woodland path, for walking and cycling. It could also link onto the existing st peters valley path/cycle trail and take people from the valley,
towards the greenhills, six roads and Hamptonne

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

ANON-ZZ1R2KT6-X

WER8 - Safety
zones for
hazardous
installations

Gigoulande quarry

[View full
response]

See SR62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966 and La Gigoulande Quarry
safeguarded mineral area

WER9 - New,
extended or
altered hazardous
installations

Objection to the proposal on following basis
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Noise
Need
Impact on landscape and amenity
Water supply concerns
Air quality and health concerns
Negative impact on Ecology and Wildlife
Lack of detail and guarantees on restoration **** (Please see below important commentary)
Highway and Traffic concerns

Commentary on the above concerns:
1.

Noise

Noise levels at times will be above acceptable levels to residents in the surrounding area
2.

Need

The applicant has not shown a valid or need for the quarry, other than economic. There are no identified costed social benefits, only negative.
3.

Impact on landscape and amenity

Loss of iconic Jersey Countryside and farmland
Loss of sensitive and ecologically rich green Countryside
4.

Water supply concerns
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Minister’s detailed response

Pollution of any kind will impact on water catchment and local hydrology. Quarry is at the head of a valley with several dams downstream
supply drinking water
5.

Air quality and health concerns

Residents in the area will be affected by “Particulate matter” (PM) up to 1km from source of blasting and heavy extraction (Source: University of
Hertfordshire)
An increase of 10 PG/m3 affects mortality and morbidity from blasting and quarrying (Many sources including WHO)
6.

Negative impact on Ecology and wildlife

Lack of detailed description of how ecology will be managed during restoration
7.

Lack of detail and guarantees on restoration

Restoration guarantees not provided. No evidence of sinking fund/Trust/ or entity to ensure funds are red lined and protected for restoration.
The history of restoration in Jersey is poor. For example how many derelict glasshouses have been cleared and land restored when physically
and economically obsolete. A normal condition of approval for glasshouses is restoration. This condition has never been enforced by the Island
of Jersey! Land is left derelict in the “Hope” of change of use to residential. This will no doubt happen again due to weakness of Planning
enforcement without proper guarantees.
8.

Highways and traffic concerns

Increase in lorry movements

ANON-ZZ1R2KC5-C

MW2 Safeguarded waste
sites

Submission into Draft Bridging Island Plan
Site – Rezoning of Broadlands, Mont Fallu, Fields into an Affordable housing site, countryside restoration and community infrastructure site
This submission is on behalf of local residents who wish to see an alternative vision for this important and visible countryside location in St Peter.
Current context
The current site has a planning permission under construction for 25 residential units. In addition, there are a number of existing residential
properties on the site, and an approved and operational inert waste business. There are also a number of fields where commercial operations
have expanded into in an uncontrolled manner.
The site is immediately adjacent to the St Peters Valley SSI to the North and North East, and abuts National Trust for Jersey estate to the North
East and East. It is within the Green Zone and classified as Interior Agricultural Plateau within the Landscape and Seascape assessment.
The current use has resulted in significant landscape impact on this location in St Peter, and offers a positive opportunity to provide strategic
levels of countryside restoration and much needed first time buyer affordable housing for the Parish of St Peter. It is important to see this
proposal under the linked and enabling development Policy GD4 which would allow significant and strategic countryside restoration and allow
this commercial business to relocate into a more appropriate commercial area.
The Proposal
Rezone fields P716, P712 and P717a for affordable first time buyers housing under Policy H5
Identify fields P714, P715, P717, and P718 for Countryside restoration, biodiversity enhancement and a community infrastructure building.
Remove Broadlands Mont Fallu from Policy MW2 in line with Policy GD4

[View full
response]

In order to optimise the recovery and recycling of materials and to minimise
the volume of material being disposed of at La Collette during the plan
period, it is important that the island’s inert waste management and recycling
sites are supported and safeguarded to maintain them and to enable their
efficient operation. until such a time that firm plans are in place to extend the
life of La Collette, it is expected that, once it has reached capacity for
accepting waste for disposal, La Gigoulande Quarry will become the island’s
prime disposal route for inert waste. For this reason, both sites are
safeguarded by designation on the proposals map. The Broadlands Recycling
Centre and the Barette Plant Hire site both play an important role in the
treatment of inert waste to produce useful secondary aggregates for use in
the construction industry. In doing so, they make a significant contribution to
the island’s efforts in reducing the amount of waste being sent to landfill and
are, accordingly, designated as safeguarded inert waste management or
disposal sites; for the management and treatment of waste only.
The Minister fully understands and appreciates the concerns raised by nearby
residents, business and the wider community, but remains satisfied that the
planning application process, in tandem with the requirements of the EIA
Order, will ensure that full and considered regard is had to the environmental
and other impacts of continued operation of the site.
The site has not been assessed as an additional housing site for St Peter.
There are other more sustainably located sites available for affordable
housing in the Parish. Designation as housing would remove a key waste
management site which would not allow a proper transition in the recycling
and management of inert waste, particularly as La Collette comes to the end
of its operation life. To remove this site for this use with no alternative
provision would not be best planning practice. Full options will be explored in
the succession Island Plan with longer time horizons to help resolve these
operational and strategic issues.

Benefits
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Minister’s detailed response

Much needed countryside restoration in line with the Restore concept statement within the Draft Island Plan
Delivery of much needed affordable housing for the Parish of St Peter
Creation of a useable community landscape with additional tree planting, access footpaths linking to the St Peters Valley walks and
National Trust estate.
A site for a local headquarters building for Trees for Life and community tree planting areas
Increased tree cover in line with Climate Neutral ambitions and managing emissions targets
Removal of heavy goods vehicles and commercial traffic from this countryside location
Removal of commercial operations from this countryside location by providing enabling development for its location elsewhere within the
Island in line with Draft Policy GD4
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Comments
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Minister’s detailed response

ANON-ZZ1R2KFV-G

Ahead of planning any new developments or changes, extensive metrics should be recorded and modelling done. Too little imperial information
is gathered and analysed leading to poor decisions and outcomes. Data is readily available and modern modelling is an inexpensive way of
creating a cogent and persuasive plan that highlights benefits and reassures those with doubts.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and agrees the importance of effective performance
monitoring to inform policy development, as set out in Volume 4:
Performance and delivery. This recognises the need to improve and
strengthen performance monitoring capacity.

ANON-ZZ1R2KJ4-J

Island Plans going back to the mid 1960s have all contained sensible aims, that were well thought out and articulated. Why then has the Island
been blighted by such poor development? One reason is that the mechanisms for putting plans into effect and then reviewing performance
have been poor. A plan is no plan at all without the means to implement it, and although there is an attempt in the BIP to cross reference
proposed policies to the Jersey Performance Framework, this is no more than than that. Where are the policies to improve and strengthen the
Development Control section, to educate, advise and improve the Planning Committee and to introduce the regular and frequent review not
only of planning applications but of decisions made?

[View full
response]

The Minister notes these points and highlights that the effective operation of
development control is identified as a key element of the Island Plan
performance framework. The performance framework proposes to monitor
the efficacy of development control, which includes planning committee and
planning appeal outcomes.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNZ-V

This section contains a number of useful development control indicators to be reported on. It would be useful if phasing and costing for
implementation were to be indicated in the Island Plan rather than just included in the annual business plan. In order to widen responsibility in
terms of implementation and encourage a partnership approach, the table included on pages 315 – 317 could be expanded to include nongovernmental and arm’s length delivery bodies.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes and agrees that a partnership approach in the delivery of
some of the Island Plan proposals may be beneficial. The appropriateness of
such will be considered at the point of developing a plan to deliver each
proposal. See SR64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)

ANON-ZZ1R2KT4-V

Listening to the public and taking on board what is being said over this consultation is hugely important to having a population that will be
willing to support decisions being made for now and future generation.

[View full
response]

The Minister agrees the need for meaningful consultation.

[View full
response]

The Minister notes the comments made about the attaching the performance
of individual policies to the Jersey Performance Framework and individual
policies, but disagrees that such an approach would be appropriate for the
performance framework of the plan. Policies in the plan may affect many
different indicators of the JPF, which would require an extensive mapping
exercise that in itself, would not add value to how the impacts of the plan are
monitored. Establishing the links between the strategic policy framework and
the Jersey Performance framework (as is proposed in Vol.4) is a proportionate
approach, where both the strategic nature of the policy and the strategic
'population scale' nature of the JPF are appropriately matched. The strategic
policies of the plan have a relationship to the thematic policies and therefore
the performance of thematic policies can be appropriately related back to the
JPF indicators through the strategic policy framework. See also: See SR64 Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)

Our environment needs to remain top priority to protect.

ANON-ZZ1R2KMK-C

Proposal 36 Strengthening the
Island Plan
performance
framework

Extract from complete response (attached)
Volume 4 - Performance & Delivery
We welcome the link being made between the Island Plan Performance Framework and the Jersey Performance Framework (JPF) which in turn is
aligned with Future Jersey (the Island’s long-term Strategic ambition). The “bridging” Island Plan is seeking to deliver strategic direction and
policies that deliver sustainable development, which if successful will contribute to positive outcomes under the JPF.
This Volume of the “bridging” Island Plan is pivotal to the success or failure of the Plan and whilst broadly speaking we welcome the content of
the draft Plan it is the deliverability which remains the key issue for our consultation response.
In this Volume some of the mechanisms in place to monitor and review the success or otherwise of the Plan are outlined. Helpfully it starts by
highlighting the links between the Strategic Framework of the Plan and the Indicator measures of the JPF, but there is no attempt to link
individual policies to specific JPF measures. Therefore, we would question how the impact of each of the individual policies will be measured
and evaluated during the life of the Plan. We believe there needs to be a more clearly defined set of measures for individual policies that could
also feed through to additional measures in the JPF.
Although not directly an issue for this consultation there also needs to be a refining of some of the measures or additional clarity of objectives
for some of the measures in the JPF, if they are to be meaningful. For example, there is a measure in the JPF –
“Environmental Wellbeing / Natural Environment / Jersey’s Unique Environment is Protected and Conserved for future generations / % of
Jersey’s area that is classified as green space”
– which suggests a minor decline over a 10yr period. The ambition descriptor for this measure infers that maintaining green space contributes to
the conservation of biodiversity, species and habitats due to human activity. Whilst that may be a factor that could contribute to that measure
what we do know is that there are currently universally recognised declines in biodiversity. In other words, just having green space (as defined
by the measure) doesn’t necessarily result in Jersey’s unique environment being protected and conserved. Instead maybe this measure should
be more readily linked to the success or otherwise of policies aimed at protecting land use zones and how they contribute to green space. What
is certain is that there are a series of other specific policies within the Plan (as well as more difficult to quantify external factors) that may be
more useful to assess, and report on. We specifically refer to consistent policy implementation and its impact on levels of biodiversity in green
spaces or elsewhere.
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[View full
response]

See SR65 - Performance framework

Volume 4 also highlights how implementation of the Plans Policies are being measured by Development Control, but in truth there are many
areas of Government and the private sector whose interpretation and implementation of Policies within the Plan will have a measurable impact
and we should all be aiming to quantify that if we are to have a true representation of Island wide Sustainable development. The JPF recognises
this and any measure of Island Plan Policies needs to be set against this context.
There is undoubtedly value in measuring the performance of Development Control in respect of the consistent and thorough implementation of
draft Policies so it would be useful to look back at the key findings in the 2019 Planning Officers Society report on the Development Control
Process and the Ministerial response to the key findings to understand where there may be risks and opportunities. Many of the
recommendations highlighted in that report are likely to create difficulties in delivering the “bridging” Island Plan unless they have been
addressed.
In respect of the Natural Environment there are still inconsistencies in the approach to pre-application engagement, understanding of the how
the current policies should be interpreted and best practice requirements in terms of having evidenced based biodiversity information available
in advance of Decision Notices. We do however recognise that this process involves multiple stakeholders and they should all be looking to
bring about sustainable and positive long-term outcomes. Nowhere in the possible measures of success of policies do we see information for
example on the number of bat roosts destroyed or the area of key habitat lost or the number of applications requiring further information
Conditioned as part of Decision making rather than received in advance of Decision making. These are measures that would be collected by a
variety of stakeholders but that together demonstrate the effectiveness of Policies.
Volume 4. p315 helpfully sets out a table identifying the extent of the new commitments made within the “bridging” Plan. A phased approach is
proposed through annual Departmental Business Plans, but it is our view that commitment (in detail) needs to be made within the draft Island
Plan if it is likely to be deliverable.
Volume 4. p318 again helpfully proposes some indicators that will be used for the assessment of the effectiveness of Policies. It’s likely that
refinement or additions to these indicators will be needed but at this stage there has been no dialogue as to when that might happen, only a
Proposal to require that it will. If the draft Plan is to be adequately measured there needs to be a commitment to start this immediately.
“Proposal – Strengthening the Island Plan performance framework.
The Minster for the Environment will support joint work between the Strategic Policy, Planning and Performance, and Infrastructure, Housing
and Environment departments, to development and implement a stronger performance framework for the Island Plan. This will include the
development, as far as possible, an automated system to collect the data necessary to monitor a suite of detailed performance measures links
to Island Plan policies.”

ANON-ZZ1R2KSR-S

Proposal 36 Strengthening the
Island Plan
performance
framework

The proposal to strengthen the Island Plan performance framework is to be welcomed. However, efforts to collect the relevant data should not
preclude the simple regular seeking of feedback from those who are making and reviewing planning applications and tweaks being made
before another 10-year review. The SBBA's experience is significant despoliation of a scenic area, and loss of land suitable for tourist economy or
public amenity development, can occur during the interval.
Monitoring the Island Plan (table content):
In the column referring to:
GD8, change floorspace to 'footprint' and add 'and additional storey/built height area'. Also, trees lost (including 5 years preceding site
development if identified) /planted and estimated heights and spread.
GD9, measure extent to which strategic views (including from coastal headlands) of listed buildings on shorelines are obstructed by approved
new building development
In ER4, change floorspace to 'footprint' and add 'and additional storey/built height area'. State if loss is to residential or public amenity
development.
NE3 Include trees lost (including 5 years preceding site development if identified)/planted and estimated heights and spread.
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KYY-6

Volume 4 – Performance and delivery: As previously mentioned the AJA is very concerned, unlike the Revised 2011 Island Plan, there is no
timetable provided for preparation, consultation on and introduction of the SPG’s that will identify specific measures required to satisfy at least
17 no. Proposals or Policies in the dBIP. This can only result in prolonged uncertainty about exactly what is required to comply with requirements
in the dBIP and a variation of interpretation by Planning Case Officers in applying Policy to specific Planning applications. The AJA strongly
recommends a specific programme for introducing SPG’s in Included in the dBIP.

[View full
response]

See SR64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)

BHLF-ZZ1R2KD4-C

We believe that while performance measurement is a useful concept, its success lies in measuring important objectives and ensuring that the
stated outcomes are delivered.
In relation to the built heritage, it concerns us that two of the key objectives of successive Island Plans since 1987, i.e.

[View full
response]

The Law changes required for the implementation of conservation areas is in
progress (Planning and Building Law (Amendment no.8). The Minister notes
the view that qualitative measures should be used to monitor the
performance of the plan and agrees that qualitative measures are important.
The performance framework of the plan deals with indicators and these need
to be met with some qualitative analysis, as suggested. This is already an
integral part of policy development, both formally (i.e. many indicators of the
JPF are qualitative measures captured from social surveys) and informally
though ongoing engagement and awareness of planning matters affecting
the island.

[View full
response]

See SR64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)

•
•

BHLF-ZZ1R2KUA-A

a change to the planning law to enable conservation areas to be designated, and
the designation of such areas, have not been achieved, without any explanation.
In relation to the management of development (page 318 onwards) the proposed performance measures are all quantitative. While we
understand that these might be of interest to Planning Department managers, we believe that it is the qualitative aspects of approved
development, and the resulting impact it has on the Island, are far more important, and these aspects are not captured at all.

In section 4, Performance and Delivery, I believe that the Island Plan Performance Framework of island outcomes and story boards on P312 to
314 (PDF page numbers 319-321) is just a wish list and unachievable without population control. While performance monitoring is desirable
there is a risk that it could take up so many staff resources that not enough are left for live planning and enforcement.
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ANON-ZZ1R2K78-3

General comments
on the
Sustainability
Appraisal

Re 2019 / 2020 call for sites. [REDACTED] How did these fields find their way on to the list for consideration?

[View full
response]

The Minister for the Environment is minded to amend the draft plan to
remove Fields MN389 and MN390 from Policy H5 and the list of those sites
proposed to be allocated for the provision of affordable homes. See SR26 Provision of affordable homes

These 2 documents are vast and very complex It would be useful to have a 12 page overview and proof of sustainability calculations

[View full
response]

There is a summary report provided.

There are no listed buildings on site, as stated in the AECOM089.

[View full
response]

The report states ‘within or adjacent’, and there is a Grade 3 listed building
adjacent to the site:
Ref: PE0241
Name: Milestone ‘4’

Proximity buffers are too small 200m SSI 50m ESA or key habitats. These should be revised

[View full
response]

The Minister notes this view, however the report was undertaken
independently, and done so to industry standards, complaint with SA and SEA
requirements.

ANON-ZZ1R2K26-V

ANON-ZZ1R2KTP-R

ANON-ZZ1R2KJS-H

HE1 - Protecting
listed buildings
and places, and
their settings

re 6.15 which states that each of the sites were appraised for suitability. Please refer to my comments in Appendix 1 which demonstrates that
the St Martin fields cannot have been properly assessed for suitability
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BHLF-ZZ1R2KNB-4

General comment

BHLF-ZZ1R2KV9-3

General Comment

Comments

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

The draft Bridging Island Plan proposals map does not show all current housing developments, e.g. the most recent affordable housing in St
Martin is still shown as a green field. How many other developments are missing from the map?

[View full
response]

This is addressed in the Ministers proposed modification schedule.

[View full
response]

The Strategic options for the Bridging Island Plan was the first consultation
from October to December 2019. This informed the draft Plan which was
subject to full public and States Member consultation April to July 2021. All
comments will be passed to the Independent inspector with the Minister’s
view on further modification to the draft Plan.

[View full
response]

The Bridging Island Plan has been prepared to comply with the provisions of
the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 20021 and to meet high standards. Its
preparation has included extensive research and wide-ranging public, political
and stakeholder involvement. Under Jersey’s plan-led system, it will become
the primary consideration in any planning-related decision making during the
plan period. It is essential to review policies to ensure they remain adequate.

[View full
response]

The plan period is prescribed by law, this plan is a shorter timeframe given
the prevailing circumstances as set out in the Introduction. It is inevitable that
plan review cycles will align at different points in political cycles and this
should not be a reason to delay the programme.

[View full
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The Strategic options for the Bridging Island Plan was the first consultation
from October to December 2019. This informed the draft Plan which was
subject to full public and States Member consultation April to July 2021. All
comments will be passed to the Independent inspector with the Minister’s
view on further modification to the draft Plan.

[View full
response]

The Plan was prepared by the Strategy and Innovation’s team within Strategic
Policy, Planning and Performance. Arup, and other consultants assisted with
the evidence base of the plan.

There has not been proper Public Consultation.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KV9-3

General Comment
The current Island Plan is well-tried and tested, and we should continue using this Plan. (If the law states that the Plan has to be reviewed every
10 years, then why not just change the front cover?)

BHLF-ZZ1R2KV9-3

General Comment

BHLF-ZZ1R2KV9-3

General Comment

BHLF-ZZ1R2KV9-3

General Comment

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6Y-3

General Comment

ANON-ZZ1R2K9B-F

General Comment

It is inappropriate for the Government to bring forward a Draft Bridging Island Plan with less than a year of its term to run.

There were workshops which I attended in the Town Hall in 2019 which came up with some strategic plans for a proper Island plan. What was
decided then has been largely ignored in drawing up this Bridging Island Plan. Indeed, this Draft Bridging Plan is completely at logger heads
with what was decided at this time.

Conflict of Interest – this plan was drafted by ARUP which is the lead engineering firm hired for the Hospital Project and author of a number of
other island reports. There is a conflict of interest for ARUP to promote its own commercial interests in this plan and not for the benefit of
Jersey.11. I support a ‘STOP’ being brought to this Draft Bridging Plan. It is a Developers’ Plan. It is against Jersey values.

See SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes
The above are just a few points among many, that it is my submission, that the whole basis and form of the BIP are no longer ‘fit for purpose’, it
is unfortunate that a great deal of time and effort has been expended upon the BIP but it would be an even greater waste to continue down this
path merely to demonstrate that action is being taken. The motivation for the BIP was based upon the disruption caused by the pandemic but
the conclusions and recommendations were arrived at too early and were based upon erroneous and incomplete information together with an
underlying attitude of ‘business as usual’, it is not too late to pause and reset, in the meantime it would be far better to propose a continuance
of the current Island Plan with a target of reviewing amending and updating key sections each year until the whole has evolved into a document
and Plan that is ‘fit for purpose’.

This Bridging Plan and the supporting documents cover a vast range of requirements for the Island going forward and yet it is a plan for the
next four years. Jersey is where it is precisely because it has had a short term vision over the past half century and whilst it has since the 1970's
wanted to control net immigration it has not succeeded with any policy to achieve this objective.
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See SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

See SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan
[View full
response]
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

General Comment

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

General Comment

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

General Comment

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

General Comment

Comments
I acknowledge a bridging plan is necessary in the short term but before proceeding to a further ten year plan a long term assessment for the
Island going forward is required. Population rise has been the cause of where we are and it is the main key to where and how the Island will
progress in the future.
I attach a note on the Island's development of the past fifty years, resulting from the rising population that supports the need to look well into
the future before proceeding as before.
The Jersey Chamber of Commerce Building & Development Committee is made up of Construction industry professionals covering a wide
range of disciplines across the sector from, small and large scale, building contractors, Developers, Architects, Designers, Surveyors, Quantity
surveyors, Structural engineers and legal representatives. Individually everyone has a considerable number of years spent in the industry and
jointly there is probably no other committee with a wider range and as many years experience.
What follows therefore are a series of questions and comments on the proposed Bridging Island Plan given from end user perspectives. They
are organised in sections as much as possible starting with some general queries. Whilst we appreciate that Developers and the wider
construction industry often come in for bad press as development by its very nature of bringing about change is often not popular.
It cannot be denied that the industry contributes significantly to the islands overall economy as well as being the enablers of much needed
housing and other infrastructure. Our comments therefore are not brought about by self-interest but through concerns for both the wider
economy and the general public who may not be aware of the additional cost that will undoubtedly be added to construction/housing prices by
the implementation of many of these policies if indeed development is permitted at all. We do hope that you will take the time to review these
questions and comments and would welcome the opportunity to review this document in person.
because many issues are particularly uncertain at present, this Island Plan covers a shorter three-year plan period, 2022-2025. After this period a
new longer-term plan will be put in place.
To what extent do you imagine the bridging plan requiring further change in 2025 at the time of the planned full island plan? Consultations etc.
require a lot of work. Will this all be done again in 2023-24?
Taken in isolation, the policies have laudable aims and intentions, but the accumulating cost for development, on top of costs already
recognised to be stifling development and housing affordability, will be very difficult for our sector unless implemented over sensible
timeframes.
This document is an overview of the substantial concerns held by the Jersey Chamber of Commerce in respect of the content and policies of the
Draft Island Bridging Plan (DBIP).
What follows should be read in terms of the aims and intentions of the DBIP and the viability of the DBIP being able to achieve such aims and
intentions.
1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.1 It is Chamber’s view that the DBIP is a rushed document based upon erroneous and unsubstantiated evidence.
1.2 The timescale for the DBIP has resulted in it being an incomplete document, dependent upon supplementary guidance which is as yet
unavailable and whose content and consequences are unable to be objectively assessed.
1.3 The DBIP represents far more than a “bridging plan”, and in fact represents a sea-change in both the format of the plan and in the
introduction of highly onerous new policies which will severely affect the sustainable economy of the Island and prevent the broader strategic
aims of the Plan.
1.4 A number of the key policies, whilst obviously well-intentioned, are ill-considered and unimplementable.
1.5 The DBIP is far too important a document in the context of the Island’s sustainable economy to be rushed through to adoption, and more
time is required to properly understand the full consequences.
1.6 The DBIP is effectively an “objector’s charter” and, contrary to the aims of sophisticated planning systems in general, will result in far less
certainty of outcome for applicants.
1.7 It would be more appropriate, as a bridging mechanism, to address those elements of the current IP which are not working, giving time for
proper and considered development of the new IP in three/four years’ time.
3.0 VIABILITY OF DELIVERY OF SOLUTIONS TO THE IDENTIFED KEY ISSUES.
3.1 Chamber has considerable concerns that the DBIP will not deliver the intended benefits, for the reasons outlined in following sections of this
document.
4.0 BACKGROUND
4.1 As is common knowledge, the work to revise the Island Plan was commenced in 2019 with a view to producing a document that would have
a ten-year life.
4.2 However, the combined impacts of Brexit and of the Coronavirus have convinced the States that a shorter three-year bridging plan is more
appropriate.
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[View full
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[View full
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Minister’s detailed response

Noted – further comments related to this representation are provided
elsewhere in the response.

The issues set out in the Executive Summary have been covered in other
thematic responses. The Minister would refer to the following Statement
Responses to each headed section of the response to deal with the issues
raised.

Noted – further comments related to this representation are provided
elsewhere in the response.

The policies of the Island Plan have been carefully formulated to achieve the
sustainable development of the island with a balance between social,
environmental, and economic considerations. The policies do not stand in
isolation and should be read together, with other relevant policies and the
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4.3 In light of the uncertainty created by both Brexit and, in particular, in light of the restrictions and work limitations imposed by the fight
against the coronavirus, the expectation of most within the construction and development industry was that the Bridging Island Plan would be a
short-term but well-considered fix for those elements of the current Island Plan which are known to be inadequate, allowing time for a properly
assessed and evaluated, more comprehensive Island Plan to be prepared and approved at the end of the life of the Bridging Plan.
4.4 However, the DBIP is, in fact, a fundamental re-working of the Island Plan incorporating major amended strategic policy initiatives, an almost
unprecedented planning zoning re-definition, and a significant change in the layout and organisation of the Plan.
4.5 It is suspected that, far from being a Bridging Island Plan, this document is actually the originally intended Revised Island Plan with work
commissioned for that document incorporated. However, the investigation, consultation and analysis that should have been undertaken in
respect of new contributory studies and proposals has not been undertaken, due, in part, to the reduced potential for these exercises brought
about by the coronavirus.
4.6 The implications of this are that significant and potentially damaging new IP policies are effectively being pushed through at pace without
giving time for due analysis and representation.
4.7 One of the main problems with the current IP is that people wishing to develop land have very little certainty as to the outcome of planning
applications. This is due, in part to the following.
4.7.1 The presence of contradictions within the Island Plan which allow planning officers to select those parts of the plan which meet preconceived departmental objectives.
4.7.2 The same contradictions and inconsistencies being able to be used selectively by objectors to planning applications to block development.
4.7.3 The third-party appeal system operating in the Island promoting an overly cautious interpretation of the IP policies.
4.8 In light of the issues caused by the current IP, Chamber wrote to the Minister in September 2019 with a number of suggestions as to how to
amend the current IP to make it a more effective tool for the management of development in Jersey and to make it easier to achieve the main
strategic aims of the plan. We noted the following.
“We have tried to highlight areas of concern where perhaps there are inconsistencies in the Plan, where perhaps statements are made which we
consider not to be wholly correct, or where certain elements of the Plan allow objectors to create an argument against a proposal where the
Department feel that the application is permissible in terms of the spirit of the Plan.”
4.9 In developing the DBIP our comments and suggestions would seem to have been wholly ignored.
4.10 Instead of concentrating on those elements of the current IP which could be improved in terms of delivering a more efficient and successful
planning process, this DBIP instead proposes a fundamental shift in format as well as a raft of new proposals which will have considerable and
far-reaching consequences on the building and development industry and, we believe, will prevent the principal strategic aims and objectives of
the plan being achieved.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

General Comment

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

General Comment

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

General Comment

5.0 OVER-ARCHING SPIRIT OF THE DBIP
5.1 Despite informed evidence to the contrary, (for instance the Lichfields report “Jersey Infrastructure Levy Proposals – Review of Viability
Assessment” dated September 2017), it would appear that such expert submissions have been largelly ignored in the development of the DBIP.
5.2 The over-arching impression of the DBIP is that development per se should be viewed as intrinsically bad, and that those involved in
development (be they individual property owners or professional developers) should bear the vast majority of the burden of achieving the
States objective of achieving carbon neutrality by 2030, and pay for the “privilege” of being granted approval to use their land.
5.3 The broad impression of the DBIP is that it has not been developed in light of informed analysis of representations received by consultees,
but that it is a politically-motivated document based upon mistaken technical concepts in dogmatic pursuit of a particular agenda.
6.0 CONSULTATIONS
6.1 The DBIP notes that in developing the Plan, public consultations have been held on the strategic issues and options “providing islanders with
an opportunity to have their say”.
6.2 It I stated that, in total, “2,254 responses were received to the consultation from a variety of sources”.
6.3 Having attended at a number of the consultations, Chamber is of the view that the structure of those consultations presented what might
best be viewed as “leading” questions, designed to extract the result required by those preparing the draft plan.
6.4 Out of a population estimated to number 107,800, 2,254 respondents represent just over 2% of the population. Such a figure could hardly
be said to be democratically representative. As far as we are aware, major policy initiatives such as the Jersey Infrastructure Levy (now termed
the Sustainable Communities Fund) did not form part of the stated policies of the majority of elected members at the last election.
7.0 SPECIFIC AREAS OF CONCERN.
7.1 Owing to the fact that the DBIP is a complete re-working of the current IP, it is difficult to ascertain what problems might lie in the detail until
the Plan is implemented and tested. This would have been possible had the DBIP been a refinement of the current IP, as noted above.
7.2 Notwithstanding the above, the DBIP contains many aspects which give Chamber great cause for concern. These are noted below.
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Minister’s detailed response
proposals, as a holistic response to the needs and issues facing the island,
which is supported by the evidence collated to support preparation of the
plan. The proposals map shows the spatial aspects of policies across the
island.

SR 66 - Developer viability and deliverability
[View full
response]

[View full
response]

[View full
response]

The concerns about the form and response to the consultation on the
strategic issues and options. The Minister takes a contrary view and welcomes
the high levels of engagement in the conversations about the future options
the new Bridging Island Plan should adopt.

See:SR 43 – Coastal National Park
SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes
SR 44 - Demolition
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7.2.1 The re-zoning of very large areas of the countryside to be included in the Coastal National Park.
7.2.2 The approach taken to the delivery of homes and the likelihood of goals being achieved in this respect, including the continuing
presumption against new units of accommodation in the Countryside, and the continuing reliance on delivery of new homes and commercial
premises within the defined Built-Up Area.
7.2.3 The presumption against demolition of existing buildings and the requirement for lifetime carbon assessments. There is an apparent
assumption that the main way to reach the goal of carbon neutrality is to target the construction and development industry, when the whole
population is in fact required to alter their behaviour if the ambitious targets are to be achieved.
7.2.4 The imposition of considerable additional costs on building projects and planning applications.
7.2.5 The introduction of the concept of “wellbeing” into the assessment of planning applications.
7.2.6 The lack of acknowledgement of the demand for industrial and commercial premises.
7.2.7 The ongoing unrealistic approach taken towards the agricultural industry.
7.2.8 The inclusion of a number of policies that are subject to detailed documents that have still not been released for consultation or have not
yet been drafted. The implication is that policies are being imposed in a “soft” manner to ease their continued application once the detail is
released.
7.2.9 An ongoing lack of States commitment to an improved public transport system.
7.2.10 New policies in regard to tree protection.
7.2.11 Amended and more onerous conditions in respect of Historic Buildings.
7.2.12 New requirements in terms of Carbon emissions.
7.3 Each of the above concerns is addressed individually in the following sections.

BHLF-ZZ1R2K6X-2

General Comment

ANON-ZZ1R2KVP-T

General Comment

BHLF-ZZ1R2KG8-K

General Comment

19.0 CONCLUSION
19.1 For all of the reasons outlined above, Chamber believes that this DBIP as currently drafted will cause significant problems to the
construction and development industry, to the overall sustainability of the Island economy, and that it will fail to achieve its stated strategic
aims.
19.2 The DBIP imposes significant and costly additional new requirements on applicants, and has fundamentally changed in its organisation. It is
not a Bridging Plan. The consequences of such radical changes need to be fully investigated and interrogated which will take time – more time
than is available given the target date for adoption of March 2021.
19.3 The DBIP depends on substantial rafts of supplementary guidance which is unavailable. One assumes that this is due to the timescales
involved. However, such supplementary guidance is intrinsic to the success and implementation of the Plan.
19.4 The DBIP contains policies which would appear to be under-researched, misunderstood, and, in some cases, impossible to implement.
19.5 The points raised in this document deal only with high level strategic points of concern. There are very many items of detail that give cause
for concern and which will give rise to confusion in inter-plan interpretation.
19.6 We are already aware of a fundamental error in GD2 which states that “Larger-scale development proposals, of 10 or more homes or
400sqm floorspace and over, must be subject to consultation with the community, prior to a planning application being made.” We have
subsequently ascertained that the 400m2 should refer to non-residential development. Does this alarming oversight indicate the rushed issue of
the DBIP?
19.6 We would urge the Department to engage more directly with Chamber, commerce and informed others before adoption of a Plan, the
consequences of which will have far-reaching impact.
19.7 We would also suggest that it might be beneficial to discuss our concerns with application officers, and possibly to take time to run
exercises which would use schemes approved and completed under the current IP, and which are deemed to be successful in planning terms, to
judge what might be the outcome had the application been considered in light of the proposed BDIP policies.
We felt it was easier to make a separate written submission, which should be found attached, to avoid repetition in the portal as our concerns
relate to one issue which covers (but not limited to) the following policies; SP2, SP5, SP6, PL5, NE3, C19
Initial comments:
This is my submission regarding the Draft Bridging Island Plan 2021.
It is mostly the same submission prepared for the 2009/11 Island Plan which was largely ignored.
Nothing very substantial has changed deliberately within Jersey since 2011 and that Plan (still the current Island Plan) is mostly similar to
previous Plans.
All the Plans have failed to achieve their declared purposes in so many matters but the authors seem consistently to be obsessed with a Walt
Disney inspired stage-set Island without any in depth research of present and future land-use trends.
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Minister’s detailed response
SR 64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)
SR 11 - Policy CI4 - Community facilities and community support
SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites as
protected industrial sites
SR 47 - Policy HE2 - Double-glazing in heritage buildings
SR 48 - Policy HE2 - Management of change to windows and doors in
conservation areas
SR 49 - Conservation area priority
SR 52 - Policy SP 1 - Policies for development standards to reduce carbon
emissions

[View full
response]
See:SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes
SR 44 - Demolition
SR 64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)
SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites as
protected industrial sites
SR 52 - Policy SP 1 - Policies for development standards to reduce carbon
emissions

[View full
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[View full
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The bridging Island Plan builds stronger foundations for the next long-term
plan by establishing updated strategic policies; updating and refining the
spatial strategy for where in the island development should be focused; and
setting out clear strategic proposals for the work that will ensure the next
Island Plan can best respond to major long-term sustainability challenges.
Pages 8 to 25 set out the strategic context.
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The obsession is especially dominant with regard to any land that might be termed as “agricultural” even though traditional “agri activities” are
visibly failing.
The search for alternative crops such as cannabis and tea are indicative of a desperate attempt to justify the denial of land for housing or other
more essential purposes.
I cannot find the statement on the 350 International Conventions that appeared in previous Island Plans in this Draft Bridging Island Plan.
So it is not obvious how many International Conventions etc do apply in Jersey and have relevance to the Planning process now. BUT it is
significant that Jersey has drifted into a different relationship post BREXIT with the 27 EU countries and the rest of the world. Already the
tensions have resulted in frictions within the fishing industry and France which are likely to expand in future. Inevitably the Plan does not
consider this.
It is also significant that 2 most important UN Human Rights Conventions – re The Rights of the Child and Elimination of Discrimination against
Women – have also now been accepted for Jersey. Yet the Bridging Plan does not include any details of these and their implications.
The concern for compliance with a few “environmental” treaties seems to be much more important than compliance with the 350 other – but
not identified – International Obligations.
That the pandemic is still much in evidence around the world has also to be considered and planned for. The outcome of this problem is not
known but will evidently have a big impact on business and commercial activities, travel and tourism. The policies regarding Climate Change will
also have a considerable influence on the same commercials activities, the design of transport and all structures.
These factors are beyond the scope of this submission but have to be considered in conjunction with International Obligations
Since 2009 the number of working adults without housing qualifications has increased to 13,000 (plus children) but I can find no commitment to
address their housing problems in the Draft Plan.
This is a continuation of similar “hostile environment” policies designed to deter them from settling as long term residents which is a very
dubious aim for so called professional planners.
The Planning Inspectors engaged for the 2009/11 Island Plan agreed that this problem needed to be dealt with but I have never known a newly
built “lodging house” or other new accommodation to be provided for their needs.
So called “Temporary staff accommodation” in sheds and Portakabins have become permanent living accommodation for some but the
planning process seems to ignore this.
Ironically, the Plan prior to 2009/11 determined that the local building industry could not cope with building accommodation for the nonqualified residents so they were ignored. Yet now there is a building boom with many enormous projects but where the workers are to be
recruited from or housed is not a concern it seems.
_O_
INTERNATIONAL OBLIGATIONS 1 October 2010
In the context of the Draft Jersey Island Plan Review
According to Para 2.5 of the 2009 Draft Island Plan;
“The Island is subject to more than 350 international treaties, conventions and protocols, which carry legal and moral commitments as well as
rights and obligations under international law. Those particularly relevant to the Island Plan include those concerning the environment. There
are other agreements covering social and economic matters, such as Human Rights, which will impact indirectly on the planning system and
thus need to be taken into account.”
A similar statement appeared in the 2002 Island Plan – which also included, under Appendix 1, a list of nine “International Conventions and
Agreements Relevant to Island Planning” on Air Pollution, Animals, Archaeological Heritage, Biological Diversity, Climate Change, Cultural and
Natural Heritage, Human Rights and Environmental Impact Assessment in a trans-boundary context.
There is no similar Appendix in the current Draft Plan and the 340 or so other international instruments are not listed or described.
Since 2002, it is also certain that the tally of 350 international instruments has been added to considerably. Is the Planning Department unaware
of any further such obligations? The absence of more precise data suggests a disregard for accuracy and lack of purpose.
I have read the Draft Plan document and attended many of the Examination in Public hearings but the amount of attention devoted to the
international instruments is remarkably little. Especially so since the instruments are supposed to carry legal and moral commitments and
obligations under international law.
At one discussion session, Redacted text expressed concern that the application of the Green Zone policy raised possible violations of Article 8
of the European Convention on Human Rights. Yet, Mr. Pilley for the Planning Department, responded that when the Island Plan is finally put to
the States Assembly, the Law Officers would then be able to advise whether the Plan was compliant with Human Rights obligations or not.
Presumably they would also be expected to advise re the other 350 or more instruments too at the same time – a potentially time-consuming
activity.
This seems to be a bizarre way to manage matters. A more sensible approach would be that the Law Officers’ or some other legal advice had
been sought long before the Plan reaches the States Assembly - otherwise it might have to be withdrawn as non-compliant.
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Minister’s detailed response
The plan inherently has regard to international obligations, where they are
relevant.
With regard to the UNCRC and Jersey’s journey to indirectly incorporate this
into local legislation, a full children’s rights impact assessment has been
undertaken and forms part of the core evidence of the plan.
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Minister’s detailed response

In any case, it would be absurd if those who have drawn up this Draft Plan have not already actively considered the many relevant international
obligations in some detail before publishing it in the first place. After all, that is what Para 2.5 implies has happened in accordance with the
“need to be taken into account.”
Such an approach would have encouraged a more informed discussion on the basis of otherwise obscure international obligations.
Have the planners in fact considered the implications of all the important international obligations?
The general public finds it difficult to challenge any claim from the Planners that they have duly considered Jersey’s international obligations.
It is especially difficult in Jersey to discover details about many aspects of law.
There are very few published law books at all.
There is no published book on Jersey Planning Law – although there are many published in Britain on UK Planning Law and Practice.
There is no book either on International obligations in Jersey or even on the specific area of Human Rights law.
Consulting books on UK law and practice can be dangerously misleading if applied to Jersey where laws are different and the same international
obligations may not apply.
Of course, there are specialist books available in the UK on the application of international law – such as human rights – on UK Planning Law
and I attended a seminar, on Human Rights and Planning Law in the UK some years ago. But, no such seminars have taken place in Jersey that I
am aware of and I mention this because of the great knowledge void that exists in Jersey. Public ignorance is certainly bliss for the planners.
Thus, it is not surprising that so few people raise questions about the application of international obligations in the context of such a
complicated document as the Island Plan.
I hope the Inspectors will understand therefore, that the onus on government to make this information accessible to the general public in Jersey
is all the more important.
In other jurisdictions, there may well be other sources of knowledge from many very well informed, nationally resourced, lobby groups such as
Greenpeace, Justice or Liberty besides campaigning lawyers, politicians, journalists and government departments. But, in Jersey, such wellinformed activities are minimal and consulting a local lawyer, at £300 per hour, is a very expensive luxury, available only to major developers or
very wealthy individuals.
The more so since the Jersey lawyer will most likely consult a specialist London QC for yet another £300 per hour fee for specialist advice.
What I am suggesting, is that the lack of much more information on international obligations from the Planning Department is a major defect in
this Plan specifically – and is also a general defect in the Jersey Planning process.
I referred to this failure in a previous public session in the context of SPGs (Supplementary Planning Guidance) documents and how they tend to
perpetuate the lack of certainty in the planning process and in this Plan in particular. It gives encouragement to the “make it up as we go along
school of planning” – in a word “uncertainty” - and there has been much criticism of this fact by others during the sessions that I have attended
here.
On the other hand, international obligations are intended to establish universal certainty with minimum standards over a very wide range of
activities. I should have expected that professionally trained Jersey planners would be only too happy to embrace and advertise them for that
simple reason alone.
Yet, whenever international obligations make an appearance – whether in the Plan or in discussions here or anywhere else – it is always very
minimally and they are never explained in any depth.
In answer to my probing, Mr Pilley suggested that details of Jersey Court judgments (for example) can be found on the Jersey Legal website –
but his observation displays a remarkable lack of understanding of how virtually impossible it is for the vast majority of the Island populations to
research such complex matters unilaterally.
During the discussions on climate change, planning officers Magrie and Pilley explained that Jersey is bound by the Kyoto Protocol from 1997
but offered no precise information about the implications for Jersey or if any other international obligations should be applied or how the Plan
complied with them. At the public session I attended the only consensus view about climate change seemed to be that no two people could
agree on anything. A clear statement of what international obligations required would at least have introduced some certainty into that
discussion.
Other, similarly minimal references by Mr Pilley included the “Valetta Convention” on archaeological preservation and unspecified “international
conventions and obligations to preserve architecture” as part of Jersey’s “identity and culture,” – whatever that might mean.
It is noticeable that the planners are very selective in their choice of the few international obligations that are mentioned in the Draft Plan.
Almost exclusively they are environmentally or culturally orientated and used to suppress possible building development – such as Ramsar rather than human rights or social treaties that would require the provision of adequate housing or other facilities.
To say that Jersey government generally treats international obligations with some contempt (unless they are of benefit to the finance industry)
would be an understatement. Yet, the incredible burden that falls upon the general public – and even professional advisers – trying to be
adequately informed, has to be experienced to be truly understood.
Of course, Jersey government claims otherwise.
The preamble to the States of Jersey Law 2005 includes;
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“And whereas Jersey wishes to enhance and promote democratic, accountable and responsive governance in the island and implement fair,
effective and efficient policies, in accordance with international principles of human rights.”
I cannot emphasise enough how necessary it is that government should show the initiative in Jersey to broadcast knowledge about international
obligations - as the international obligations actually require them to do – nor can I state strongly enough how Jersey government manifestly
fails to so do.
This Island Plan deals very inadequately with so many matters on the basis of uncertain data and improbable future needs, trends or ever
changing and uncoordinated departmental policies.
Thus, discriminatory policies run throughout the Plan because they are an easier option than actually planning properly to solve specific
problems.
It is very easy to declare that agricultural activities might enjoy a preferential treatment under the Plan so far as agricultural related
developments are concerned and it satisfies that most powerful lobby group – wealthy country landowners – yet it is blatantly discriminatory
against other categories of people and business. Why is an agriculturalist more entitled to enjoy a new house in the countryside than a car
mechanic?
Access to adequate and secure housing is a basic human right for everybody – even car mechanics.
The UN Special Rapporteur on adequate housing has defined this human right as:
“The right of every woman, man, youth and child to gain and sustain a safe and secure home and community in which to live in peace and
dignity.”
This applies to Jersey just as much as any other place.
The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) of 1948 states under Article 25(1) that;
“Everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the health and well being of himself and his family, including food, clothing,
housing……”
The right is supported by many other international conventions and agreements – some of which have been ratified for Jersey – such as the UN
International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) under Article 27 (Para 3).
According to General Comment No 4 adopted by the ICESCR Committee in 1991, housing to be adequate, must provide more than just four
walls and a roof but, at a minimum include; legal security of tenure, availability of services, affordability, accessibility, habitability, location and
cultural adequacy.
Older people, those with disabilities, minorities and migrant workers are among particular categories recognised and protected under specific
international obligations.
According to Agenda 21 from the Rio Conference and Earth Summit of 1992, Jersey was supposed to draw up a plan to provide that ALL
inhabitants of the Island should be adequately housed. No such plan has been produced.
Jersey has had a Housing Law since 1949. It is supported by policies under the Island Plan. Without a proven “housing shortage” there is no
purpose for that law because its primary purpose is to “prevent further aggravation of the housing shortage.” It follows, therefore, that there is
an inherent reluctance to end that housing shortage because this will remove the pretext for discriminatory “anti-immigration” laws and policies
which are built around the Housing Law and Regulations. No shortage = no discriminatory laws.
The law was originally introduced, supposedly as a temporary measure in 1949 to deal with particular post-war difficulties.
Yet in the Jersey judgment re BBC v Housing Committee the Bailiff declared that the Housing law should only be used for the purposes of
housing people and not as an immigration control at all.
Mr Pilley and his team would seem not to have studied this case before drawing up their discriminatory policies though they are not unique in
that regard within Jersey’s administration.
The extent of the “housing shortage” has never been precisely defined.
Successive Island Plans have never attempted to end the “housing shortage” or to determine how many people live in inadequate housing.
There has never been a plan to house all Island residents.
As previously explained, one-fifth of the adult working population, in excess of 10,000 people, do not have “housing qualifications” and are
therefore prevented from renting or buying adequate housing accommodation. This is a deliberate discriminatory policy and is incompatible
with the declared aims of the Strategic Plan or international agreements.
*NOW Probably 13,000 in 2021
The Planners claim that they are carrying out the instructions of the Council of Ministers and implementing the Strategic Plan “working together
to meet the needs of the community.” But it is based upon a very incomplete view of “community.”
Although the Strategic Plan includes such laudable sounding aims as “Adequately housing the population,” “increasing social inclusion and
reduce social deprivation” and “sustainable population levels,” the reality, so far as the Island Plan is concerned, is to achieve none of these
objectives. Discriminatory policies run throughout the document and the policies of various States departments.
Yet according to Commitment Three of the Strategic Plan 2006 to 2011 (P.40/2006);
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“We will promote a safe, just and equitable society – the Government signalled its commitment to protecting the rights of all individuals in the
community with the enactment of the Human Rights Law in 2004, which will be brought into force in 2006, ensuring the basic principles of
respect and equality for all…Important in the reduction in inequalities is the provision of a good standard of secure and affordable
accommodation for all…Home ownership will be encouraged.”
The commitment continued under 3.1 “Basic Rights and equal opportunities are established for all sectors of society” and referred particularly to
employment protections legislation “in line with the best practice worldwide,- policies compliant with equal opportunities legislation and antidiscrimination legislation, - and to ensure that planning and resource priorities reflect the needs of people with disabilities.”
The Planning Department has, since the 1960s, prepared a very inadequate succession of Island Plans but it is evident that they have failed to
satisfy the objectives required under international obligations or declared aims of the local Strategic Plan. One wonders how professionally
qualified officers are able to reconcile such conduct with their codes of professional conduct?
The resident Island population was about 60,000 in 1960 and is now in excess of 92,000 but whether the “housing shortage” is diminishing or
expanding is not clearly explained.
*Population now in 2021 about 110,000
No planned date is offered when Jersey will cease to have a “housing shortage” even on current population statistics. Yet, the official economic
plan for Jersey is based upon a population expansion to 100,000.
Such bland figures say little about specific housing type needs – such as accessible homes for people with disabilities or for their resident carers.
The “housing shortage” is the basis of a substantial business for those who own properties for rent, lodging houses, rooms to let etc and
accommodation tied to employment.
Non-qualified persons living in digs (not all are registered lodging houses as claimed by Mr Pilley) probably put £30 Millions or more into
property–owners’ pockets each year as lodgers with no rights to privacy or security of tenure. Yet, not only are these lodgings often dingy and
over-priced but that £30 millions in any normal community would be contributing towards the construction of proper flats and dwellings which
the whole population might enjoy.
In other words, the discriminatory policies – perpetuated by this Island Plan, are actually a major aggravator of the housing shortage and of
inflated prices. The “qualified” housing market is starved of essential funding from a fifth of the working population (many of whom have
children), who otherwise contribute fully with taxes and social security payments into the local economy.
Jersey has a significant, permanent under-class of inadequately housed residents – contrary to international human-rights obligations or the
Mission Statement of the States of Jersey. Other housing policies, such as J and K categories under the Housing Law and rent rebates also
encourage higher rents. They also stimulate an over active movement of residents who stay for a few years only in Jersey being unable to enjoy
equal housing and employment rights (under the Regulations of Undertakings Law).
This is socially divisive, unsettling and destructive of the well being of the community as a whole.
Discrimination and unfairness under the pretext of a “housing shortage” is not just manifested under the Housing law qualifications system. The
obsession with brown cows in green fields is another form of prejudice exploited by Jersey’s planners and others. Although agriculture and
horticulture are diminishing activities and almost insignificant in Island economic terms, they enjoy an absurd preference so far as the use of
land is concerned.
In spite of providing some of the worst housing accommodation in Jersey for their own employees (Portakabins and suchlike), the
agriculturalists of Jersey have enjoyed an absurd planning priority for decades to develop their lands, to construct enormous sheds or
glasshouses and receive all manner of subsidies.
Other, more beneficial businesses, trades or activities receive no such help or little encouragement and the agriculturalists, by their animals and
crops, pollute the land and water supplies too with impunity. They are also, likely as not, to receive planning permissions to redevelop old glass
for houses or to convert empty sheds into data stores or mini-industrial centres.
It is not my task to demonstrate that the Island Plan does not comply with international obligations. The onus rests, I suggest, with the Planners
to show that these obligations are satisfied and that their policies are legitimate and morally compatible.
However, I would point out that obligations to house people adequately arise under many international obligations beyond those already
referred to, such as;
UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (Now accepted for Jersey)
UN Convention on the Elimination of all forms of Discrimination against Women (Now accepted for Jersey)
UN International Convention on the Elimination of all forms of Racial Discrimination (Accepted for Jersey)
UN Convention on the Rights of Disabled Persons
UN Declaration on Social Progress and Development
UN Vancouver Declaration on Human Settlements
UN Convention on the Protection of all Migrant Workers and Members of their Families (accepted for Jersey)
ILO Recommendation No 115 on Workers Housing together with 36 other ILO conventions and recommendations that refer to housing rights
Council of Europe Convention on Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (accepted for Jersey)
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Council of Europe Social Charter.
Some, but not all of these, have been ratified for Jersey - which still has not even introduced anti-discrimination legislation, supposedly because
the Island lacks the resources. *(some anti-discrimination legislation has been accepted for Jersey)
Until the Island publishes a complete list with details of all the international obligations that apply to Jersey now or are likely to apply to Jersey
by the end of the 10 year Plan period, no comprehensive appraisal is really possible.
It is typical of the lack of reliable evidence that runs throughout so many chapters of this Draft Plan.
I have previously stated that there is no urgency to implement this inadequate Plan.
No greater harm will be caused if the existing 2002 Plan is allowed to remain in place for another 12 months or so in order that adequate
information is collated and;
a comprehensive Plan prepared for the development and improvement of St Helier only
the remainder of the Island Plan is then considered afresh.
Follow up comments:
Similarly, the standards for people with disabilities have been kept to a minimal level in the Plan although the UN Convention against
Discrimination of people with Disabilities is promised to be ratified soon.
No doubt it will came as a great shock too to the “Planning Department” when this convention joins the obscure list of obligations that should
form parts of a coordinated “plan” to eliminate discrimination and create policies that promote the needs of all persons on an equitable basis.
Central to the Island Plan failure over decades has been the refusal to acknowledge the housing needs of thousands of residents who do not
have housing qualifications.
The attempts since the 1949 Housing Law to create a divided society of “bona fide residents” v others has been fully endorsed in Island Plans
and other policy documents.
I submitted a paper on this to the two Planning Inspectors re the 2011 edition but nothing has changed since.
Whatever international constraints against discrimination might arise under the C o E European Convention on Human Rights, the UN Treaty on
Human Rights , the Covenant on Economic, Social or Cultural Rights and other related obligations have never featured in the outpourings of
policies from any States departments.
But the “Planning” department’s ability to disregard international obligations and to support the “hostile environment” policies designed to
make life in Jersey even more uncomfortable for so many is especially perverse.
•P52 “Some sites eg escarpment slopes are particularly sensitive”. Agreed So why was development allowed above Portelet & Petit Portelet (an
archaeologically & geologically sensitive area) in insensitive mass & style? Claiming such principles after such failures gives no credibility to
Island Planning.
This comment refers not to the BIP content but how it used and applied particularly its interface with the public and those who are raising
objections and comments on planning applications.
My experience in the current plan is that this interface and interaction while well intend is problematic in substantial aspects of information and
procedure. If as a previous Planning Minister stated interaction with the public is at the heart of the planning process ten I recommend that a
specific review and consultation should be made of the planning application and review and appraisal system from the perspective of the
public. Current process is skewed in favour of the planning officials and developers.
In principle the suggestions and suppositions are sound however the plan later is in direct contradiction to various points outlined in the
proposals.
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[View full
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Past planning decisions may inform policy development but it is not for the
emerging Plan to revisit past decisions made.

[View full
response]

The management and delivery of the planning application process lies within
Infrastructure, Housing and Environment. There is a proposal in the plan
(Proposal 7: guidance for community participation), for the Minister to
undertake further work to produce guidance for public engagement in the
planning process.

[View full
response]

[View full
response]
I really do not think a 'bridging' island plan is appropriate at this stage of the political cycle. Will it not tie the hands of the next government to
be elected next year?
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Noted: but the plan needs to be read as a whole where some policy tensions
may become evident. This plan sets up tests for exception to help deal with
this.

Noted. However, the uncertainty caused by both the Coronavirus pandemic
and the recent Brexit transition make it harder to plan for the future.
Normally, the Island Plan would provide a ten-year planning framework, but
because many issues are particularly uncertain at present, this Island Plan
covers a shorter three-year plan period, 2022-2025. After this period a new
longer-term plan will be put in place. Like all Island Plans, this bridging Island
Plan has been prepared to comply with the provisions of the Planning and
Building (Jersey) Law 20021 and to meet high standards. Its preparation has
included extensive research and wide-ranging public, political and
stakeholder involvement. Under Jersey’s plan-led system, it will become the
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plan period. See: SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

BHLF-ZZ1R2KVM-Q
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BHLF-ZZ1R2K5R-U

General
Comments

Draft bridging Island Plan The Jersey Farmers' Union has almost 100 members and represents all aspects of the agriculture community and
some landowners. The Council of the JFU is responsible for considering the views of our members and submitting these views on behalf of
members. The three year bridging Island Plan covers all aspects of Island life but, in the main, our comments on the Plan relate to those Policies
that affect the rural economy. We believe that these views are representative of our industry and we look forward to meeting the Planning
Inspector if necessary to discuss any of the comments contained in our submission. For and on behalf of the Jersey Farmers' Union.
There are many elements of the consultation draft Bridging Island Plan (BIP) which are welcomed, in particular the endeavours of the team to
move the process forward in challenging times.
I was surprised by the overall final form of the consultation draft BIP, in as much as (in the acknowledged circumstances) I had anticipated there
to be more content and strategy ‘held-over’ from the adopted Island Plan. However, there have been significant changes in aspects of the
policy framework that were not my first thoughts as priorities for action (such as the review of the boundaries of the Coastal National Park).
I was expecting a document that was more focused, shorter, and which members of the public might find more ‘approachable’ and engaging.
The BIP is lengthy (at 365 pages) and there are no paragraph numbers, which makes referencing its content difficult. It is also slightly counterintuitive in relation to the format changes from the 2002 and 2011 Island Plans, by removing the emphasis on zones (e.g. there is no Green Zone
policy, requiring the user to now read-across topics).
Alongside the publication of the BIP there has also been a weight of other material published in the form of the Evidence Base. This has caused
considerable confusion.
Some of the Evidence Base appears to have been ‘endorsed’ and is woven-in to the BIP. For example, the ICSLA. However, the Evidence Base
documents have not been subject to full public consultation or adoption by the Minister, and it is unclear if the consultation period allows for
comment on their content too. If so, it would take a significantly longer period than the available 12-weeks.
This is an important point as some of the recommendations in the Evidence Base seem to have been taken-forward ‘as is’ whilst others have
been altered and not incorporated. For example, the Arup Employment Study says “the plan should seek to protect existing hotels as far as
practicable” but the BIP says (at page 161) that hotels are exempt from assessments of viability and can be lost to employment use (however,
this is inconsistent with Policy SP6, where no such exemption is set out).
There are other examples of situations where the recommendations in the Evidence Base have not been carried-forward into BIP, meaning that
the logical threads of policy development are lost to the reader, as there has been no ‘response’ to the Evidence Base by the Minister (to explain
if / why the recommendations therein have / have not, been taken forward).
If elements of the Evidence Base are to be taken forward alongside the BIP (such as the ICSLA) then they should be subject to formal
consultation and adoption as Supplementary Planning Guidance, and this process should run alongside the BIP production process, so that a
coherent and linked conclusion can be shown.
Although it is already a significant document, the BIP does rather rely on a large number of other Supplementary Planning Guidance documents
to be produced before the strategy can be considered as complete. For example, at page 88 there is a Proposal that sets out the intention of
the Minister to issue SPG to guide the preparation of Statements of Sustainability. Back on page 86, there is discussion about the need to justify
the demolition of buildings, “as part of a statement of sustainability”. There is however nothing (yet) to guide the production of these, which
would (presumably) then set out the level of “sufficient information’ required by Policy GD5.
Without the guidance in the SPG, Policy GD5 is too ‘high-level’ and whilst it sets a worthy objective, there is a missing-link to provide the terms
against which it can be assessed. There are other examples too, but as an over-archiving point, policies should not be adopted without a clear
framework of how the assessment against their terms is to be made, and GD5 is a prime example of this (and would perpetuate the current
‘hangover’ from GD2 in the 2011 Island Plan).
In my view there is an over-reliance on SPG, which shows the BIP has not translated all its high-level objectives into detailed (and applicable)
policies. The production of the necessary SPG will take a considerable resource, and they have not all been identified in the Performance
Framework. Adopted SPG will also need to be reviewed to ensure its terms now tie-back into the new BIP policies.
The recent history of producing SPG to accompany the 2011 Island Plan shows that not all the original intentions of such a programme are
going to be delivered. With the BIP there is the added issue of the very short ‘life’ of the plan, and the likelihood that work will need to start on
the next Island Plan very soon after the adoption of the BIP – hence the concern about resourcing needed to produce SPG and translate highlevel objectives into workable polices.
The need for policies to be workable in their development control context (ie in the assessment of applications) has been emphasised in the
‘Annual Reports’ produced by the Planning Committee. These documents set out practical examples of how policy intentions are difficult to
translate into meaningful outcomes. It is not clear if the feedback of the Planning Committee as set out in these Annual Reports has been taken
into account in the drafting of the BIP, or indeed if the Annual Reports are still being produced? Whilst there is a legal requirement to produce
them, they do not seem to exist for recent years.
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[View full
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Noted

[View full
response]

Noted. However, the uncertainty caused by both the Coronavirus pandemic
and the recent Brexit transition make it harder to plan for the future.
Normally, the Island Plan would provide a ten-year planning framework, but
because many issues are particularly uncertain at present, this Island Plan
covers a shorter three-year plan period, 2022-2025. After this period a new
longer-term plan will be put in place. Like all Island Plans, this bridging Island
Plan has been prepared to comply with the provisions of the Planning and
Building (Jersey) Law 20021 and to meet high standards. Its preparation has
included extensive research and wide-ranging public, political and
stakeholder involvement. Under Jersey’s plan-led system, it will become the
primary consideration in any planning-related decision making during the
plan period. See:
SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan
SR 59 - Policy EV1 - Visitor accommodation
SR 64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)
SR 23 - Planning assumption and demand and supply of homes
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This connection between the policy-maker and decision-maker is absolutely critical to the success of the BIP. It is notable that there are a series
of monitoring criteria (page 314) to provide these links, however, the likelihood of revised working practices and the need to up-date skills is
also evident in the new policies, and this likely to be needed in advance of the adoption of the BIP.
Examples of this are in Policies ME1 and ME2, where there are now clear cross-overs between the Planning and Building Control regulatory
regimes, requiring monitoring and liaison within the Government of Jersey, and a transference of skills between these functions to ensure policy
terms are being met (ie. development control team will require Passivhaus and BREEAM knowledge) and given the long-known resourcing
issues within these teams, early action will be needed to ensure delivery. Again, there are other examples too, Flood Risk Assessments (for
example) will not only need to be produced by applicants, but there is also the resource implication for their review with the Government of
Jersey to be considered.
It is my view that the overall approach with the BIP has therefore resulted in challenges which are yet to be addressed, and which will require a
significant amount of further work for it to be successful.
One of the other areas where the BIP needs to address a clear and growing challenge is the need to provide enough land to meet the
development needs of the Island. It is my view that the magnitude of this challenge is not emphasised enough in the BIP. For example, although
data is limited, recent housing completion rates are understood to have been about 400 units per annum (over the period of the 2011 Island
Plan). To meet housing needs for the period of the BIP (even at the lowest estimate) this will need to double. This is an astonishing step-change,
and I cannot see how it is facilitated in the BIP.
There are a series of new policy requirements, introducing new policy tests, and new technical obligations – these may have merit and set out
worthy objectives – but they are certainly not designed to double the rate of construction, and unlock new development opportunities. This
should also be read against the fact that aside from 450 affordable units on rezoned sites there are no other housing sites identified in the BIP,
and no new positive land allocations made. In this context I cannot see how the BIP expects the challenge of meeting the development needs of
the Island to be met, and this is a significant issue that remains outstanding.
I look forward to a response on these points in due course and would be pleased to participate in the Examination in Public.
AJA Consultation Response to the draft 2022 Bridging Island Plan
I write on behalf of the Association of Jersey Architects (AJA) to provide our Association's combined views on the draft 2022 Bridging Island Plan
(dBIP). My thanks to Alison Horton, Mike Waddington, Tom Bull, Mark Dennis, Harris Collie, Jane Blakeley and Chantelle Arnold for their
contributions to this response. The AJA would also like to thank Kevin Pilley for providing the Thematic Webinar presentations and Natasha Day
for providing replies to our early queries.
Generally:
We welcome the more concise nature of the dBIP compared with the current Revised 2011 Island Plan. However, in part this has been achieved
by postponing specific measures required to satisfy at least 17 no. Proposals or Policies in the dBIP to being identified in future Supplementary
Planning Guidance (SPG). The dB IP does not identify any timescale for producing these SPG's, moreover they will be unilaterally imposed
without any public consultation. Having gone through the last 10 years of uncertainty with many SPG's listed in the 2011 Island Plan never
materialising the AJA is concerned we will encounter further prolonged uncertainty without SPG's being produced (if at all) during future years
on important aspects such as Minimum Density Standards. The AJA considers SPG's listed in the dBIP should be published alongside the Island
Plan to give a complete picture of how development will be controlled and these must be subjected to public & political consultation in the
same way the dBIP is consulted upon.
Public Consultation Process:
The dBIP introduction acknowledges it is founded upon 28no. underlying studies, reports and assessments (in addition to 11 no. other key
relevant Government of Jersey publications) that the dBIP references throughout the document, comprising what is termed the "Core Evidence
Base" (CEB) supporting the dBIP Proposals and Policies.
One of the most important CEB documents is the AECOM "Sustainability Appraisal" dated May 2021, together with accompanying Technical
Annex and Non-Technical Summary amounts to 414 pages, more voluminous than the dBIP itself. Unfortunately, these were not published until
19th May 2021 a whole month after the dBIP was published on 19th April 2021. Between 19th May and 12th July 2021 (when dBIP public
consultation closes) is 7 weeks and 5 days, which is significantly less than minimum 12-week public consultation period required in Article
5(2)(d)(iv) of the Planning and Building (Covid-19 Bridging Island Plan) (Jersey) Order 2021 (as amended).
Considering the quantity and importance of the CEB documents the AJA has strong objection to the Sustainability Appraisal not being
published and available for public comment at start of the dBIP consultation period.
The AJA wrote to you on 5 July requesting the consultation period was extended by at least a month (to rectify the period from when all dBIP
documents available being one month less than Law requires) and thank you for your very quick reply (e-mail exchange attached). We don’t
understand why it is not possible to provide more time for consulting on what is a crucially important document for the Island’s future.
Considering the current Revised 2011 Island Plan was approved by States Assembly on 17th July 2014 and that Article 3(2) of the Planning and
Building (Jersey) Law 2002 (as amended) allows 10 years from approval of the current Island Plan before the Environment Minister has to
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Noted.
See the following Statement Responses:
SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan
SR 64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)
SR 66 - Developer viability and deliverability
SR 52 - Policy SP 1 - Policies for development standards to reduce carbon
emissions
SR 44 – Demolition

The concerns about publication of the Sustainability Appraisal are noted. The
SA is not a requirement of the Law and the Minister volunteers to undertake
the assessment.
With regard to the 10-year statutory requirement to review the Plan, this is in
respect a of full Island Plan, and not a partial/interim review like that which
was undertaken in 2014. The statuary period was therefore reached in June
2021, and the requirement fulfilled before this in April 2021.
The consultation process allowed for any form of written response to be
made, digitally or by post, the legal requirements of a name and address
needed to be confirmed to allow each representation to be lodged.
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The levels of protection for the natural environment and green infrastructure
have been strengthened. Where proposals would result in the harm to, loss or
partial loss of sites and areas of biodiversity and geodiversity interest,
evidence will be required as part of the application to demonstrate that there
are overriding public benefits or needs to justify, and outweigh, any adverse
impact on the natural environment; or that there are no other mechanisms for
supporting the retention of its environmental value. Where justification is
sought on the basis of viability, viability assessments will be required to be
published and subject to independent review, as part of the planning
application process. For all proposals, a mitigation hierarchy will be applied:
this requires harm to biodiversity or geodiversity resulting from development
to be avoided, adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, or
not allowed. To promote more sustainable forms of development, and to
enhance the island’s green infrastructure and green networks, development
proposals which can make a positive contribution and improve the island’s
biodiversity will be encouraged. Public bodies, in particular, have a duty to
have regard to the promotion of biodiversity and should seek to aim for and
demonstrate that their development leaves the natural environment in a
measurably better state than beforehand.

present a draft revision to the States Assembly a new draft Island Plan does not have to be presented to the States Assembly before July 2024,
well after next year before the next election is held.
However, we note your reply advised “it is possible for high level comments to be submitted now in time, and then elaborated or backed up
with more detail later en route to the Inquiry”. The AJA has taken this on board, therefore this consultation response will only provide high-level
comments on the main points, with AJA reserving right to supplement and elaborate these with more detail before the Examination in Public
(EIP) commences, within such period as directed by the appointed Planning Inspector.
Holistic Overview:
Taking a holistic view of the dB IP provisions it is apparent there is an underlying increased restriction on development required to meet needs
of Jersey's population, and there are additional costs that development to meet these needs will have to bear, including:
Mandatory 1 % for Art (PFA).
Highways POA's.
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) circa 3% building costs.
Mandatory proportion of affordable homes on all new residential developments.
Higher proportions of 3 and 4-bed apartments in BUA new residential developments.
Passivhaus required for new housing outside BUA - an additional 5-8% cost (Lichfield Report).
Demolishing buildings will be more difficult, incurring even more costs.
Hence there is a strong likelihood this will:
Increase building costs, therefore purchase costs will increase.
Sites will be moth-balled, because owners won't accept reduced offers from developers who will deduct cost of these polices off their bottomline residual valuation site acquisition cost.
Alternatively, quality of housing will be reduced.
The housing supply will start to dry up, precisely at the time of the greatest need for new homes.
In conclusion:
Could there be a Jersey Government misconception as we are a low tax island, we can afford the above?
Policies need to be clear and pre-ambles should set the scene, not add a further pseudo-layer of policy. Greater clarity is needed throughout
the dBIP.
The dBIP consultation process is not inclusive nor easy for people to engage with because the portal is prescriptive, and the drop-down menu
and chapter-by-chapter journey makes it difficult for people to navigate unless they are IT adept. The Inspector should be made aware that
community engagement is possibly being minimised by this process.
Other methods of engagement/submission are being discouraged (despite the Planning Law overtly stating other forms of submission must be
taken into account) which could marginalise quite a large sector of the Island's community.
BHLF-ZZ1R2KYQ-X

General
Comments

It would appear that there are a number of environmentally sensitive areas that could be affected as part of this draft plan and as Jersey's only
tree charity, we find the potential loss of trees that would accompany development in these areas a great disappointment. To include any
environmental areas within a proposed island plan seems inappropriate as we are all aware that the current laws, surrounding tree protection
especially, are inadequate and also under review. With the wildlife law only recently being published, tree protection (planning law) due to be
consulted on in Autumn of this year and the outcome of the carbon neutral strategy still to be determined, we would hope that any potential
development sites be removed from the island plan until we have a greater understanding of what these laws entail. As well as tree protection,
there is surely a greater topic around maintaining and developing biodiversity in the island. Removal of sites from green zone classification to
that of development is going to affect this biodiversity. At Jersey Trees for Life we are undertaking various trees surveys, which we hoped could
have been used to assist in the understanding of biodiversity and woodland areas already in the island, however, due to covid our project
timeline was pushed back and this data won't be available until early 2022. This data could prove beneficial to the plan and so we would also
ask that any decisions based on green sites be held off until we can provide this and gain a better understanding of our current situation.
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Climate change is probably the most significant challenge facing our society.
The scientific evidence of climate change is overwhelming, and the global
impacts of climate change will be severe. It is often seen as a long-term
challenge, but the impacts are being experienced now, through
unprecedented global trends and through more localised severe weather
events. In recognition of the threat posed by climate change, the Government
of Jersey declared a climate emergency in May 20191 and committed to
bringing forward a plan for how Jersey could aim to become a carbon-neutral
jurisdiction by 2030. The Carbon Neutral Strateg was lodged and adopted by
the States Assembly in February 2020.

Comments to the draft bridging Island Plan
As a small Island community we need to address two vital issues for the future Island Plan and the future of the island.
Firstly, that we propose sustainable development and a sustainable economy for the island. Secondly we grasp without further delay the
ramifications of the climate crisis not currently being taken on board. Taking the first point. It is widely felt that the current population of 108,000
people is almost enough in terms of livability of the island. As a local practicing architect of course i should relish the thought of more
development as potential architectural projects. However quality of life, health and wellbeing as a professional are more important both for my
clients and for myself and family. I am ever conscious that as the population increases and more development occurs there is no turning back.
Will we one day therefore look back at a by-gone era of peace and tranquility the island once had, a thriving economy yet balanced against the
very small size of the island and quality of life? I think we may well do. In which case we need to seize the opportunity now and make practical
and long lasting policies that protect the island from such a situation. If we are to preserve our island environment we preserve our traditional
industries of farming and tourism whilst enhancing the base for the Finance industry being able to exist in such a wonderfully balanced and
scenic environment Finance Houses can show off on their glossy brochures.
Climate actionIt is not just Jersey but globally we need to act without further delay. By all accounts we have merely 9 years left, by 2030, to stop
the increase on global temperatures beyond a tipping point. Such issues as extensive development does nothing, besides comments to policies
here, to promote a reduction in CO2 emissions with the Construction industry being one of the very highest carbon polluters. If we are to be a
responsible Construction industry and professionals we need to consider this in earnest. Refurbishment of existing buildings, as endorsed only
this week by the Royal Institute of British Architects, is how we should be proceeding as a priority. And given refurbishment of a building is one
third the CO2 emissions of new build. Both these points need to be applied strictly to the draft Island Plan policies*The section the Island plan
map is not working. To comment here, the Coastal National park planning zoning needs rereview. It has been extended far too extensively

The prosperity of the island, and the public services on which we rely,
depends on a sustainable, productive and diverse economy, underpinned by
a skilled local workforce to serve it. Jersey has a rich economic history, based
on agriculture and fisheries, tourism and the now dominant international
financial and legal services sectors. Brexit and the Covid-19 pandemic has,
however, created considerable uncertainty for the long-term future shape and
performance of the island’s economy. Both events have been a catalyst for
change and innovation, accelerating the use of technology and altering the
way we all live, work, travel and do business. It is too early to tell the extent to
which the changes experienced from these events will be permanent.
See Statement Responses:
SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan
SR 52 - Policy SP 1 - Policies for development standards to reduce carbon
emissions

ANON-ZZ1R2KGR-D

General
Comments

[View full
response]
I would repeat my comments and the need to consider women and our different lives and experiences in the planning process. Some excellent
and revelatory research has recently been undertaken which could act as a guide for considering the impact of planning on the day to day lives
of women. https://www.rtpi.org.uk/research/2021/march/women-and-planning-part-ii/ "Gender-biased design is also evident in the built
environment.
The emergence of sprawling car dependent cities from the 1950s onwards has been particularly problematic for women who overall, evidence
suggests, drive less and rely to a greater degree on public transport and walking compared to men (Criado-Perez 2019). This enduring focus on
the private motor vehicle has implications on ease of access – to employment, services and facilities, which are not always located a convenient
walking, cycling or public transport distance from residential neighbourhoods. In addition, with priority given to vehicle movement and access,
less attention has been paid to the place function of streets and human movement through them, resulting in (for example) narrow footpaths,
inadequate street lighting and fragmented cycle lanes.
In addition, the design of many of our public spaces has failed to consider the different ways they are used by men and women. Design
decisions such as the type of sporting facilities offered in public parks, the frequency of benches, the presence of playgrounds and the
installation of appropriate lighting all play a role in the use of public spaces by women and girls."

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

The plan does specific make policy distinctions for women and girls. Instead, a
general improvement to communities and wellbeing is sought to meet the
needs of the community. The Island Plan must provide for the orderly,
comprehensive and sustainable development of land in a manner that best
serves the interests of the community. Infrastructure forms an essential pillar
within our society and continued investment is necessary to ensure islanders
can access high quality services and facilities that will support healthy and
enriched lives. The Plan makes specific provision for key infrastructure
projects, such as safeguarding land for the development of Our Hospital1,
educational use and sports and leisure developments, whilst also prioritising
sustainable and active travel and softer measures, such as open space. A high
priority will be given to the development of the hard and soft infrastructure
required to support and facilitate innovation, productivity, diversification and
the development and enhancement of skills across all sectors of the economy,
where this infrastructure is proven to be in the long-term interests of a
sustainable island economy and will enable the creation of attractive and
rewarding employment opportunities. Strategic policies ensure that the needs
of children can be met through specific provisions for play space. There is
also a need to promote the intangible qualities of community life, such as
ensuring that development supports people in feeling like they belong to
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their locality or neighbourhood, where they can get to know their neighbour,
and live without fear of crime.

ANON-ZZ1R2KR1-Q

General
Comments

ANON-ZZ1R2K1N-K

General
Comments

BHLF-ZZ1R2KBJ-Z

General
Comments

BHLF-ZZ1R2KNN-G

General
Comments

No further comment.
I would like to make the following general comments on the proposed Bridging Island plan:
Roadside fencing: I notice that that it is becoming common place for people living in country parishes to remove banks and hedges and replace
them with fencing. This is often particularly unsightly and is ruining the unique character of Jerseys countryside and lanes particularly when they
are built at a roadside location. Some examples of this are in La Rue Gombrette, St John, La Rue du Hurel, Trinity and a proposal for La Rue des
Houguettes, St John. There are also many others. These changes are suburbanising the countryside. Could the plan address this issue and
prevent the loss of banks and hedges wherever possible.
Protected open space: I am glad to see that despite pressure from some quarters no areas zoned as protected open space in the existing Island
plan have been rezoned for housing or other development. I refer in particular to fields no. J236 and J237 , La Rue du Cemitiere, St John and
also to Field no. J371 La Rue des Buttes, St John. Protected open space should mean exactly that, that it is protected from development in
perpetuity.
Parish Centres: With regards to Field no. J371 it is an integral part of the parish centre of St John contributing to its unique character as a rural
centre. Could rural parish centres be designated as conservation areas to prevent development that results in a complete loss of their rural and
historic character.
Replacement of windows in listed buildings: I am glad that careful consideration has been given to this issue in the proposals however I would
have though that forcing people to replace existing UPVC with wooden windows is quite unreasonable and expensive when a UPVC
replacement can create the same effect as wood so long as it exactly matches the original in style. The design and look of the window being
more important than the material used to create it.
Public realm: Could the plan provide more guidance for what is acceptable in terms of placement and design with regards to the public realm in
particular the exterior appearance of Signage, Bins, Bin shelters, Railings, Internet cabinets, Bus shelters, Benches, Street lights, Bollards and
Water fountains.
Building design: I note that higher density is a requirement of the plan. Whilst this is obviously necessary to address the problems with a fast
growing population and an under supply of housing I am concerned that too little consideration will be given to the exterior design of these
developments. Higher density developments can still be attractive places and we should strive to make them so. Neighbourhoods should be
dignified, walkable, beautiful & well-planted. Building frontages should be road facing not turned inwards as seems to be becoming more
commonplace. Most importantly new buildings should reflect the unique character of Jersey using its varied but distinctive vernacular
architecture and local and historic building materials to create beautiful places to live which will in turn create happier residents and neighbours
and continue to make Jersey a place to be proud of.
Thank you for taking account of my comments.
Further to my earlier response to the Island Plan Consultation I should like to bring these articles to your attention as they provide much useful
information. https://thedeveloper.live/opinion/shared-space-or-segregated-space-https://www.ucu.org.uk/media/8143/Shared-space-how-safeis-it/pdf/shared_space.pdf
FORT REGENT
The magnificent roof spanning fort Regent with its dome should be retained. If maintenance work is done, the structure will survive for many
years. It is well designed - and we cannot afford to keep re-building for the sake of it. Any new use of the Fort can take place beneath the
existing roof.
ESSENTIAL SERVICES
I should like to see long-term plans for essential services taking priority over hasty re-use of the limited available space - the current problems
are entirely due to lack of forward planning. There needs to be recognition that all essential services must be accommodated in the most
suitable locations before land / property is rezoned …. with the whole of the ‘west of Albert’ reclamation site being developed piecemeal,
apparently without a thought of relocating the Fire, Ambulance, Police, Hospital and so on - land which belonged to Jersey, but given over to
greedy developers, albeit by another name.
In the course of setting up quango companies, the land at the Weighbridge has apparently become property which can be sold to nearby
hotels - ie, the terraced area in front of the Royal Yacht. It has been let out for use by visiting opportunists - ie, the ice rink. Who benefits from
this trade - the development company, not the tax-payer. Once again, land that is part of the Island heritage has been ‘lost’ without public
awareness.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

Noted

[View full
response]

See Statement Response:SR 47 - Policy HE2 - Double-glazing in heritage buildings
SR 48 - Policy HE2 - Management of change to windows and doors in
conservation areas
SR 07 -Tall Buildings

[View full
response]

Noted

[View full
response]

The Plan sets out policies to protect Listed buildings and the historic and
natural environment. Any future proposals for Fort Regent will be tested
against these polices.
The Plan provides for a Strategic Proposal 5 – for an Infrastructure roadmap
for Jersey. This will take a longer term view of the need for appropriate
investment and provision of suitable infrastructure for a sustainable and low
carbon future.
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SOS please save our shoreline Royal Bay of Grouville from having its coastal protection removed in the bridging island plan 2022-24.
Object to [REDACTED TEXT] planning gain bridging island plan which has removed the Royal Bay of Grouville - shoreline protection to enable
[REDACTED TEXT] harmful overdevelopment and loss of beach access and open space [REDACTED TEXT] across the protected inland wetlands
which provide habitat for endangered species and flora.
Object to NO WORKSHOPS AND NO PARTICPATION WITH AN INDEPENDEDNT SUSTAINABLE (social and economic and environmental
ASSESSOR to advise me on the negative environmental, social and economic negative impacts associated with each of the changes of the 2011
– 21 island plan.
This continual urban sprawl across internationally protected species wetland is no different from cutting down the rain forest but worse per km2.
This continual urban sprawl is to enable landowners to profit from harm,[REDACTED TEXT] in the worst location for housing in a flood zone
which may become uninsurable in the near future.
During the 2017 island vision 2017-35 the islanders called for the updated island plan to increase the protection of our coastline from over
development to protect our decreasing wildlife, [REDACTED]has removed protection to one of the most important biodiverse coastlines in the
world.
Nobody should profit from [REDACTED TEXT] harmful development of farmland which has been subsidised by the public for decades

Published
response link

Minister’s detailed response

[View full
response]

Planning is about creating a better future: protecting our environment for
generations to come and enabling sensitive development that improves the
lives of people now and over the long-term. The Island Plan is hugely
important for Jersey. It sets out how, as a community, we will create homes;
strengthen our economy; protect and improve our environment; provide for a
good quality of life; and enhance what’s special about our island. The
uncertainty caused by both the Coronavirus pandemic and the recent Brexit
transition make it harder to plan for the future. Normally, the Island Plan
would provide a ten-year planning framework, but because many issues are
particularly uncertain at present, this Island Plan covers a shorter three-year
plan period, 2022-2025. After this period a new longer-term plan will be put
in place. Like all Island Plans, this bridging Island Plan has been prepared to
comply with the provisions of the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 20021
and to meet high standards. Its preparation has included extensive research
and wide-ranging public, political and stakeholder involvement. Under
Jersey’s plan-led system, it will become the primary consideration in any
planning-related decision making during the plan period. The bridging Island
Plan is the right plan for Jersey now. It provides a unique opportunity to bring
forward policies to address known challenges in ways that are attuned to the
post-pandemic response and recovery period, and to prepare strong,
ambitious foundations for the island’s next long-term plan, from 2025.

As we ae learning from the cause of covid, profiting from harming the worlds eco system is a crime against humanity. The risk may be seem
small but the impact is huge, such as 1/3 of the words food comes from the work of bees which are reducing in numbers due to profiteering
from harm
Why are we not relocating storage shed to in the middle of existing communities to the la collate wastelands instead of harming ourselves and
our future generation’s ecological engine?
SOS please save our shoreline Royal Bay of Grouville from having its coastal protection removed in the bridging island plan 2022-24.Object to
Parker’s SPPP profiteering from planning gain bridging island plan which has removed the Royal Bay of Grouville - shoreline protection to
enable profiteering from harmful overdevelopment and loss of beach access and open space as well as allowing for continual profiteering from
urban sprawl (PUS) across the protected inland wetlands which provide habitat for endangered species and flora.
Object to NO WORKSHOPS AND NO PARTICPATION WITH AN INDEPENDEDNT SUSTAINABLE (social and economic and environmental
ASSESSOR to advise me on the negative environmental, social and economic negative impacts associated with each of the changes of the 2011
– 21 island plan.
This continual urban sprawl across internationally protected species wetland is no different from cutting down the rain forest but worse per km2.
This continual urban sprawl is to enable landowners to profit from harm, in the region of £3m tax free profit per field locate in the worst location
for housing in a flood zone which may become uninsurable in the near future.
During the 2017 island vision 2017-35 the islanders called for the updated island plan to increase the protection of our coastline from over
development to protect our decreasing wildlife, yet this unelected parker’s SPPP has removed protection to one of the most important
biodiverse coastlines in the world. Nobody should profit from harm Including profiteering from harmful development of farmland which has
been subsidised by the public for decades As we ae learning from the cause of covid, profiting from harming the worlds eco system is a crime
against humanity. The risk may be seem small but the impact is huge, such as 1/3 of the words food comes from the work of bees which are
reducing in numbers due to profiteering from harm
Why are we not relocating storage shed to in the middle of existing communities to the la collate wastelands instead of harming ourselves and
our future generation’s ecological engine?

BHLF-ZZ1R2K18-W

General
Comments

Climate change is probably the most significant challenge facing our society.
The scientific evidence of climate change is overwhelming, and the global
impacts of climate change will be severe. It is often seen as a long-term
challenge, but the impacts are being experienced now, through
unprecedented global trends and through more localised severe weather
events. In recognition of the threat posed by climate change, the Government
of Jersey declared a climate emergency in May 20191 and committed to
bringing forward a plan for how Jersey could aim to become a carbon-neutral
jurisdiction by 2030. The Carbon Neutral Strategy was lodged and adopted by
the States Assembly in February 2020.

[View full
response]
I oppose the draft bridging island plan in its entirety as it is unnecessary with an election less than 1 year away and in the absence of a
population policy. The estimate of 800 new people in Jersey per year assumed in this plan is arbitrary as this issue will be a key platform for the
next elected States Assembly (along with an accompanying housing plan). This draft plan is nothing more than an attempt for this Council of
Ministers to rule from their political graves following 2022 elections.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

However, the uncertainty caused by both the Coronavirus pandemic and the
recent Brexit transition make it harder to plan for the future. Normally, the
Island Plan would provide a ten-year planning framework, but because many
issues are particularly uncertain at present, this Island Plan covers a shorter
three-year plan period, 2022-2025. After this period a new longer-term plan
will be put in place. Like all Island Plans, this bridging Island Plan has been
prepared to comply with the provisions of the Planning and Building (Jersey)
Law 20021 and to meet high standards. Its preparation has included extensive
research and wide-ranging public, political and stakeholder involvement.
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Under Jersey’s plan-led system, it will become the primary consideration in
any planning-related decision making during the plan period.

BHLF-ZZ1R2KHU-H

ANON-ZZ1R2KER-B

BHLF-ZZ1R2KY5-2

General
Comments

General
Comments

General
Comments

The plan is too voluminous - 370 + pages - especially as it is for a short/medium period. This is without the copious background reports. Whilst
it shows the research and work undertaken it is:(a) without a sensible executive summary;(b) creates a fear that much detail is "hidden away" and
will be adopted by default;(c) makes proper feedback in under 1500 words impossible.
There is much in the Bridging Plan to commend it - e.g. spatial strategy, sustainable island economy; management of St. Helier/urban areas; etc.
However, the evidence was unclear as to why properly and consistently enforced and utilised the current planning laws and associated
legislation is inadequate.

General comments about General development
Jersey needs a Population Policy before all else. Do not approve any Quarry development in Jersey. We are just not large enough to cater for
the vast overpopulation that is currently in place, and getting worse. As every small child knows, you can only fit a Pint in a Pint glass, yet current
practices assume that this rule does not apply. Worst offenders are the Wealthy who arrive and utilise resources at a rate far greater than the
indigenous population. Every new Wealthy resident contributes little to the island yet occupy vast buildings and consume agricultural land for
selfish ego use. This needs to stop, and the need for such development needs to stop before we destroy this Island for ever. This is your
challenge - are you man enough to step up and address it?
General comments about Introduction and strategic proposals
The Sustainability Appraisal was issued after the DBIP, which appears to be the wrong way round as policies are already written. It was not
properly consulted on. The DBIP refers to sustainable principles, but what does this actually mean? The DBIP should be paused for at least the
month the report was published late, but preferably for 6 months to allow due process and proper public engagement to happen. Why rush?
The updated Willie Miller UCA document was not issued for public consultation, and is now a key reference document in the DBIP. Where was
the due process? Should the AJA write to the Minister. In the height guidelines, it refers to numbers of storeys but has not dimensions so, for
example, 8 commercial storeys would actually be c. 10 residential ones. Furthermore, WM offers no explanation what urban planning/contextual
analysis (eg Townscape and Visual Impact Asessment-TVIA) informed the guidelines? It needs to be issued for formal public consultation
independently of the DBIP in order to follow due process, not just ‘snuck in’.
Conservation areas. The DBIP needs to offer more explanation on what these will actually mean. For example in certain London Boroughs the
CA policies require streetscape viewed elements to be very carefully controlled from a heritage perspective, but are much more relaxed at the
rear of buildings. People have the right to add a ‘bit of Grand Designs’ to their homes if they wish, providing they don’t damage the quality of
townscape, when viewed from the public realm. The draft CA policy needs to allow this.
Green Zone now becomes CNP and PD rights will be removed!• Coastline sensitivity- mitigation not yet explained?
The DBIP claims to represent the community- but what does this really mean? Meaningful community engagement has been hampered by the
complexity of the documents, the late issue of some of them and the onerous IT interface needed to comment.
Burden of cost on developers, eg:
PFA will be mandatoryo Highways POA’so CIL
Mandatory proportion of affordable homes on all new residential developmentso Higher proportions of 3 and 4-bed apartments in BUA new
residential developments
New housing outside the BUA will have to be Passivhaus, according to the Lichfield Report adding 5-8% to build costs.
Demolishing buildings will be more difficult, adding to costs
Hence there is a risk that:
Build costs will increase, so therefore purchase costs will increase
Sites will get moth balled, as owners won’t accept the reduced offers from developers who will take the cost of these polices off their bottom
line
Quality will be reduced§ The housing supply will start to dry up, precisely at the time of the greatest need for new homes
There appears to be a Government perception that as we are a low tax island, we can afford the above?
Policies need to be clear and pre-ambles should set the scene, not add a further pseudo-layer of policy. Greater clarity is needed.
The DBIP consultation process is not inclusive or easy for people to engage with because the portal is prescriptive and the drop-down menu
and chapter-by-chapter journey make it difficult for people unless they are IT adept. The Inspector needs to be aware that community
engagement is being minimised by this exclusive process.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

[View full
response]

The plan period is prescribed by law, this plan is a shorter timeframe given
the prevailing circumstances as set out in the Introduction.
The bridging Island Plan is the right plan for Jersey now. It provides a unique
opportunity to bring forward policies to address known challenges in ways
that are attuned to the post-pandemic response and recovery period, and to
prepare strong, ambitious foundations for the island’s next long-term plan,
from 2025.

[View full
response]

Please see Statement Response:
See SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

[View full
response]

The concerns about publication of the Sustainability Appraisal are noted. The
SA is not a requirement of the Law and the Minister volunteers for this work
to be done. The appraisal is an independent evaluation of policies and so
whilst it is useful that the SA informs the development of policies, it is also
important that an evaluation of policies is undertaken, after they are written.
Adequate time was allowed for comments to be made.
The St. Helier Urban Character Assessment (2021) was subject to public
engagement and specific workshops to develop the final document, as set
out within the study.
The policy framework to control works within Conservation areas is set out in
the Plan. The specific designation process will follow changes to primary
legislation. Each area is likely to to have a publicly consulted upon appraisal
which will set out the special interest. This will detail the likely areas of
sensitivity to change which will rely on the plan’s proposed policy framework
alongside site specific guidance. Further detail on these matters is outside the
remit of a land use plan.
The Green Zone remains as does the Coastal National Park. There are some
changes to the boundary of the CNP proposed.
The consultation process allowed for any form of written response to be
made, digitally or by post, the legal requirements of a name and address
needed to be confirmed to allow each representation to be lodged.
Island Identity forms Policy SP4
The timing for the Bridging Island Plan is set by law and regulation, a 6 month
pause to carry out further consultation would not meet these requirements.
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The DBIP are discouraging other forms of engagement/submission, eg. e-mail and this is marginalising quite a large sector of the Island’s
community.
It’s being rushed- let’s have a 6 month pause to rectify the poor community engagement and allow the SPG’s to be explained in-principle.
Design Quality- Carolyn Labey spearheaded the Island Identity Government Report which aims to define what is special about Jersey and the
DBIP should pick up on this in terms of Jersey-relevant architectural design, and promote Jersey Architects who are able to deliver this. We have
too many off-Island architects chosen it appear ‘by default’ and our joined up Government should link the Government Procurement process to
the DBIP Design Quality policy, in order promote local architects more robustly. This, in turn, will enhance our community, offer training for
young people and help deliver Jersey-ness in our future placemaking, public realm and architecture.

See Statement Response:SR 43 – Coastal National Park
SR 66 - Developer viability and deliverability

See SR 64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

General
Comments

The Minister for the Environment will review and issue revised supplementary planning guidance about the requirements for and contents of
design statements, and to guide the preparation and submission of statements of sustainability, and to guide the preparation of statements of
biodiversity enhancement and climate change mitigation

[View full
response]

ANON-ZZ1R2K2Y-Y

General
Comments

Percent for Biodiversity supplementary planning guidance
The Minister for the Environment will publish updated supplementary planning guidance to support the delivery of biodiversity enhancement
through new development.

[View full
response]

ANON-ZZ1R2K9B-F

General
Comments

ANON-ZZ1R2K9B-F

General
Comments

The requirement to develop the Island’s infrastructure on this scale was the result of rising population and it prompted the States as early as the
1970’s to review the rate of growth of the population. The States set up a special committee to consider immigration that recommended that
the average net rate of immigration should be such that by 1995 the population would not exceed 80,000. Various measures were put in place
that included a license scheme to control annual building development and stringent housing measures to restrict inward migration. These
measures had the effect of lowering the rate of increase of the population, but notwithstanding, the population increased to over 84,000 by the
early 1990’s.
In 1995 a Working Party was set up on population policy to consider options for further controlling the number of permanent residents on the
Island. There was general agreement that, other things being equal, it would be better if the population was lower than was then the case.
However, following their review of the situation, the Working Party recommended that there should be a policy objective to maintain the
population of Jersey at around the level it was in 1995 (around 84,000). Despite the recommendation, net immigration continued and averaged
680 per year in the early 2000’s.
In 2009 a Policy Statement (States of Jersey, 2009) was published to set out a long term policy that included ‘to ensure the population levels do
not increase continuously in the longer term and to ensure the total population does not exceed 100,000’. Even so, by 2011 the population had
reached 97,000 and in fact, in recent years net immigration has increased so that by 2019 it is estimated the population to be 107,800, well
above target.
As part of the new ‘Island Plan’ process, the Government commissioned a study of the Island’s minerals, waste and water resources intended to
support land use proposals and planning policy. This work has been undertaken by Consulting Engineer’s Arup. The study looks forward to the
future requirements over the next twenty years for minerals, inert waste and potable water and how they might be met in an integrated fashion
and is based on three population scenarios:
Low: net increase of +800 population per annum (except water, +700 per annum)
Medium; net increase of +1000 per annum
High: net increase of +1,500 per annum
The Baseline population has been assumed as 109,200 - year 2020.
The above suggests that the new Island Plan is to be prepared on an assumption that the population of Jersey will increase in the future at a
similar or greater rate of net immigration as in recent decades.
This will remain a concern for many islanders who see the increasing size of the population as threats to their way of life.
Previous Island Plans have generally been for a period of ten years and set provision for development in terms of land use and protection of
open space, the countryside and the coastline, to accommodate a rising population. Each plan considered ever increasing demands on the
Islands precious resources. Over the course of several consecutive plans, due to a rising population, Jersey has changed in ways that have been
significant and that has led to public concern.
Since the first ‘Island Plan’ in the 1980’s, all the plans have in a sense, been ‘Bridging Plans’ for a ten year period.
A review of the past decades (as detailed in the section on post occupation development) outlines the major changes that have taken place in
Jersey. The opportunity should now be taken, prior to developing an Island Plan for the next ten year period, to assess how the Island would
cope with an unchecked increase in the population over the forthcoming forty to fifty year period. In other words, produce an ‘visionary’ Island
Plan for 2060 to 2070 in terms of land use, housing, schools and all other infrastructure development and resources necessary to support a

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Minister’s detailed response

See SR 64 - Delivery and implementation (proposals and guidance)

[View full
response]

Noted. For background to the current policy position see:
See SR 01 - Population and basis of a Bridging Island Plan

[View full
response]

The timeframes of Jersey’s land use island plans are prescribed by Jersey Law.
There are other longer term strategic documents which are cited on pages 8
to 25 which set out the strategic context for the plan.
The Plan does note the short timeframe allows the foundations for the next
plan to be laid, but this will remain a 10 year plan, based on a range of longer
and short term strategies.
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future community of between 140,000 and 150,000. This assessment should address how open space and the coastline would be impacted, the
effect on traffic and transport, energy and water resource requirements, the impact on mineral resources and waste handling.
How development to such a plan would influence the Government’s commitment to a carbon neutral and a net-zero carbon island should be
part of the assessment.
In developing a forty/fifty year plan the following should be considered:
Whilst it may be possible with this plan, to protect the coastline, the effect on the countryside and the town areas from housing development is
likely to be severe. With past ‘Island Plans’ it has been difficult and contentious to provide the required land for housing and that is an indication
of the difficulties that lie ahead.
Over the past fifty years, the population has grown by 50%, private car registrations have increased by 300%, whilst bus, coaches and taxis by
only 21%. It is evident that public transport remains unattractive as a mode of travel for most people. The Island is geographically unsuited to a
comprehensive public transport system and it will not be easy to persuade large sections of the public to change their way of travel. A
comprehensive and sustainable public transport system for Jersey will be difficult to provide and may not achieve the aim of reducing the
present and future traffic congestion levels. How, therefore, will the proposed ‘sustainable transport plan’ accommodate future population
levels?
The “Arup’ report indicates that an enlarged reservoir at Val de La Mare and a possible further water storage facility may be provided at La
Gigoulande Quarry to meet future requirements as well as a possible desalination plant in the east of the Island. Will even such provision meet a
fifty year plan?
For minerals to support development, the ‘Arup’ report suggests the possible expansion of the two existing quarries and indicates that
alternative sources would mean the importation of materials with consequential impacts on carbon targets. When will the importation of
aggregate resources be required?
The provision for disposal of inert non-combustible waste will need to be assessed with the possible requirement for further land reclamation.
How extensive would this need to be and where should it be located?
Jersey’s electricity is now in large part imported from France. However, presently the Island can in an emergency generate the power needs of
the island. The power requirements for a population of 140/150,000 should be addressed in the planning assessment proposed.
To examine how the Island might look 40/50 years into the future will help to determine whether Jersey can, or would wish to, accommodate
the same rise in the population that has occurred in recent decades.
If a visionary fifty year plan shows that to continue as before is unsustainable, or undesirable, it will be apparent that a solution has to be found
to an ever increasing population.
Jersey should not produce a new Island Plan without addressing the long term. It may not be appropriate to continue developing the Island well
into the future as has been the case for the past half century.
Jersey’s population is likely to continue rising through inward migration as long as the economy of the Island remains buoyant, unless effective
steps are taken to control the upward trend. This has and will continue to create great pressure on all aspects of Island life.
It is not essential for an economy to thrive, that the number of workers must keep on rising. It has been demonstrated elsewhere that economic
growth can be achieved whilst maintaining a stable population.
Jersey should look back on its successful past fifty years but also look forward to the next fifty years to plan the future.
The Government has committed Jersey to play its part in the global effort to tackle climate change and for Jersey to become carbon neutral by
2030 and net-zero carbon by 2050. Accordingly, Jersey will have to decide how much development activity can take place in order to comply
with this commitment.
For the Island to change as may be concluded essential, difficult decisions will be faced. Some businesses will inevitably over time have to
reduce in size and this is not easy to accept.
It is probable that many Islanders’ view the future control of population in Jersey as of equal importance to climate change and achieving
carbon targets.
In the interests of the future generations of Jersey people, a long term vision for the Island is essential.
The Bridging Island Plan shows disturbing reflections of a Neoliberal attitude that still in 2021 when the evidence is overwhelming, promotes
what Maslin describes as a ‘deficit model’. The priorities of our senior government officers suggest an unwillingness to recognise the severity of
the impacts of climate change. Nothing in the 2021 plan discusses the problems that prevented Duhamel in 2014 from implementing
Conservation policies and led to a totally inadequate Wildlife Law 7.
Certainly, from a comparative Marine perspective and the viewpoint of the former Head of the Environment, without major reform, Biodiversity
degradation will reach the point of no return long before effective Marine Protection is implemented.
5 We are a Developed ‘Nation’ but our political system lacks the cohesion and long-term commitment that is required to deal with this problem.
In 2012 JMC then known as Jersey Seasearch, was set up following an approach by the Marine Resources section to the Société, to address the
deficiencies highlighted in the 2012 plan on sub tidal species and habitat data. Destruction caused by mobile fishing methods was evident but
not quantified. The result was the setting up by us of one of the most detailed databases for an area of the UK and its Overseas Territories. This
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Minister’s detailed response
The bridging Island Plan cannot address all the strategic matters relevant to
the next Plan period. In order to make progress in areas that are currently
uncertain, or are simply emergent, the Island Plan sets out for the first time, a
series of strategic proposals, which frame and direct further work that will be
required to ensure the next Island Plan can appropriately plan for a longerterm period. The Island Plan now forms part of the Government of Jersey’s
adopted long-term strategic framework, which guides decision-making,
performance review and improvement across Jersey’s public service. The
development of this framework, which was established as a priority in the
Common Strategic Policy 2018-2240 , expects that these strategic proposals,
as well as proposals made elsewhere in the Island Plan will, in turn, be
included as priorities for delivery in future Government Plans.

[View full
response]

Climate change is probably the most significant challenge facing our society.
The scientific evidence of climate change is overwhelming, and the global
impacts of climate change will be severe. It is often seen as a long-term
challenge, but the impacts are being experienced now, through
unprecedented global trends and through more localised severe weather
events. In recognition of the threat posed by climate change, the Government
of Jersey declared a climate emergency in May 20191 and committed to
bringing forward a plan for how Jersey could aim to become a carbon-neutral
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key source on marine benthic Biodiversity has been totally ignored even though it has been published and updated annually by the UK NBN.
The Island Plan placed importance on the 2010 Biodiversity Report but the Bridging Plan contains no reference on an updated review that
identifies the obligations. Is this because so few have if any have resulted in effective management plans?
Whoever came up with the statement “Jersey’s waters are teeming with life, supported by array of underwater and intertidal habitats including
seagrass beds, kelp forests, Maerl beds, underwater rock and reefs” should be congratulated on having a vivid imagination. Perhaps peppering
a Tourism publication with such phrases may have economic merit. If our waters were so rich there would be no ongoing fishermen’s dispute,
Bass restrictions, diminishing crustaceans or depleted seabeds. The Marine resources report of 2019 graphs illustrate a very different picture.
Won’t any member of the public that follows the news recall all these came to a head in the recent Fishermen’s Dispute?
Such statements are not fooling anybody, and I fail to see the benefit of commissioning a costly report that conveniently leaves out Government
and NGO data and stops short of identifying a workable planning proposal. Examining core evidence used in the preparation of the Island Plan,
there is no obvious link to biodiversity reports or consultation particularly with Island Conservation NGO’s If the document is intended as a
framework for the formulation of management programs, I must ask is a statement such as the following indicative of a structured or objective
plan?
Work has also been undertaken, and is ongoing, to identify and better understand the value of other key habitats in the marine environment.
This is to ensure that there is a sound understanding of the island’s key marine habitat areas, and that this information can be used to inform
decisions about new development or uses within the marine environment.
12 The integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment though factually engaging presents a very limited and biased view of the
situation. An excellent perspective on Jersey’s better viewpoints that fails to identify a clear and implementable plan.
Undoubtedly Jersey needs some form of Marine protected area, and a marine park of some kind fits in with several public perceptions that elicit
support. Of course, there is likely to be immediate opposition as well since the title suggests regulations will be imposed that restrict commercial
fishing and recreational activities. That concern however diminishes with the clarification that like our Ramsar areas and Jersey National Park,
from a marine perspective, it is just a badge. Unless the park is underpinned by a management structure, with authority and applied legislation,
its only benefit is as a Tourism marketing tool. Snowdonia National Park or Lundy are very different to People’s Park.
JMC have looked at various models and the most effective and manageable one would be a zoning and grid system. This would utilise a traffic
light status for open, restricted and closed areas. In the case of restricted cells these could be temporary restrictions that allow for seabed and
species recovery. Also, the zone system is easier to manage and would include key habitats, submerged reefs and SSI’s.
Another aspect that the plan should be considering is the importance of habitat networking. The Bridging plan refers to the need for a green
network based on an ILSCA assessment. This recommendation sems to have been overlooked. For example, the East Coast Zostera Beds need
to be absorbed within an extended Ramsar Zone. We have put forward detailed proposals to the Ramsar Management Authority, Jersey
National Pak Committee and Société Jersiaise. ERE18 p. 165, does not contain any reference to the impact of Aquaculture on the East Coast
Ramsar site and Oyster Beds that are altering the surrounding Biodiversity with Pacific Oysters and invasive species impacting on local species.
Nitrate incursion due to run off is also absent. Chemicals from potato crops have been associated with Zostera diseases.
In 2019, I wrote to the minister at the time, regarding the proposed Island Plan. My letter included a number of findings and an update on JMC’s
survey work. Needless to say, that document never received a formal reply.
Some proposals contained within the Bridging Plan are already underway but receive no official recognition. It is refreshing to be contacted by
the Marine Resources Department who now are proposing a joint effort to gather information on our Territorial waters. Potentially as outlined
at the last RMA meeting (25/05/21) they have identified the short comings in the Biotopes map P.173 and have asked for us to provide Zostera
data.
BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

General
Comments

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

General
Comments

BHLF-ZZ1R2K1V-U

General
Comments

Referring to those involved as the Review Team is an unfortunate neologism. A team is positive in a sports context, its use in business, still more
government inappropriate. It depersonalises those involved & suggests each of them is replaceable.

Minister’s detailed response
jurisdiction by 2030. The Carbon Neutral Strategy was lodged and adopted by
the States Assembly in February 2020.
The Plan does have specific provision to protect the marine environment
within both Policy PL5 and NE3. The preamble to the former notes that the
long-term, prudent use of marine resources is essential in the management of
Jersey’s unique, fragile and environmentally and economically important
shores and waters. Development proposals located in the marine
environment will not generally be supported except where a marine location
is demonstrated to be essential and generally accords with other policies of
the plan.
This Island Plan provides a more focused policy regime for activities in the
marine environment by providing some spatial definition of areas or sites
where different marine-related land uses may be supported, such as offshore
utility scale renewable energy development, aquaculture and shoreline
management. Other essential uses here could provide for navigation; access
to water; and power and communications supplies. There is a need to ensure
that the impact of development on areas of high marine biodiversity and
seascape value is given significant weight in the decision-making process.
This Island Plan resets the boundary for the Coastal National Park and now
embraces parts of the marine environment below the high-water mark
including the unique intertidal zones and offshore reefs, together with their
surrounding shallow waters, where development opportunity will be limited.
Development proposals will need to protect or improve the essential and
sensitive landscape and seascape character and rich biodiversity of these
places.
See Statement Response SR 53 – Creation of a Marine Park

[View full
response]

Noted

[View full
response]

Noted

[View full
response]

Noted

•The statement on p 9 that the Bridging Plan is the right plan for Jersey now is inappropriate. Isn’t that up to the reader to judge?
•So is that on p12 that the process of site analysis & site selection was robust, objective & professional. These are high criteria, which have not,
certainly to date, always been achieved.
•The pagination appeared incorrect, the section on Housing apparently starts on p 177 but this is 200/374 at the top of the page, the two should
have been integrated. It makes reviewing & commenting on this long document still more difficult. Without a hard copy, a direct link from
contents to the section of the report would have been helpful.
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Part 5: Proposed response to States Member
amendments

Title

Proposer

Link to Proposition

Proposition Summary

Minister’s Position

Relevant SR

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 01

Deputy Mary Le
Hegarat

[View Amendment 01]

Removal of St Helier fields:
* H1186A
* H1189
* H1198

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 26 - Policy H5 - Provision of affordable
homes

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 02

Deputy Kevin
Lewis

[View Amendment 02]

Removal of St Saviour Fields:
* Field S413
* Field S415
* Field S530
* Field S729

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 26 - Policy H5 - Provision of affordable
homes

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 03

Deputy Inna
Gardiner

[View Amendment 03]

Play area proximity, space and
supply.

The Minister is:

SR 20 - Policy CI8 - Space for children and
play amendments

•
•

not minded to accept part (a) and (b)
minded to accept part (c) and (d)

of the proposed amendment

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 04

Constable of St
Peter, Richard
Vibert

[View Amendment 04]

Inclusion of Field P558 for
affordable homes.

The Minister
•
•

is not currently minded to support the proposed amendment
but may be minded to support it, as a replacement site, to maintain the integrity of affordable housing supply and the
sustainable distribution of affordable housing development.

SR 31 - Policy H5 - Rezoning request of
Field P558, La Rue des Sapins, St Peter for
affordable homes
SR 26 - Policy H5 - Provision of affordable
homes

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 05

Deputy Louise
Doublet

[View Amendment 05]

Amendments to enhance children's
play space.

The Minister is minded to accept part (a) (b) and (c), as proposed.

SR 20 - Space for children and play
amendments

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 06

Deputy Inna
Gardiner

[View Amendment 06]

Government sites and education
estate.

The Minister is not minded to accept this proposed amendment, pending the conclusion of the review of the education
estate being carried out for St Helier primary schools. Once this work is concluded the Minister will reconsider whether further
amendment to Policy CI1 should be made to ensure needs of the primary education estate can be secured through the Plan.

SR 08 Policy CI1 - Capacity of education
estate

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 07

Deputy Inna
Gardiner

[View Amendment 07]

Parish priority for affordable
housing allocation except for those
aged 55 or older.

The Minister for the Environment is minded to accept the proposed amendment.

SR 25 - Policy H5 - Affordable homes and
parish priority

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 08

Deputy Robert
Ward

[View Amendment 08]

Jersey Gas Site - Tunnell Street St
Helier - School Site

The Minister is not minded to accept this proposed amendment, pending the conclusion of the review of the education
estate being carried out for St Helier primary schools. Once this work is concluded the Minister will reconsider whether further
amendment to Policy CI1 should be made to ensure needs of the primary education estate can be secured through the Plan.

SR 08 Policy CI1 - Capacity of education
estate

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 09

Deputy Robert
Ward

[View Amendment 09]

Springfield development and green
space.

The Minister is minded to accept the proposed amendment.

SR 14 - Policy CI5 - Springfield sports and
leisure enhancement area

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 10

Deputy Robert
Ward

[View Amendment 10]

Safeguard Nelson Street Car Park
for youth facilities.
The Minister is minded to accept the proposed amendment

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: Proposed response to States Member amendments

SR11 - Policy CI4 - Community facilities and
community support infrastructure
amendment
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Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 11

Constable of St
Ouen, Richard
Buchanan

[View Amendment 11]

Amend Field 630, St Ouen, for use
for housing rather than open space
to enable the Parish's own
development plans for housing.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 18 - Policy CI7 - Field O630 - protected
open space designation

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 12

Constable of St
Helier, Simon
Crowcroft

[View Amendment 12]

Removal of Field H1219.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 26 - Policy H5 - Provision of affordable
homes

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 13

Constable of St
Helier, Simon
Crowcroft

[View Amendment 13]

Tree and water features.

The Minister is minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 45 - Street trees and water features

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 14

Deputy Roland
Huelin

[View Amendment 14]

Historic buildings and windows.

The Minister for the Environment is minded to accept the proposed amendment, with further proposed amendment of his own.

SR 47 - Double-glazing in heritage
buildings

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 15

Deputy Graham
Truscott

[View Amendment 15]

Corbière Walk - protected open
space.

The Minister is minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 19 - Policy CI7: Protected open
space - Corbière Walk

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 16

Deputy Steve Luce

[View Amendment 16]

Removal of Field MN410 from the
list of affordable homes and
designate for development for
over-55 homes only and
administered by St Martin.

SR 26 - Policy H5 - Provision of affordable
homes
The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 17

Deputy Steve Luce

[View Amendment 17]

Field MN489 to be included and to
be used for homes for people over55 and administered by the parish
of St Martin.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment.

SR 35 - Policy H6 - Rezoning request of
Field MN489, La Longue Rue, St Martin for
affordable over 55’s homes

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 18

Senator Steve
Pallett

[View Amendment 18]

Include Field L127 on list of sites for
development as affordable homes.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment.

SR 29 - Policy H5 - Rezoning request of
Field L127, La Fraide Rue, St Lawrence for
affordable homes

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 19

Senator Steve
Pallett

[View Amendment 19]

Insert deadline for St Brelade’s Bay
Improvement Plan.

The Minister is minded to accept the proposed amendment to Proposal 17 setting a deadline of December 2023

SR 60 - Policy EV1 - St. Brelade’s Bay
Improvement Plan – timeframe

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment
19: Amendment

Senator Sarah
Ferguson

[View Amendment 19]

Shorter deadline than original
amendment.

The Minister is not minded to accept the further amendment to Amendment 19 requiring completion by May 2022.

SR 60 - Policy EV1 - St. Brelade’s Bay
Improvement Plan – timeframe

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 20

Senator Kristina
Moore

[View Amendment 20]

Removal of Field MY966 (La
Gigoulande Quarry) from Policy
MW1.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 62 - Minerals: Zoning of Field MY966
and La Gigoulande Quarry safeguarded
mineral area

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: Proposed response to States Member amendments
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SR55 - Waste and water - La Gigoulande
Quarry

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 21

Deputy Inna
Gardiner

[View Amendment 21]

Disability inclusion and Active
Travel.

The Minister is minded to accept the proposed amendment and the make his own changes

SR 42: Disability inclusion and Active
Travel.

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 22

Deputy Inna
Gardiner

[View Amendment 22]

Disability inclusion - Home for
Independent Living.

The Minister is minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 38: Disability inclusion - Homes for
Independent Living.

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 23

Deputy Inna
Gardiner

[View Amendment 23]

Disability inclusion - clauses for
design.

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 24

Deputy Inna
Gardiner

[View Amendment 24]

Historic buildings and disability
access.

The Minister is minded to accept the proposed amendment and to propose his own changes

SR 41 - Disability inclusion in the historic
environment

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 25

Senator Sam
Mezec

[View Amendment 25]

Requirement for private developers
to make affordable housing
contribution and powers for the
Minister to amend %.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 22 - Future affordable housing
provision

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 26

Senator Kristina
Moore

[View Amendment 26]

Enabling policy to allow conversion,
extension or subdivision of existing
buildings to meet housing demand
and reduce development in the
countryside.

The Minister is

SR 40 - Housing outside the BUA

The Minister is minded to accept the proposed amendment

•
•

SR 05 - Disability inclusion - strategic and
general policies

not minded to accept the proposed amendment
minded to propose his own amendment to give further flexibility to housing outside the built-up area

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 27

Deputy Kirsten
Morel

[View Amendment 27]

Include Waterwork Valleys and
identify as 'strategic countryside
access site'.

The Minister for the Environment is minded to accept the proposed amendment.

SR 21 - Waterwork Valley: countryside
access

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 28

Deputy Kirsten
Morel

[View Amendment 28]

Restoring traditional farm buildings
for alternative uses if not required
for agricultural use.

The Minister for the Environment is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 57 - Traditional farm buildings

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 29

Constable of St
Saviour, Sadie Le
Sueur-Rennard

[View Amendment 29]

Fields S415A and S470 should be
developed for affordable homes for
purchase only by first-time buyers.

The Minister is

SR 28 - Policy H5 - Tenure mix on
affordable housing sites

Deputy Richard
Renouf

[View Amendment 30]

Coastal National Park - retention of
current boundaries and various
proposals.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment.

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 30

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: Proposed response to States Member amendments

•
•

not minded to accept the proposed amendment
minded to propose his own amendment to give further flexibility in tenure mix on sites rezoned for affordable housing

SR 43 - Coastal National Park
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Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 31

Constable of St
Helier, Simon
Crowcroft

[View Amendment 31]

Inclusion of St Helier Country Park
and establishing a project board.

The Minister is:

SR 17 - Warwick Farm/ St Helier Country
Park amendments

•
•

not minded to accept part (a) and (b)
minded to accept part (c)

of the proposed amendment.

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 32

Constable of St
Helier, Simon
Crowcroft

[View Amendment 32]

Removal of a bespoke west of
Island planning framework and
instead recognise relevant policies.

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 33

Constable of St
John, Andy Jehan

[View Amendment 33]

Rezoning of Field J371 for
Community use.

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 34

Constable of St
John, Andy Jehan

[View Amendment 34]

Field J229 be for the provision of
age restricted over-55 homes only.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 36 - Policy H6 - Rezoning request of
Field J229, La Route du Nord, St John for
affordable homes

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 35

Constable of St
John, Andy Jehan

[View Amendment 35]

Field J236 to be restricted to over55 homes only.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 37 - Policy H6 - Rezoning request of
Field J236, La Rue du Cimetiere, St John for
affordable homes

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 36

Constable of St
John, Andy Jehan

[View Amendment 36]

Field J939 to be included for
affordable housing only and
excluded from the Affordable
Housing Gateway and instead
administered by the parish of St
John.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 30 - Policy H5 - Rezoning request of
Field J939, La Route du Mont Mado, St
John for affordable homes

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 37

Deputy Kirsten
Morel

[View Amendment 37]

Capacity for fishing and
aquaculture to extend.

The Minister is minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 58 - Policy ERE8 -Aquaculture

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 38

Deputy Kirsten
Morel

[View Amendment 38]

Enable industrial development at
Bienvenue Farm and expand EI1.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 56 - Economy - Industrial land (Policy
EI1) - Rezoning of specific sites as
protected industrial sites

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 39

Deputy Kirsten
Morel

[View Amendment 39]

Proposed conservation areas.

The Minister is minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 49 - Conservation area priority

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: Proposed response to States Member amendments

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment.

SR 03 - Les Quennevais - role and density

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR16 - Policy CI6 - Provision and
enhancement of open space - field J371, St
John
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Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 40

Senator Kristina
Moore

[View Amendment 40]

Field P.559 to be added to list of
fields for affordable homes.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 26 - Policy H5 - Provision of affordable
homes

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 41

Senator Sam
Mezec

[View Amendment 41

All States/ALO owned land to be
used for affordable homes unless
unviable.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 27 - Policy H5 - States owned land

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 42

Constable of St
Helier, Simon
Crowcroft

[View Amendment 42]

Sustainable Transport Zones (STZs),
Parking Strategy, and provision of
off street parking.

The Minister is:

SR 61 - Parking

•
•
•

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 43

Deputy Montfort
Tadier

[View Amendment 43]

minded to accept part (a) of the proposed amendment and to also propose further amendment to this and other
policies
not minded to accept part (b) of the proposed amendment
not minded to accept part (c) of the proposed amendment

The ask the Minister to bring
forward a masterplan for Les
Quennevais and adjacent areas,
including Jersey Airport, in
consultation with key stakeholders,
no later than May 2023. Also,
amendment to Sustainable
Communities Fund.

The Minister is:

Developments to include smaller
homes to enable 'right-sizing'.

The Minister is minded to accept the proposed amendment

•
•

SR 03 - Les Quennevais - role and
development

not minded to accept part (a) and (b) of the proposed amendment
minded to accept part (c) of the proposed amendment

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment
44

Constable of St
Brelade, Mike
Jackson

[View Amendment 44]

SR 24 - Policy H4 - Right-sizing

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 45

Constable of St
Brelade, Mike
Jackson

[View Amendment 45]

Specifically exclude Les Quennevais
from Night Time Economy.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 03 - Les Quennevais - role and
development

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 46

Constable of St
Brelade, Mike
Jackson

[View Amendment 46]

Update obligations of developers
to restore land to also include
infrastructure.

The Minister is minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 04 - Policy GD3 – POA's Driveways

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 47

Deputy Kirsten
Morel

[View Amendment 47]

Removal of Warwick Farm as a
country park.

The Minister is not minded to accept this proposed amendment

SR 17 - Warwick Farm/ St Helier Country
Park amendments

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 48

Senator Sarah
Ferguson

[View Amendment 48]

Five storey buildings to be the
baseline, not eight.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 39 - Demand for over 55’s & rightsizing homes

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: Proposed response to States Member amendments
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Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 49

Constable of St
Mary, John Le
Bailly

[View Amendment 49]

Field MY563 to be included for
affordable homes.

The Minister

SR 33 - Rezoning request of Field MY563,
La Rue de la Rosiere, St Mary for
affordable homes

•
•

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 50

Constable of St
Mary, John Le
Bailly

[View Amendment 50]

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 51

Senator Lyndon
Farnham

[View Amendment 51]

Include Field MY493 for affordable
housing.

Creation of a Marine Park.

is not currently minded to support the proposed amendment
but may be minded to support it, as a replacement site, to maintain the integrity of affordable housing supply and the
sustainable distribution of affordable housing development.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

The Minister is:
•
•

SR 26 - Policy H5 - Provision of affordable
homes

SR 34 - Rezoning request of Field MY493,
La Route de L'Eglise, St Mary for affordable
homes

SR 53 - Creation of a Marine Park

minded to accept part 1 (a) and (b)
not minded to accept the other parts of the proposed amendment

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 52

Constable of
Grouville, John Le
Maistre

[View Amendment 52]

Exclude Field G252A from CNP
designation to allow creation of a
petanque court.

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 53

Constable of St
Brelade, Mike
Jackson

[View Amendment 53]

Development of the shoreline zone
of St Brelade's Bay should seek to
contribute to the daytime and
evening economy rather than
residential development alone.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 51 - St. Brelade's Bay - Development

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 54

Constable of St
Brelade, Mike
Jackson

[View Amendment 54]

Creation of ‘shoreline extension
zone' to restrict residential
development.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 51 - St. Brelade's Bay - Development

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 55

Constable of St
Brelade, Mike
Jackson

[View Amendment 55]

St Brelade's Bay Improvement Plan
and future parking needs.

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 56

Constable of St
Brelade, Mike
Jackson

[View Amendment 56]

Protection for workers
accommodation for tourism in St
Brelade's Bay.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 51 - St. Brelade's Bay - Development

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 57

Constable of St
Brelade, Mike
Jackson

[View Amendment 57]

Protection of daytime and evening
economy land from change of use
for accommodation.

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

SR 51 - St. Brelade's Bay - Development

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 58

Constable of St
Brelade, Mike
Jackson

[View Amendment 58]

Protection/improvement of views in
the bay from/following
development.

The Minister is:

SR 51 - St. Brelade's Bay - Development

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: Proposed response to States Member amendments

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

•
•
•

SR 46 - Coastal National Park: change to
Grouville boundary

SR 50 - St. Brelade’s Bay - parking

minded to accept part (b)
not minded to accept parts (a) and (c)
minded to propose his own amendments
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Title

Proposer

Link to Proposition

Proposition Summary

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 59

Constable of St
Brelade, Mike
Jackson

[View Amendment 59]

Improve community participation
and transparency in planning
matters, especially with regard to
public art installations.

Island Plan 2022-25:
Approval: Amendment 60

Constable of St
Brelade, Mike
Jackson

[View Amendment 60]

Proposed amends to performance
measures so that deterioration or
improvements in scenic landscape
areas and loss of land suitable for
tourist economy or public amenity
development can be assessed.

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: Proposed response to States Member amendments

Minister’s Position

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment

The Minister is not minded to accept the proposed amendment.

Relevant SR

SR 06 - St. Brelade’s Bay - Community
participation

SR 65 - Performance Framework
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Part 6: Minister’s proposed modifications schedule

____________________________________________________________
Introduction

1

Places

1

Natural environment

4

Historic environment

4

Economy

4

Housing

5

Community infrastructure

5

Travel and transport

8

Minimising waste and environmental risk

9

Appendix 1: affordable housing sites

9

General

9

Reference

Chapter

Page

Preamble / Proposal / Policy /
Proposals map

Proposed change

Reason

Relevant statement
response

Substantive or
minor
modification?

Introduction

31

Preamble

Reference to footnote on Page 31 (Para1); should be “80”, not “8036”

Typo correction

None

Minor

Introduction

38

Footnote

Amend to include “St Peter's Village” in the list of local centres.

Omission (St. Peters is a defined local centre, as set
out on P.67)

None

Minor

Places

52

Footnote

Amend to include “St Peter's Village” in the list of local centres.

Omission (St. Peters is a defined local centre, as set
out on P.67)

None

Minor

Places

78

Proposal - Sustainable Communities Fund

Amend the proposal text as follows:

To ensure that it is clear the sustainable communities
fund will be developed for inclusion into the
subsequent Island Plan Review, and not applied to the
Bridging Island Plan.

SR 66 - Developer viability
and deliverability

Minor

Introduction

Places

"…Work to design and introduce the necessary legal mechanisms for the
Fund will take place over the plan period of the bridging Island Plan, ready for
inclusion into the subsequent review of the Island Plan."
Places

N/A

Proposals Map

Le Pepiniere, St Lawrence
Amend the built-up area boundary to include the area highlighted in green:

As set-out in SR 67 - Proposals map changes.
Relevant representation: BHLF-ZZ1R-2KXT-Z

SR 67 - Proposals map

Substantive

Places

N/A

Proposals Map

Land at Glenwhern, Grouville
Amend the built-up area boundary to include the area highlighted in green:

As set-out in SR 67 - Proposals map changes.
Relevant representation: ANON – ZZ1R-2KMN-F)

SR 67 - Proposals map

Substantive

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Reference

Chapter

Page

Preamble / Proposal / Policy /
Proposals map

Proposed change

Reason

Relevant statement
response

Substantive or
minor
modification?

Places

N/A

Proposals Map

Field MN402, St Martin
Amend the built-up area boundary to include the area highlighted in green:

As set-out in SR 67 - Proposals map changes.

SR 67 - Proposals map

Substantive

Places

N/A

Proposals Map

Field O785, St Ouen
Amend the built-up area boundary to exclude the area highlighted in green:

As set-out in SR 67 - Proposals map changes.

SR 67 - Proposals map

Substantive

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Reference

Chapter

Page

Preamble / Proposal / Policy /
Proposals map

Proposed change

Reason

Relevant statement
response

Substantive or
minor
modification?

Places

N/A

Proposals Map

Sewage treatment plant, Bellozane, St Helier
Amend the built-up area boundary to include the area highlighted in green:

As set-out in SR 67 - Proposals map changes.

SR 67 - Proposals map

Substantive

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Reference

Chapter

Page

Preamble / Proposal / Policy /
Proposals map

Proposed change

Reason

Relevant statement
response

Substantive or
minor
modification?

101

Preamble (Footnote)

In each place it appears, amend the text as follows:

Since the time of drafting the plan, the Law has
become adopted.

None

Minor

106

Preamble (Paragraph 1)

“Wildlife (Jersey) Law (202-)”

Natural Environment
Natural
Environment

to:
“Wildlife (Jersey) Law (2021)”

Natural
Environment

102

Preamble (footnote)

Footnote 8: reference should be to the OSPAR Convention (not the OPSAR
convention)

Typo correction

None

Minor

133

Preamble

Amend the preamble to include the following (in red):

To acknowledge that good quality, contextually
appropriate, modern design is not precluded in
conservation areas.

None (see relevant response
in Historic ‘environment part
of summary response
schedule)

Minor

SR 59 - Visitor
accommodation

Substantive

Historic environment
Historic
environment

Such that “Very careful consideration will need to be given to the design of
development proposals, their mass, scale, form, materials and detailing of
building alterations to protect the character and appearance of the
conservation area and its setting from harm, or to improve it through
beneficial change. This does not preclude high quality modern design of
buildings or spaces within the area, rather it seeks a contextual response to fit
the place.

Economy
Economy

159

Policy EV1 – Visitor accommodation

Amend the policy to include the following, before the last paragraph:
Changes of use away from visitor accommodation use where
located in tourist destination areas or outside the built-up area will
not be supported unless it is demonstrated that:

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

a.

it is not technically feasible to refurbish, extend, adapt, or
redevelop the accommodation to meet current or future
requirements; or

b.

it can be demonstrated that there is no market demand for the
continued use of the premises for visitor accommodation; and

c.

there is no unacceptable adverse effect on the intrinsic
character of identified tourist destination areas; and

d.

the overall benefit to the community of the proposal
demonstrably outweighs the adverse effects of loss of visitor
accommodation.

To seek to ensure that proposals for a change of use
away from visitor accommodation in the island’s
tourist destination areas and outside the built-up area
are well evidenced and considered as part of the
decision-making process during the bridging plan
period.
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Reference

Chapter

Page

Preamble / Proposal / Policy /
Proposals map

Proposed change

Reason

Relevant statement
response

Substantive or
minor
modification?

Housing

183

Policy H2 – Housing density

Amend the policy to include an additional bullet point:

As a further amendment to an already proposed
amendment (P.36/2021 – Amd.42), to ensure clarity of
policy intent and requirements.

SR61 - Parking

Minor

Lack of landowner support to deliver the site

SR26 - Provision of
affordable homes

Substantive

In response to revised spatial requirements to deliver
the needs of the school.

SR09 Field H1256 – Mont à
L’Abbé increase in
safeguarded education site
designation

Substantive

Housing

•

Housing

193

the quantity and quality of amenity space and parking, including
visitor parking.

Policy H5 – Provision of affordable homes

Amend the policy as follows:

Proposals map

6.Field MN389 and MN390 St. Martin (0.90 hectares/5.0 vergées
And also, amend the proposals map to remove the yellow hatch surrounding
field MN389 and MN390:

Community Infrastructure
Community
Infrastructure

225

Policy CI1 - Education facilities

Amend policy CI1 as follows: "...• Mont à L’Abbé School: Part of field H1256, St Helier"

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Reference

Chapter

Page

Preamble / Proposal / Policy /
Proposals map

Proposed change

Reason

Relevant statement
response

Substantive or
minor
modification?

Community
Infrastructure

N/A

Proposals map

Amend the proposals map to include the extent of field H1256 as
safeguarded education site:

In response to revised spatial requirements to deliver
the needs of the school.

See SR09 Field H1256 –
Mont à L’Abbé increase in
safeguarded education site
designation

Substantive

Policy CI1 - Education facilities

After “Les Landes School: Part of field 782, St Ouen” Insert the words:

The policy (as appears in the draft plan) does not
provide consideration for development outside the
BUA or designated sites. This was an unintentional
omission.

None

Substantive

Clarification to be clearer this isn’t intended to require
the development of new buildings.

None

Minor

In response to representations

SR15 FB Fields – proposed
sports and leisure
enhancement area

Community
Infrastructure

“Proposals for education facilities outside of the built-up area or designated
sites will not be permitted except in the most exceptional circumstances
where the proposed development is required to meet a proven island need,
and it can be demonstrated that:

Community
Infrastructure

228

Preamble to Policy CI2 – Healthcare facilities

a.

the development is essential to the delivery and continuation of
education services, and cannot reasonably be met through
alternative sites, service delivery arrangements or co-location with
other services; and,

b.

sufficient work has been undertaken to consider reasonable
alternative sites for the development, and that the selected site
represents the most sustainable option, with a focus on accessibility
to the community relative to the defined spatial strategy, local
demand, its impact on the character and nature of the landscape,
and the scale of development that may be required.”

Amend the preamble text (3rd para, final sentence) as follows:

The proposed wording will bring the policy consistent
with other key community facilities, such as
healthcare.

Remove:
"…will include the creation of health hubs... "
and insert:
"…using existing healthcare & community facilities…”

Community
Infrastructure

235

Policy CI5 – Sports, leisure and cultural
facilities

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Amend Policy CI5, after “5.) Key opportunity sites in the Southwest St Helier
Planning Framework Area.”, insert the following additional point:
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Reference

Chapter

Page

Preamble / Proposal / Policy /
Proposals map

Proposed change

Reason

Relevant statement
response

Substantive or
minor
modification?

In response to representations

SR13 Land to the south of
Strive, St Peter

Following amendment to Policy CI5, amend the Proposals Map to include the
identified sports and leisure area of potential, as shown below:

In response to representations.

SR13 Land to the south of
Strive, St Peter

Substantive

Amend the proposals text as follows:

Clarification to be clear the policy related to the entire
area designated.

None

Minor

Historic POS designation error which requires
correction to be limited only to the cemetery.

None

Substantive

“6.) FB Fields, La Grande Route de St Clement”
Community
Inmfrastructure

235

Policy CI5 – Sports, leisure and cultural
facilities

Amend Policy CI5, after “5.) Key opportunity sites in the Southwest St Helier
Planning Framework Area.”, insert the following:
“The development of sports and leisure uses may also be supported in the
identified sports and leisure area of potential (St Peter), but only where the
public benefit and contribution to the viability and success of local sports can
be proven to outweigh any loss or harm to the landscape and agricultural
land.”

Community
Infrastructure

Proposals Map
(Policy CI5 – Sports, leisure and cultural
facilities)

Community
Infrastructure

245

Policy CI9 – Countryside access and
awareness

“Grands Vaux Reservoir and valley…”

Community
Infrastructure

N/A

Proposals Map
(Policy CI7 – Protection of open space).

Amend the proposals map with a correction to remove the protected open
space and built-up area designation to follow the site boundary to the south
of Mont a L’Abbe Cemetery, (adjacent to H1550 and Mount Martin), St Helier.
Present draft Proposals Map boundary;

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Reference

Chapter

Page

Preamble / Proposal / Policy /
Proposals map

Proposed change

Reason

Relevant statement
response

Substantive or
minor
modification?

Clarification in response to representation.

SR 61 - Parking

Minor

To ensure explicit reference is made to this issue on
the face of the policy for clarity, and in response to
representation.

SR 61 - Parking

Minor

POS and BUA boundary line to be re-drawn to follow line denoted in red
below:

Travel and transport
Travel and
transport

264

Policy TT4: Provision of off-street parking

Amend the policy as follows:
“Development that has the potential to generate vehicular movements and a
requirement for car and other forms of parking will be supported only where
it provides an appropriate level of accessible, secure and convenient off-street
car motor vehicle parking…”

Travel and
transport

264

Policy TT4: Provision of off-street parking

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary

Amend the policy, before the final paragraph, insert a new paragraph:
Development involving the loss of front gardens and their boundary features
to provide frontage parking with direct access to/from the public highway will
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Reference

Chapter

Page

Preamble / Proposal / Policy /
Proposals map

Proposed change

Reason

Relevant statement
response

Substantive or
minor
modification?

Travel and
transport

264

Policy TT4: Provision of off-street parking

Amend the policy, before the final paragraph, insert a new paragraph:
Development involving the loss of front gardens and their boundary features
to provide frontage parking with direct access to/from the public highway will
not be supported where this would harm the character or appearance of the
street scene or compromise highway safety.

To ensure explicit reference is made to this issue on
the face of the policy for clarity, and in response to
representation.

SR 61 - Parking

Minor

In response to representation

None (See relevant
representation response in
minimising waste and
environmental risk summary
response schedule)

Minimising waste and environmental risk
Minimising waste
and environmental
risk

282

Policy WER4 – Land reclamation
Replace the following paragraph:
“The fill material for land reclamation schemes, other than where it is required
for engineering purposes, will be restricted to inert residual materials that
have been subject to a recovery process and from which no further value can
be recovered.”

Minor

With:
“The fill material for land reclamation schemes, other than for engineering
elements, will comprise inert waste derived material that cannot economically
be processed to meet an engineering material specification and that meets
the structural and environmental protection standards required for the
scheme.”

Appendix 1: affordable housing sites
Appendix 1:
affordable housing
sites

356

Fields: S413, S415, S415A and S470: Site
assessment

Amend address reference in title:

Typo correction

None

Minor

Clarification that this requirement refers to the area of
land to the north, outside the designated site, and
that restoration/change to an agricultural use is not
expected.

None

Minor

Clarification

None

Minor

“Le Grande Route…”
To
“La Grande Route…”

Appendix 1:
affordable housing
sites

366

Field S729: Site assessment

Amend the final paragraph as follows:
“Any development of the site would also be conditional on improvements
being made to the landscape condition and environmental quality of the
restoration of the northern part of the site which sits outside of the affordable
housing designation to be restored to either an agricultural or
environmentally beneficial use. This would be secured through a POA.”

General
Whole Plan

Policies

In every place it appears, amend reference to “5 or more homes or 200sq.m
floor space” to:
“5 or more homes or 200sq.m non-residential floor space”

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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Reference

Chapter

Whole Plan

Page

Preamble / Proposal / Policy /
Proposals map

Proposed change

Reason

Relevant statement
response

Substantive or
minor
modification?

Policies

In every place it appears, amend reference to “10 or more homes or 400sq.m
floor space” to:

Clarification

None

Minor

Since the publication of the draft plan, more recent
completion data shows that actual completions for
the period 2011 to the end of 2020 was 4,058
(previously estimated as 4,300). Therefore, the
updated shortfall is now 2,050 (rounded) and the
revised five-year housing development target is
increased from 3,750 to 4,000.

SR 23 - Planning
assumption and demand
and supply of homes

Substantive

“10 or more homes or 400sq.m non-residential floor space”

Whole plan

Preambles

In every place it appears, amend reference to ‘3750 homes’ to:
4000 homes

Draft Bridging Island Plan consultation: response summary
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