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PROPOSITION

THE STATES are asked to decide whether they are afpinion -

(@)

(b)

(€)

(d)

(e)

(f)

to approve the acquisition by the Public of gite known as the
Plémont Holiday Village and adjoining land as idéed on the
drawing attached as Appendix 1 to the Report;

to negotiate with the owners for the purchafsthe said land at a fair
and proper price to be agreed by the Minister foeasury and
Resources;

to agree that, in the event of it not beinggible to agree a fair and
proper price with the owners of the land, the Mamisfor Planning

and Environment should be empowered, in exercisth®fpowers

conferred by Article 119 of the Planning and Builgli(Jersey) Law

2002, to acquire the land and any interest thebgincompulsory

purchase on behalf of the Public in accordance thighprovisions of

the Compulsory Purchase of Land (Procedure) (Jetsey 1961,

to request the Minister for Treasury and Resesl to make the
payment or discharge of the expenses incurrednnexiion with the
acquisition of the said land and any interestseinerand of the
payment of all legal expenses, from central reserve

to agree that, following the acquisition of fland, it should forthwith
be sold to the National Trust for Jersey for a aeration of
£2 million subject to a condition that the Natiofalst for Jersey will
thereafter restore the land to nature;

to authorize the Attorney General and the @zefof the States on
behalf of the Public to pass any necessary costraconnection with
the acquisition and subsequent sale of the sitadjwhing land.

CHIEF MINISTER
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REPORT

“We have fallen heirs to the most glorious heritag@ people ever received, and
each one must do his part if we wish to show thahé nation is worthy of its good
fortune.”

Introduction

The sentence above was written by Theodore Rodselieh arguing for the essential
need to conserve and protect areas of great ndiaealty within the United States.
The absolute need to protect the natural beaugupfcountryside, and in particular
the glorious coastline, is exactly the same inelerslany people would consider that
the future of Plémont has hung in the balance doitdo long. The States decided as
long ago as 10th October 2006, on the propositiaimen Connétable K.P. Vibert of
St. Ouen, that it was in the public interest far Headland at Plémont (namely the site
formerly occupied by the Plémont (Pontins) Holids§llage complex and the
surrounding associated land) to be preserved as gpece for the enjoyment of the
Public of the Island, but the means of realizingt thhecision has so far been elusive.
The issue was considered by the then Council ofidWirs, but a decision was
deferred until the then Minister for Planning and/iEonment had determined the then
current planning application. The Minister refusieat application in June 2008.

Questions were put to Senator T.A. Le Sueur, thelefQMinister, during 2008, as to
the future of Plémont, but the Council clearly ltathcerns as to the cost of acquiring
the land. On 29th September 2008, the Connétabl&toDuen lodged a further
proposition (P.152/2008) requesting the Minister fireasury and Resources —
(a) “to open negotiations with the current ownefsPEmont Holiday Village site,
St. Ouen, with a view to ascertaining their willigs to sell the site and, if
appropriate, determining an agreed value for it} @) to present the outcome of the
negotiations to the States to enable members idelahat further action, if any, they
might choose to take.” The States approved thegsitpn by 37 votes to 6 (with
2 abstentions) on 22nd October 2008.

Negotiations were instituted, but it was clear tta owners had in mind a price that
was regarded by the Treasury as unrealistic, arajreement proved possible.

On 9th September 2009, the Connétable of St. Oadgell a further proposition
asking the States “to approve, subject to the abiily of the necessary funds voted
by the Assembly, the acquisition by the Public loé tsite known as the Plémont
Holiday Village site”, if necessary by compulsoryrphase. The States debated the
proposition on 19th and 20th January 2010 and tegjeit by 23 votes to 19. One of
the crucial reasons for rejection was undoubteliyuncertainty as to the cost of the
land if the matter had proceeded to compulsorylmase.

Three material changes have occurred since thagidedgustifying, in my view, the
reconsideration of this very important matter. thirghe headland at Portelet has been
subject to residential development, leading to @smerable public outcry. Secondly,
greater clarity has been obtained as to the likalye of the land in the event of it
being acquired by compulsory purchase. Thirdlyrehe a clear commitment by the
National Trust for Jersey indirectly to contributevards the costs of acquiring the
land and to take responsibility for restoring itrtature for the benefit of the public.
These changes are considered in more detail below.
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Planning history

Development of the site first took place in abo874 when the Plémont Hotel was
constructed. During the 1930s the hotel was demadisand Jersey Jubilee Holiday
Camp was built on the existing site. It should ls¢ed that there were no planning
controls in existence at that time. After the oatign there was a change of name and
the camp was re-opened in 1946 as Parkin’'s Luxudely Camp. In 1961 the site
was sold to Pontins and re-modelled and renamdeoatin’s Holiday Village, and
later Plémont Holiday Village. The Village caterfled 400 holidaymakers.

In 1998 Dandara, with the approval of the ownecstt®&h and Newcastle, applied for
planning permission to construct 117 two-, thresmd four-bedroom houses and
apartments. Senator P.F. Horsfall, then Presidénthe Policy and Resources

Committee, called for the States to acquire thel land to restore it to nature. In

January 1999 the application was overwhelmingleateid at a Parish Assembly in
St. Ouen. Later that month, the National Trustlensey lodged its objection, and also
called for the land to be restored to its natutates In March 1999, Dandara’s

application was refused as being contrary to Gé&msre policy. A notice of appeal to

the Royal Court against the planning refusal wdgéa but not pursued.

In October 2000, Scottish and Newcastle, the owoérthe sites at Plémont and
Portelet, announced that both holiday camps wesrg for business. The possibility
of the States acquiring the PIémont site was ulbgyethe National Trust over the next
few years, and discussions took place between thst, TScottish and Newcastle and
public officials. In January 2001, Scottish and Meastle applied for permission to
change the use of the holiday village from tourtsmesidential accommodation. The
company was advised that the application couldbraletermined in the abstract.

In June 2002, following the submission of a tourigability report, the Planning and
Environment Committee conceded that it could naise permission for a change of
use solely on the ground of loss of a prime toursiies, and indicated that it would be
willing to consider some limited form of residemt@development, subject to being
satisfied that there would be no adverse ecologigahct on the surrounding area and
that a significant environmental gain could be destiated. The Committee decided
that it would not support any major residential @lepment, or any residential
development of the same floor-space area thateekist any form of “housing estate”
style of development. The advice was issued witlpogjudice to consideration under
the normal planning process. The advice was isshedtly before the coming into
force of the new Island Plan on 11th July 2002.

Between 2002 and 2006, a humber of schemes wertopuerd, all of which were
rejected on grounds of unacceptable scale or desigd failure to demonstrate
significant environmental gain. In December 2003énnt Estates Ltd. (“the
owners”) acquired the site for £4.85 million.

In February 2006 the owners discussed with thedNatiTrust a revised plan to build
36 houses. In exchange for the Trust’'s supportptiieers would offer land that could
be returned to nature. Alternatively, the ownergemgilling to consider selling the
land to the States. The National Trust launched Gbastline Campaign to raise
awareness of the plight of Plémont. In Septemb@628ie Trust launched an appeal
for funds to buy the land. In October 2006, as oeed above, the States resolved
that it was in the public interest that Plémontwdtidbe retained as open space. In
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October 2006 the National Trust for Jersey presemtethe then Chief Minister,
Senator F.H. Walker, a petition signed by 10,30hiders supporting the restoration
to nature of the Plémont land.

In May 2008, the then Minister for Planning and tBEmvironment, Senator
F.E. Cohen, against officer recommendation, refusedapplication for permission to
construct 36 houses. He gave the following reasons

“1. The Plémont Holiday Village site lies within @mea of outstanding
landscape and amenity value on the Island’s navtstc and forms
part of a wider area of the north coast which ighlyi valued by
Island residents and visitors for its scenic gualiemoteness and
tranquillity. On the Island Plan the site is lochta the Green Zone.
Notwithstanding that the site presently comprises unsightly
‘holiday village’ complex, it is considered thatethapplication
proposal for a residential development on the &feyirtue of the
scale and extent of the proposed development andbew of
units (36), would be inappropriate in this locateord have an adverse
visual impact in the landscape which would unreabbnharm the
existing character, appearance and ambiance @lrda also that the
proposal would not result in a substantial envirental gain such as
to justify an exception to the presumption agadetelopment in the
Green Zone. As such the proposal would be cont@igland Plan
Policies C5 (Green Zone), C2 (Countryside charad®&2 (i), (ii) and
(iv) (General Development Considerations) and GRBp{acement
Buildings).

2. the proposed residential development, by vidfi¢ghe scale/number
of units, in conjunction with the remote locationtloe site relative to
community facilities and services, is contrary tdahd Plan G1
(Sustainable Development) which requires, amontsrahings, that
development proposals should seek to integrate development
with the existing built-up area — the rationale ¥ahnich is to reduce
car trips and encourage sustainable modes of watrisp

Although the Island Plan 2011 has now replacedislend Plan 2002, nothing of
substance has changed in so far as the treatméimé ¢dind at PIémont is concerned.
The relevant provisions of the Island Plan 201 1caresidered below.

In April 2009, the owners applied for outline pession to demolish the existing
holiday village and to construct 46 two-bedroom &7dthree-bedroom self-catering
units with associated facilities. In November 2@B8 application was refused by the
Minister, again contrary to officer recommendation,grounds similar to those given
above.

On 16th November 2009 the owners applied to cocisB8 houses, set in 3 individual
clusters. Difficulties with the northern boundargdl to this application being
withdrawn, but it was in substance reinstated ioddeber 2011, excluding the land in
disputed ownership. The owners assert that theicappin involves returning two-
thirds of the site to nature, although the Natiohalst for Jersey rightly disputes the
precise proportion, on the ground that some oflahd lies between the 3 clusters of
houses and is likely eventually to be domesticated.
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Statutory context

There is no doubt that, but for the existence &f derelict remains of the former
holiday camp, planning permission would never evwmsn contemplated for the
construction of 28 houses on this site. The land ihe Green Zone, on an exposed
position of the north coast, and in an area oftanting natural beauty.

The original holiday camp was constructed befoemiping controls came into effect
in 1945. From the very beginning, the States haehbeoncerned to protect the
coastline from unsuitable development, and it ielyi that the constructions at
Plémont and Portelet were in the minds of those frdumed the original Regulations
shortly after the Liberation of the Island. Regidats of the Preservation of
Amenities (Jersey) Regulations 1947 provided timatonsidering whether or not to
grant consent, the Committee should “have regartheécbeauty of the landscape or
countryside, the view from any road and the otheemities of the locality, ... and
shall in no case consent to the erection or extensi of a holiday camp or other
like establishment’ [Emphasis added].

The Preservation of Amenities (Jersey) Regulatid®%0, which replaced the
1947 Regulations, provided at Regulation 5 tha¢ ‘Bommittee shall have regard to
the beauty of the landscape or countryside,aspect of the Island from the land or
from the sea,the general amenities of the localitie desirability of keeping the
coasts of the island in their natural state,... and ... may refuse consent to the
erection of any building where the Committee isopfnion that the erection of the
building would be detrimental to ... the localityErphasis added].

The imperative to protect the Island’s coastline haen repeated in every enactment
relating to planning since then. It is now to barfd in Article 2 of the Planning and
Building (Jersey) Law 2002, which provides that —

“2  Purposes of Law

(1) The purpose of this Law is to conserve, protu improve Jersey’s
natural beauty, natural resources and general éis®rits character, and
its physical and natural environments.

(2) Accordingly it is the intention of this Law —

(&) to ensure that when land is developed the dpw&nt is in
accordance with a development plan that provideshi® orderly,
comprehensive and sustainable development of llaral inanner
that best serves the interests of the community;

(b) to protect sites, buildings, structures, tragd places that have a
special importance or value to Jersey;

(c) to provide for the orderly management of tramspnd travel, both
on, and from and to Jersey;

(d) to ensure that the coast of Jersey is kept in itsatural state;
(e) to control advertisements in Jersey; and

()  to impose other necessary controls on the dgveént and use of
land in Jersey.” [Emphasis added].
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But for the existence of the former holiday campiolhhas disfigured the Plémont

headland for a long time, there would be no questicany development taking place.

This is an important consideration for the Statesléciding whether or not to re-

affirm its commitment to the acquisition of theesin the interests of the public.

However, the former holiday camp does exist, angl fiecessary therefore to consider
the relevant parts of the Island Plan.

The Island Plan 2011

The Island Plan 2011 provides at Policy NE7 th&fThe areas designated as Green
Zone on the Proposals Map will be given a high lle¥grotection and there will be a
general presumption against all forms of new devefment for whatever
purpose” [Emphasis added[The Minister for Planning and Environment recogsjze
however, that within this zone there are many lingjsl and established uses, and that
to preclude all forms of development would be usoeable. Thus, the following
types of development will be permitted only whehe tscale, location and design
would not detract from, or unreasonably harm, theracter of the area:”.

There follow a number of instances where developma@ght be permitted, none of
which is relevant except paragraph 5, which provitlRedevelopment of an existing
non-residential building where its use remainsgame.” It would, therefore, unless
the tourism use can be said to have been abandbeegpen to the owner to restore
the derelict buildings of the holiday village tceu®r a tourism purpose. Subject to the
issue of abandonment, that is an option for theasyand would set a calculable value
for the purpose of acquisition by the States, albeivalue lower than the value
attributable to land with permission to developh28ises. If the tourism use has been
abandoned, the land is to be valued as agriculturapen heath land.

The owner seeks, however, to exploit a provisioPaticy NE7 which follows the
listed exceptions.

“For the avoidance of doubt:

C. there will be a presumption against the useoofirercial buildings
for purposes other than for those which permissi@s originally
grantedsic]. Exceptions to this will only be permitted where:

ii. their demolition and replacement with a newldimg(s) for
another use would give rise to demonstrable enmggrial
gains and make a positive contribution to the mepeid
restoration of the landscape character of the Hmeaugh a
reduction in their visual impact and an improveminthe
design of the buildings that is more sensitiven® tharacter
of the area and local relevance. It is expected theh
improvements would arise, in particular, from reituts in
mass, scale, volume and the built form of buildings
reduction in the intensity of use; more sensitived a
sympathetic consideration of siting and design Whdnsured
the local relevance of design and materials; anestoration
of landscape character.”.
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The owner’s argument is that by moving this propodevelopment of 28 houses in
3 separate blocks to the southern end of the &ité,removing the derelict holiday
village, there would be a “demonstrable environrakegtin” which would “make a
positive contribution to the repair and restoratafnthe landscape character of the
area”. This is, of course, a matter for the inspeeappointed to conduct an Inquiry,
and ultimately for the Minister for Planning andvitonment. The counter-argument
is that a housing development of this scale inx@oged and otherwise unspoilt area
of the north coast would have an equally negativasict upon the landscape. It would
remove the unsightly ruins of the holiday camp, huvould not involve, in any
objective sense, an environmental gain.

The Plémont site is designated as Green Zone ardtitted under the Island Plan
approved by this Assembly to “a high level of potiien”. This proposed development
would mean losing forever the incomparable wildresd natural state of this part of
Jersey’s coastline, contrary to all the planningjdation that has been in existence
since 1945.

During the debate on the Island Plan 2011, the rAble debated an amendment
brought by Senator F. du H. Le Gresley which wdwde brought the Plémont site
within the protection of the Coastal National Papalicy NE6 of the Island Plan
provides that — “The Coastal National Park ... wi#t biven the highest level of
protection from development and this will be givemority over all other planning
considerations. In this area there will be thergiest presumption against all forms of
new development for whatever purpose.” The amentmvas lost by 23 votes to 25.
A majority of members appears to have been condesbeut the legal effect of such
an amendment upon the outstanding application éy¥mer for planning permission.
If members adopt this proposition, and the Pubtiqu&res the Plémont land, there
seems no reason why it should not be added in duese to the Coastal National
Park.

The international dimension

The longstanding statutory protection for Jersegastline is evidence enough that
successive generations have wanted to presensgt iahd unspoiled, the natural
beauty of the Island’'s coast. It is relevant noekstbs that many other countries have
adopted similar policies with a view to conservithg beauty of their coasts. The
National Trust of England, Wales and Northern indl@mow cares for some 720 miles
of coastline in the United Kingdom. The Neptune €lige Campaign was founded in
1965 with a governmental grant of £250,000 (theiedent today of £3—4 million)
and has since raised over £67 million to help sa protect some of the country’s
most beautiful stretches of coast.

In FranceLe Conservatoire du Littordias an annual budget of €30 million (including
€25 million for acquisition, if necessary by comgmly purchase). It now administers
over 750 miles of coastline for the people of Fearitis said to be passing a contract
a day for the acquisition of land, and has nowregt@ partnership with the Landmark
Trust called Landmark France to protect historiiddings on the coastline.

For the States to enter a partnership agreemehttigt National Trust for Jersey to
save Plémont from development would be entirelyststent with international trends.
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The environmental arguments

It is important not to view Plémont in isolationutbas part of the north coast
environment running from Grosnez to Bonne Nuit aeglond. The whole area is of
immense geological and archaeological importancet Bom an environmental

perspective, whether one views the area from the fsem Grosnez or from further

east, the PIémont headland with the adjacent landgart from the eyesore of the
derelict holiday village, a stunningly beautifulrpaf Jersey. Its beauty lies in its
wildness and untainted character. However wellgtesi and architecturally attractive
the proposed 3 clusters of houses may be in theesahey would despoil the area.
The suggestion that a part of the land would bed@drover to the Public once the
development is complete is, of course, superfigiattractive, but the price of

restoring to nature the land on which the holiddkage is built is the despoliation in

environmental terms of the adjacent land.

It is significant that those protesting against tlewelopment of Plémont come from
all parts of the Island. The ‘Line in the Sand’ tesi gathered 7,000 people to
underline the point that the coastal landscap@ésial and should be protected. The
petition signed by over 10,000 people made the gami®. The widespread fury at

the development at Portelet, however architectiateresting the houses might be,
was a feature of the recent election meetings. (Qenoeé has been developed, it is
almost always lost forever. That is why the oppatiuthat the States and the people
of Jersey now have to put right an environmentaktakie and to preserve Plémont for
the future should be grasped with both hands.

The only apparent justification for building housasthe Green Zone at Plémont is
that there is an existing development in poor damali which needs to be removed. It
is unnecessary in this report to deal with the milagn arguments as to whether this is a
“brown field” site justifying a departure from timale that building is not permitted in
the Green Zone. The contention is that buildingutthmot take place, and that the
Public should acquire the site for the benefithid tind future generations.

Acquisition by compulsory purchase

In Jersey, although not in the UK, acquisition bgmpulsory purchase has

traditionally been regarded as a remedy of lagirteBollowing the States’ resolution

in 2008, the States Property Office opened negotisitwith representatives of the
owners. These negotiations did not progress fadawember 2009 the owners’ agents
published a document entitled “The Green Plan’uipp®rt of their current application

for planning permission. The document indicated thdhe value of the site, for the

purpose of returning the land to nature, has betabkshed at circa £14.7 million less
demolition costs”. This valuation bore little retatship to the cost of acquisition in

2005 (£4.85 million) and was apparently based uperprice of £800,000 paid by the
States for the Bal Tabarin site in 2001.

The National Trust for Jersey has obtained a viandtased upon the current plans of
the owners, and another valuation has been obtdpelersey Property Holdings. It

would not be appropriate to place these valuatiorise public domain, because they
contain information that it would not be sensilder¢veal at this stage. Suffice it to

say that the upper end of the valuations is irnréigéon of £7.8 million.
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Clearly, the value of land depends upon what theemws permitted to do with it. The

valuations referred to above have been based up®ragsumption that planning

permission would be granted by the Minister fornRlag and Environment to the

application currently before him for the constrantiof 28 houses. It is possible, at the
lowest, that such permission would not be fortheamiThe Minister has referred the
application to a Public Inquiry to be conductedaoyindependent Inspector whom he
has appointed. The Inspector has received submgssind is conducting a hearing.
The Inspector’s conclusions will affect the valdere land.

Whatever the Inspector’s conclusion in relatiortite current application before the
Minister, however, the value of the land would matiely fall to be assessed, if the
States agree to this proposition, by arbitratoqsoapged by the Royal Court for that
purpose. The arbitrators would be bound to asdeswdlue as being “the amount
which the land might have been expected to redlizeld on the open market by a
willing seller on the date on which the Inferior idlber of the Royal Court made the
order vesting the land in the public.” (see Artitl&2) of the Compulsory Purchase of
Land (Procedure) (Jersey) Law 1961 (“the 1961 Law")

The provisions of the 1961 Law apply only where phavisions of another Law have
conferred power on the States to acquire land bypcdsory purchase on behalf of the
Public. The relevant Law for this purpose is thariRing and Building (Jersey) Law
2002. Article 119(1) of that Law provides that —

“(1) The States may acquire land by compulsory Ipase in accordance with
the Compulsory Purchase of Land (Procedure) (Jetssy 1961 if the
States are satisfied that the land should be ssdjéior a purpose of this
Law specified in Article 2.”

Article 2 of the Law provides that —

“(1) The purpose of this Law is to conserve, prbtaad improve Jersey’s
natural beauty, natural resources and general éiegnts character, and
its physical and natural environments.

(2) Accordingly it is the intention of this Law —

(d) to ensure that the coast of Jersey is kepsindtural state;

The Law Officers of the Crown have confirmed thampulsory purchase is open to
the States in this case.

Article 3 of the 1961 Law provides that —

“3  Plan to be prepared and money voted

No land may be acquired by compulsory purchase @malb of the public
unless —

(&) a plan showing the land to be acquired has bpperoved by the States;
and

(b) a credit of the monies necessary to meet thereses to be incurred in the
acquisition of the land has been voted by the State
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The plan showing the land to be acquired is atht¢behis Report. As to the monies
necessary to meet the expenses of acquisitiomlithister for Treasury and Resources
has indicated that, if the States were to apprdiue proposition, the costs of
acquisition would be sourced initially from centrakerves, but the intention is that
the Fund would be reimbursed either from receiptanf the States of Jersey
Development Company Limited or the proceeds of sateher land.

Sale to National Trust for Jersey

If the States agree to the acquisition of the lan&lémont, whether by compulsory
purchase or by agreement with the owners, it igritention that the land be sold to
the National Trust for Jersey to be maintainedtiier benefit of the Public of Jersey.
The States are accordingly requested, as partisfpifoposition, to agree to the
onward sale of the land to the National Trust feg sum of £2 million. The National
Trust would commit to restoring the land to natar¢he expense of the Trust. A letter
from the President of the National Trust for Jersewannexed ag&ppendix 2. The
offer from the National Trust is unconditional, eathat some requests are made in
relation to fees chargeable by States departments.

It is also suggested that, if the acquisition phigethe States is less than £5 million,
the National Trust might benefit from 50% of thatuction. It is envisaged that the
costs of demolition and clearance, and the restoraif the land to maritime heath
land, is likely to be in the region of £1 milliofhat figure includes the cost of dealing
appropriately with the asbestos present in thadmgb.

If the States agree to the acquisition of the Pléntend, a significant part of the cost
will be met by members of the public contributitngit donations, large and small, to
the National Trust.

The costs of any arbitration would of course havbda met by the States. The costs of
the Lesquende acquisition, which lasted many yaads which was beset by many
legal complexities, formed the basis of an estingaen to the previous Council of
Ministers in its report in 2010. It is thought thhat estimate is not, in the context of
Plémont, a valid comparator. This would be a reddyi straightforward arbitration to
establish the market value of the land. The cdsisldg not exceed £200,000.

The maximum costs of acquisition are thereforarestd at £8 million (£7.8 million
+ £200,000). The National Trust for Jersey woulcchase the land for £2 million and
meet the expenses of restoring the land to nafilme . maximum net cost to the States
is therefore estimated at £6 million. It is hop&dwever, that the actual costs of
acquisition would be lower than that maximum figufée photographs annexed at
Appendix 4 give some indications both of the existing detebaildings and the
expanse of unspoilt natural coast in which it igatied.

Restoration to its natural state

Some have questioned what is involved in “returritngyland to nature”. Clearly, the
Environment Department will have the last word ®&lation to what works are
appropriate and desirable. However, the Nationalsffrhas commissioned and
prepared a document entitidtlémont Headland Restoration Proposaléich is
annexed to this report appendix 3. It is hoped that the proposals document will
give members an idea of the intentions of the Tiushis respect. It should be noted
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that Field 48 to the east of the Holiday Villageeds not in fact included within the
site identified in paragraph (a) of the proposition

Conclusion

It is hoped that few members would disagree tmaprinciple, it is desirable and in

the public interest that the Plémont Holiday Vilagnd adjacent land should be
restored to nature. There is, of course, a balembe struck between the desirability
of achieving that end and the cost to the publicspwof doing so. The proposition
before the Assembly involves a suggested partrersbtween the States and the
National Trust for Jersey. The exact costs of thquiition of the land and its

restoration to nature are inevitably not yet knownt the expectation is that the
contributions to be made by members of the putilimugh their gifts to the National

Trust for Jersey, will represent a figure not feonfi 50% of the overall total. This

seems a reasonable compromise. The preservatitre afnspoilt beauty of the north

coast in the vicinity of Plémont is worthy of thatce.

Financial and manpower implications

The Proposition would authorize the acquisitiontleé land shown on the plan, by
compulsory purchase if need be. The estimate ofitlamcial implications is that the
net cost to the States would not exceed £6 millidre financial cost may be less, but
that will depend upon a number of factors, inclgdine outcome of the Public Inquiry
established by the Minister for Planning and Enwinent. The costs of acquisition
will be sourced initially from the Treasury centrakerves, but the intention is that the
vote will be reimbursed, either from receipts frtme States of Jersey Development
Company Ltd. or from the proceeds of the sale loéioland.

There are no manpower resource implications.
The Chief Minister would like to extend his thanksto the Assistant Chief

Minister, Senator Sir P.M. Bailhache, for his involrement with the proposition,
and the Council of Ministers for its support.
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APPENDIX 2

28™ August 2012

Senator Sir Philip Bailhache
Assistant Minister

Chief Minister's Department
Cyril Le Marquand House
St Helier

Jersey JE4 8QT

Dear Sir Philip,

Acquisition of Plémont Heath Land

The National Trust for Jersey is grateful to you for your efforts in trying
to save a vital piece of the North Coast. We believe that the members of
the States of Jersey will have the foresight and determination to acquire
these cliff top vergeées for the benetit of the Island and for the enjoyment
of Islanders and visitors for all time,

In this regard I write to confirm that should your proposition succeed,
The Mational Trust for Jersey has agreed to acquire the former Plémont
Holiday Village site from the States of Jersey directly for the sum of two
million pounds. The Trust would also commit to remove the derelict
buildings and to clear the site as soon as it is able. Thereafter it would be
the Trust’s intention to restore the land to maritime heath land and to
maintain the land in 2 way which enhances the habitat of eliff dwelling
flora and fauna,

There are no conditions in relation to this offer other than a request that
should the acquisition costs of the States prove to be less than
£5,000,000, the Trust might benefit from 50% of that reduction so that
these funds could be applied towards the cost of demolition and
restoration, In addition, on the basis that the National Trust for Jersey
would be carrying out the wishes of the States Assembly, we would
kindly request that any dumping and planning fees in relation to the
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demaolition works be waived by TTS and the Environment Department
respectively, Whatever the costs of acquisition by the States, the Trust
would commit to buying the site for £2 million.

Without a doubt such an undertaking presents an enormous challenge for
the Trust, but when we undertook the challenge of saving 16 New Street,
we accepted the risks in the secure knowledge that our friends, supporters
and the Island as a whole would help us along the way. We sincerely
believe that safeguarding Plémont is also achievable and we hope that
States members will join us in supporting your proposition to help protect
part of Jersey’s coastline for ever and for everyone.

Yours sincerely

Celia L. Jeune
President of The National Trust for Jersey

P.90/2012
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APPENDIX 3

Plémont Headland Restoration Proposals

This report outlines the National Trust for Jerselytoad restoration proposal for the
Plémont Headland.

Context

The site lies in the north-west of Jersey in ama&feoutstanding beauty, bordering the
Coastal National Park and within close proximityL&s Landes ecological SSI. Plant
communities in the area immediately adjacent to férener holiday camp include
species that commonly occur in Atlantic Heath Eetmwyis, a priority habitat for
conservation within the European Union. Faunal comities in the vicinity include
many rare and important species such as AtlantffinrBu Swifts, Stonechats and
Green Lizards.

The Trust's overarching vision for Plémont is to —

Q) Restorethe skyline, by demolishing and removing the farmeliday village
buildings.

2) Create natural habitats on the site of the former holidédiage consistent
with vegetation communities found in the north wafslersey.

3) Enhancethe ecological value of habitats at Plémont asditrrounding area,
by implementing a programme of conservation and laanagement works.

(4) Improve public access and visitor facilities at Plémont.

(5) Engageand involve the local community in the restorafwacess.

Details of how the National Trust would achievesthdédroad objectives are specified
as follows:

QD Demolition and Site Clearance

The project will commence with the demolition of e holiday village buildings,
including in so far as practically possible tha@ufidations. In addition, hard surface
areas such as the tennis court, car parks, roatisinamenity areas will be lifted and
cleared from the site.

Once these works have been completed, the groulhdeviandscaped to form an
open terrain with occasional gentle undulations,isagypical of lowland heath.
Landscaping works would largely be confined to dleenolition area, as it is viewed
that the grasslands immediately in front of thisneorequire little by way of
modification.

It is known that a large population of brown rats present in and around the holiday
village buildings, as well as dwelling within thariks and hedgerows adjacent to the
site. Demolition would force these rats into thersunding countryside, negatively
impacting upon wildlife, and so a rat eradicationgramme would be implemented
during the demolition phase.
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(2) Habitat Restoration

At Nagoya in Japan, a new UN global strategy asdnifor biodiversity was agreed,
setting targets and objectives for 2020 and 205@eatively. The United Kingdom
and Jersey are signatories to this agreement amdfdhe commitments is that —

‘By 2020 measures will be put in place, so that diigrsity is maintained
and enhanced, further degradation has been halteddawhere possible,
restoration is underway, helping develop more rasit and coherent
ecological networks, healthy and functioning ecosy®s, which deliver
multiple benefits for wildlife and people.’

The restoration of the Plémont site and its surdag environment would provide a
wonderful opportunity for the Island to demonstrit® commitment to this UN

Agreement and to be seen to be leading the wah@rnternational stage with this
initiative.

The Trust's restoration strategy at Plémont is tald—
) Habitat restoration and creation at the formerdalivillage site.

2) Habitat restoration of the Plémont headland andcadijt coastline.

Restoration of land occupied by the Holiday Village

As far as practically possible the Trust will s&rito restore this land to species-rich
heathland.

Being able to achieve this depends on the natuttecharacteristics of the underlying
soil, a factor that is presently unknown. Post-g&itjan, a comprehensive soil survey
would be undertaken to establish this informationorder to develop the working
restoration plan.

Dependent on the results of the soil survey, th@Bagement options are as follows:

Objective (1): Species-rich heath

Species-rich heath is a vegetation community dotathey dwarf shrub plant
communities such as Heather, Western Gorse andhBribds a very important habitat
for a wide range of animal and bird species, inclgdDartford Warblers, Green
Lizards and Yellowhammers. An example of a sped@s-habitat is found at Les
Landes.

This objective is our preferred option and couldabhieved if soil conditions prove to
be favourable after the site clearance. For exaniptee soil is of sufficient depth,
with an appropriate PH and possessing low nutkiahtes.
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Management works to achieve this objective couttliche —

» Covering 50-70% of the ground with a biodegradadp®-textile called
geojute that is designed to keep soil in place.

» Allowing natural re-colonisation of heath plant coomities across 60—-80%
of the site. It is believed that this approachedasible as the seed bank may
still be active below the built area, and as the kes within close proximity
to other heathland areas

» Direct sowing of heather/gorse on 20-40% of sitenfrseed harvested from
elsewhere on the Island, to establish pockets affdshrub heath.

» Planting out thickets of gorse scrub to create-fsimhdly habitat.

* Planting out copses of native trees tolerant tcetiheronmental conditions on
the periphery of the site.

* Initiation of a species and habitat monitoring pesgme.

» Aftercare land management to ensure that the regeéme programme
proceeds as planned.

» Phased control measures to protect young plant coities from being
grazed out by rabbits. This would involve temporanglosures similar to the
Skylark safety zones at Les Landes or at Les Blesm&anques.

Objective (2): Patchy heathland and calcareous gratand

Should soil conditions prove unsuitable for heattilaegeneration because of high
alkalinity or nutrient levels, then the Trust woulddertake management measures to
change the soil characteristics in an attempt lheeze Objective (1).

However, should there be insufficient soil on sifter the clearance of the buildings,
then it would obviously prove more problematic teate a species-rich heath across
the entire site. This could be addressed by impgrioil onto the site, but this would
involve the potential transportation of several dnexl thousand tonnes of soil across
the Island. In addition, the majority of topsoilussuitable for heathland creation as it
is often highly disturbed, eutrophicated and fullumdesirable plant fragments and
seed.

There may be small volumes of suitable soil avéldiom future development sites,
but it would probably take several years, if notat#es, to secure the necessary
guantities. However, this is something that the sTrgould explore with the
Department of Environment in due course.

Should it prove unfeasible to import soil, a momagmatic solution may be to

re-evaluate the restoration objectives for the. Sitee Trust would suggest that an
alternative option would be to create a habitatmosing patchy heath, with areas of
calcareous plant species and a higher percentagersé scrub. Such a habitat type
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would still be in keeping with the landscape andulddbe of high value to wildlife.
Management works to achieve this objective wouldldrgely similar to those as
outlined above, for species-rich heath.

Holiday Village grassland management

The holiday village site also contains semi-natinabitat outside of the demolition
zone. Notably, there is a significant area of deaskcomprising Fields O47 and 048
located to the south of the current developmenht@oy to the Environmental Impact
Assessment submitted by Plémont Estates Ltd., tlstTconsiders this to be an
interesting and moderately diverse area of gradsl&here are no plans to greatly
alter this grassland, except to re-landscape thiplmzy so that it better blends into
the proposed adjacent heath. Our plan would battoduce grazing into this area to
bring a fair proportion of this land back into agtiural usage, as well as to help
ameliorate the quality of the grassland vegetatmmmunities.

3) Ecological enhancement of Plémont headland and adjant coastline

The Trust believes that the restoration of thist pdirthe coastline should not be
viewed in isolation, but should also include thestoeation of habitats in the

surrounding area, thereby creating a sizeable cemisen area for both wildlife and

public enjoyment. It is the Trust’'s belief that buen approach is crucial to the long-
term success and future management of the Isl@whstal National Park.

The Trust would therefore recommend that in thgdorierm consideration is given to
consolidating the Trust's holding to include P&lémont, as well as the stretch of
coastline located between Plémont Café Creux Gupsoaimately 1 km. to the east.
This land was generously gifted to the Public by Mtart in 2011.

This would create a cohesive area that would endélfde Trust to introduce a
comprehensive management plan.
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Holiday Village Site

Figure 1: Map showing the extent of the naturalrismpment area
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Our conservation management aims would be —
* Enhance biodiversity and agricultural diversity

To increase biodiversity and to enhance the quafityatural habitats in the area, the
Trust would seek to implement land management mesagbhat would centre on the
introduction of a conservation grazing scheme.

In 2008 the Trust initiated such a scheme on sinegain between Sorel Point and
Devil's Hole. Four years on, the Sorel site is rgrnazed by a flock of over 100 multi-

horned Manx Loagthan sheep, a breed of sheepstipariectly adapted to grazing on
such tough terrain. To date, the sheep have ha@ra positive impact on the

environmental quality of the landscape, with a Bigant increase in species-rich
grassland and a welcome reduction in bracken cgeera

\ \““

Vi
Figure 2: Sheep grazing on the cliffs by Devil'slélo

Of course the introduction of extensive livestockzing to coastal land is not just
about conservation, because it also has the bené&féncouraging agricultural
diversity and finding a feasible usage for soméhefisland’s poorer, low-grade land.
The scheme also has high environmental credengislthere is no need for expensive
fertilisers and agricultural pesticides to be agyplio the land, and the by-products are
high quality meat and wool, which can be sold Iycal

Initial scoping of Plémont and its surrounding asaggests that this location would be
a suitable location for such a grazing scheme. iGgawould expand the area of
grassland on site, which in the long run would ewesting and feeding habitat for
a variety of sea and farmland birds.

Initially grazing could take place along the cobdtange, predominantly at Petit
Plémont below the existing holiday village. In tinvegetation will re-establish on the
site of the former holiday camp and then this cald fall into the grazing fold.
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The Sorel grazing project has resulted in littleeade impact on public usage, with
people still able to undertake a wide range ofeaional activities such as horse-
riding, mountain-biking and walking within the giag area.

Fencing on site is largely of low visual impact,case is taken to erect it adjacent to
walls, hedges, banks or behind ridge lines. Seleajorse planting can also act as
screening.

» Creation of a seabird sanctuary

Plémont is known as being a very important areabfatlife, particularly seabirds.
Notably, it supports Britain’s most southerly cojonf nesting Atlantic Puffins, a
species that is fondly associated with the Islafidtre is a sizeable colony of Swifts
present, and it is also believed that other sigaift birds, such as Storm Petrels and
Manx Shearwaters nest on this promontory.

A report on Atlantic Puffins produced by the Durndlildlife Conservation Trust in
2008 for Plémont Estates Ltd. describes the pegilplight of the Jersey Puffins.
However, it also states that if the colony at Plamse to stand any chance of survival,
it must be protected from disturbance, but morai@antly, from predation from
brown rats and cats.

The report recommends that this could be achiewedhb erection of a predator
exclusion fence at the gateway to La Téte de Plérbgnthe site of the lower
Napoleonic defensive structure. This would isolde headland from the mainland
and prevent rats from predating on ground-nestiegbisds. To complement the
erection of the exclusion fence, a rat eradicagwogramme would need to be
instigated to remove any rats from inside the estoluarea.

Should the Trust acquire this land, it would seekrect such a fence in this location.
The fence would serve the dual purpose of keepimglgiors out of the seabird
sanctuary, as well as acting as a livestock comtaim fence.
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Predator Exclusion Fence (8

Figure 3: Location of predator exclusion/livestdekce

There is a view that it may be too late to save Allantic Puffin from becoming
locally extinct, due to numerous factors. Howevbhe Trust's opinion is that whilst
there are still Puffins nesting in Jersey, an éffdrould be made to give the last
remaining birds every possible chance to contimulve and breed on these shores.
Should our efforts fail, then we believe that tikraduction of such management
measures would still be worthwhile, as at the east, the creation of a seabird
sanctuary at La Téte de Plémont would benefit atler and declining seabirds such a
Storm Petrels and Manx Shearwaters.

For this project to be effective, public access magd to be regulated during the
breeding season. The Trust is aware that La Tétd’ldmont is used by local
fishermen, so in order to accommodate their cortinusage of this land, a permit
system could be introduced following extensive pubbnsultation.
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4) Public access and interpretation

Should the Trust acquire Plémont, it would alskgeemprove visitor access to both
the former holiday village site and also the wiB&mont area.

This would include:
Parking

During the summer season, there is insufficienkipgrto cope with visitor numbers.
The Trust would liaise with Transport and Techni8atvices regarding the expansion
of the larger public car park to the west of théday village.

This can be achieved by closing the small inforoaal park to the north-west of the
holiday village and returning this land back tounat The closure of this small car
park would make the Parish road and track leadinig tredundant, allowing the road
to become incorporated into the larger car park.

The borders of the larger car park can also bereduaf to increase its capacity. The
Trust would be willing to pay for the costs of ergang the car park, subject to
Transport and Technical services taking on itsreutaaintenance.

| roadway and top car park (704 square matres)
r:“\ restored to heath and to form coastal path

Enlargement of carpark
by 1420 square metres

Figure 4: Parking management measures
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Public access

. Once the building site has been made safe, a netpé&th will be constructed
leading from the States of Jersey car park aronedouthern edge of the site,
before linking up with the coastal path.

. Further footpaths through the former holiday vidagnay be created
subsequent to the restoration of heath species.

. Post-demolition, the Parish road leading throughhbliday village entrance
could be converted into another use. The Trust evdidise with the
Department of the Environment to explore whethewduld be viable to
construct a bridle or mountain-bike trail alongsthoastline, possibly between
Les Landes and Gréve de Lecq.

Site interpretation

. Interpretation lecterns will be erected in suitaleations around the new
nature improvement area, providing information dme tsite’s history,
restoration and wildlife.

. A feasibility study will be instigated regardingetipotential to convert the
lower Napoleonic defensive point at the gatewalyad éte de PlIémont into a
public interpretation gallery and coastal viewingint. Such a centre could
provide information on the Coastal National Parld dts ecology. This
observation gallery would also serve as a viewingntpover the seabird
colony for wildlife naturalists.

In recent years the National Trust has undertakgmdavement works at Devil's Hole.
The key management objectives for this project w@ften the impact of the access
footpath and safety fencing, to provide low-impeisitor viewing points and to offer
site interpretation. It is our view that as a residlthese works, the visitor attraction
has been enhanced, whilst at the same time iteetiesimpact has been reduced upon
the surrounding coastline. This project perhapsatestnates that public interpretation
can be provided at sensitive locations without ificantly adversely impacting upon
the landscape.
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In 2011 the National Trust installed a people-ceumtt the start of the trail leading
down to Devil's Hole. It has been recorded that entvan 20,000 people have visited
the site in the past 12 months, clearly demonstyathe appeal of Jersey’s North
Coast.

(5) Community engagement

Given the public investment in purchasing the she, Trust would like to develop a
policy of community engagement. This might entail —

. A programme of conservations tasks aimed at difteusers groups
including the general public, schools, corporaté ather community
groups assisting with jobs such as:

- invasive species control

- hedge and shrub planting

- weed management

- habitat management

- fence erection

- species surveying and monitoring;

. Raising awareness on management and biodiversiigssthrough a
series of guided walks and educational activities.

Figure 7: An example of a heathland restoratiorsehwhereby the old A3 road near
Hindhead, Surrey, was returned to nature.
The picture above shows school-children gettinglved with the restoration process
by sowing heather seed along the route of the forosa.

Example of a heathland restoration on a former derkct site

In the UK there are several examples of restoraiiojects whereby derelict buildings
and hard-surfaced areas have been returned tddr&itihe most significant of these
is the restoration of the former military base ae&ham Common. Information on
this project is shown below and overleaf.
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The restoration of Greenham Common

Concrete removal
Work to remove the runways apd
hard standing on the Comme@n
started in April 1995. Over o

million tonnes of material, mostl

concrete and tarmac, were broKen
up, recycled from site and sold.
The revenue from the sale pf
materials is being used to hdlp
fund the restoration of the opg¢n
areas to heathland and the
demolition of the disused buildings
and fuel installations.

Heather spreading
A programme of spreading heattjer
seed has also been undertaker} in
areas where concrete has bg¢en
removed, and the regeneration |of
heather has so far provgd
extremely successful. Further sded
spreading is continuing. Heather
and gorse on the Common are npw
being mowed in a rotating cycle
lasting several years. The rampgnt
spreading bracken is also beiphg
kept under control by sprayirlg
with  Asulox, a fern-specifi
herbicide.

leaky) underground tanks at oJer
25 sites around the perimeter of the
Common. Bioremediation is

process whereby natural fugl-
degrading bacteria are sprayed
'a‘ Ehw-' s onto the contaminated soil. THis

'-’l"l"'ruu,p & . ~-53 avoids the use of chemicals ahd
Y : ' e " solves the problem in a natufal
way.

This innovative process was
developed especially for the sjte
and worked successfully at the fyel
i ” depot sites where it was used. This
Bloremedlatlon resulted in large scale excavatigns
Funding also helped to clean up fuelith ‘biopiles’ of contaminateq
contamination with a bioremediation procesmaterial undergoing treatment. The
This contamination resulted from 60 years ®foremediation process was
aviation fuel storage in large (and progressivetpmpleted by 2003. T
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Buildings
The demolition of the disusdd
buildings and fuel installation
began in September 1997. Ther¢ is
a proposal to keep the fuel depot
located at the far eastern end of [he
site as a feature. The centre crpss
of the main runway, the contrpl
tower and the fire fighting plane
are also being kept as mementog. It
is also hoped that at some stagg in
the future the control tower can pe
made into a visitor centre whefe
people can learn about the varfed
wildlife on the Common.

[

Open to the Public
The opening of the Commdn

started in September 1997 with| a
small section at the western end.
The perimeter security fence wps
removed and replaced by a stogk-
proof fence and ditch with suitably
located public access points. Cattle
were introduced onto the Commen
in May 1999, and their grazing wil
help to maintain the heathland. The
final areas were opened to the
public in May 2000. At long las},
local people and visitors can enjpy
Greenham Common once again.

This information has been taken from the Greenhamr@on Trust website:
http://www.greenham-common-trust.co.uk/the-commestaration
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