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PROPOSITION

THE STATES are asked to decide whether they are afpinion -

to refer to their Act dated 29th June 2011 in whitley approved, as
amended, the Island Plan 2011, and to approve, ctordance with
Article 3(1) of the Planning and Building (Jers&gw 2002, the revised draft
revision to the Island Plan 2011.

MINISTER FOR PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT

Note: The revised draft revision to the Island Plan 2@itarch 2014) is being
published separately.
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2.1

REPORT
Introduction

The Island Plan is the principal document Far planning and use of land in
Jersey: it was last reviewed and adopted by thie<sSiha July 2011.

There is now a requirement to review partshefRlan again — principally to
meet the need for affordable homes: the rest of Rlen will remain
unchanged.

The need to review parts of the Plan has largmine about because decisions
made by the States Assembly in 2011 were not robusiustainable in
meeting the Island’s housing needs for affordablads.

It is important to ensure that the outcome tine, in the form of a revised
Island Plan, is sustainable and can deliver homesase the severity of the
housing problems faced by many people.

The proposed changes also deliver a clearere wamprehensive planning
policy regime for the Island’s coast and countrgsigrovide a clear planning
framework for strategic development that might eodoere; update the safety
zone around the Airport fuel farm; and ensure hdicies in the Plan are
capable of implementation.

Scope

The scope of this interim review of the 2014rd Plan is limited to a small
number of polices and proposals and does not ievalveview of the entire
plan. It is only changes to these parts of the Blahcan be considered at this
time, as follows —

» Policy GD2: Demolition and replacement of buildings

» Proposal 4a: Restrict permitted development rightgshe Coastal
National Park

» Policy NE6: Coastal National Park

* Policy NE7: Green Zone

* Proposal 20: Provision of homes

» Policy H1: Category A affordable housing sites

* Policy H2: Other Category A affordable housingsite
* Proposal H3: Affordable housing proposal

» Policy H4: Housing mix

* Policy H5: Affordable housing in rural centres

* Policy H6: Housing development within the Built-Apea
» Policy NR8: Safety zones for hazardous installaion
* Policy NR9: Utilities infrastructure facilities

» and associated Appendices.
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The Minister has also agreed to consider whetther parts of the Island Plan
require review, as set out in the proposition ofpitg J.H. Young of
St. Brelade — P.71/20185land Plan Review, which was adopted by the States
on 2nd July 2013. This work is underway. It is patt of this current interim
review and will be reported on separately.

Process

The Minister's proposed revision of the 201thrid Plan was published in
July 2013 for a period of consultation that lastedil the end of September
2013. At the same time, the Minister announced #ppointment of
independent Planning Inspectors, Mr. Chris Shep@yB.E. and Mr. Alan
Langton, to conduct an Examination in Public of thpresentations received
and the issues raised. These were the same inspadto had conducted the
Examination into the original 2011 Island Plan.

Some 670 comments made by some 225 individuadsorganisations were
received in response to the initial consultatiohe Minister considered and
published his initial response to these in Noven2dr3.

The Planning Inspectors held the Pre-Examinatieeting on 21st November
and the Examination in Public itself took placenfr@4th—23rd January 2014.

The Planning Inspectors’ report was received published by the Minister
on 20th February 2014 and has been material tdihester in shaping the
revised draft of those parts of the Plan proposeddview.

Purpose of the review

There are 3 reasons for this interim reviewhef 2011 Island Plan and these
can be examined in turn.

Need for affordable homes

The housing strategy that was approved in el 2sland Plan has failed to
deliver sufficient Category A homes up to now.

This is because, firstly: those sites origynglroposed to be rezoned to
provide a supply of homes in the short term (ugQt5) were removed from
the Draft 2011 Island Plan, and the States-ownted sicluded in the Plan to
replace them have, thus far, failed to deliver.

Secondly, the policy mechanism requiring a pridgpn of affordable homes as
part of private housing development (Policy H3 led 2011 Island Plan) has
never been implemented. The development industey dlaays expressed
concern that this policy was not viable, and ttatmplementation would risk

land not being brought forward for residential depenent, thus further

undermining the supply of homes: it is, therefaoehe set aside, whilst other
ways of capturing development value are explored.
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In the meantime, the demand for homes remairs the challenging
economic conditions that have prevailed since 2tdd meant that there is a
greater requirement for affordable homes, partitpkocial rented homes.

Given this situation, the Minister for Planniagd Environment has responded
by doing 3 things.

First, he has revised the estimates of housigd using the latest data
available, to ensure that the proposed changesetdlan are responding to
current demand. A combination of population andsetwld size modelling,

using the 2011 Census, has been used to estinetethand for homes for
the remainder of the Plan period. This ‘bare’ statal modelling has been
supplemented by data from the latest housing nassisssment and housing
affordability index to take account of housing aapdns, moderated by

considerations of realistic affordability.

Second, he has changed the definition of Cageydhousing — so that the
affordable homes to be provided are accessible tmljrouseholds on or
below the median income levels, as assessed biddbsing Gateway — to
ensure that assistance is targeted to those whoasein housing need.

And thirdly, the Minister has set out a muchrenoobust strategy for the
supply of Category A homes. Significantly, thisastgy is capable of actually
delivering the affordable homes that are requireer ahe remainder of the
Plan period.

Nearly 70% of the proposed supply of affordabbmes set out in the
Minister’s changes is to be made on States-owned, lavhich provides the

government with a direct ability to influence hagsisupply. The Minister for

Housing has clearly set out his intent to relestiepursue the delivery of
affordable homes in response to housing needslaacdidadministered by his
Department represents an important source of tipplg (see section 6.53—
6.56 of the revised Plan). This intent is backedymghanges in governance
and funding which will better enable him to delivaore homes and achieve
his objectives.

And on other States-owned land, administeseddosey Property Holdings,
there is real evidence of progress, representeliveyplanning applications
(at the former JCG site) and extant planning pesiois (at the Summerland
and Ambulance HQ sites) for the delivery of affdiigahomes. This is
supplemented by clear timescales for the actuatasel of sites and
programmes for the development and the delivehoaies.

The proposed rezoning of private land to eeliaffordable homes to
supplement those to be provided on States-ownesl, sépresents a relatively
small source of supply of Category A homes in thaister’'s revised housing
strategy. The 4 sites proposed for rezoning thatodrstrategic significance
(at De La Mare Nurseries, Grouville; Samarés Nigser St. Clement;
Le Quesne Nurseries, St. Clement; and Longuevilieséries, St. Saviour)
represent approximately 25% of overall Categoryppy.

Page -5
P.37/2014



4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

4.17

4.18

4.19

4.20

All of these sites have landowners who ardingilto develop them: if
rezoned, these sites can be brought forward quickiythe development of
homes.

In the event that they do not come forwarddevelopment, the Minister's

proposed revision to the Plan includes a policgnezice to the potential use
of compulsory purchase powers. This serves toasiefthe intent to deliver

much-needed homes by direct government intervenifamecessary, if they

do not come forward.

The inclusion of this policy does not comrhi¢ States to anything: indeed, a
separate decision of the Assembly would be requicedise compulsory
purchase powers on a site-specific basis. The Plgnmspectors have
supported the retention of this policy option ie ®lan.

There is, already built-in to the proposedisiems, an overall surplus of
approximately 400 homes (which represents about dP%verall demand).

For Category A homes there is a potential surpfus56 homes (representing
15% of demand for affordable homes). These poterdiapluses are

considered to be prudent in view of potential clesnigm demand and supply,
relative to the estimates that are made in the, Rtah might occur within the

remainder of the Plan period, which will continug be monitored and
reviewed.

The Planning Inspectors, of course, considdrednatter of housing supply
very closely and were of the view that the prowsioeing made by the
Minister was reasonable. They felt, however, thapatential surplus of
400 homes was the minimum necessary to provide flexibility in the Plan
to deal with any housing demand that was highen ttheat estimated up
to 2020.

They also made the point, quite strongly, 8tetuld either the States fail to
support any or all of the proposed rezoned sitesubstantial progress fail to
be made by the start of 2016 on the Summerland/Aanbe Station site, that
readily implementable alternative housing sitesuhairgently be sought.

This would trigger yet another interim review oétRlan.

Other housing issues
Adequacy of supply/reserve sites

It is considered that the housing strategyth@ revised Plan is robust,
sustainable and deliverable, and that there isqoirement or justification to
either rezone any further land for housing or teedigp a list of reserve sites.

To do so would challenge the strategic spabéty of the Plan; undermine
the focus and delivery of homes in the Built-up &r@nd on States-owned
land; and has the potential to cause further dblegause of the need for
further public consultation.
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About 40 sites were proposed by private lamgye/ and have been assessed
and considered by the Minister and the indepenBkmtning Inspectors: none
are supported or are included in the Plan at tims.t

Tenure split

The proposals to rezone land for affordableshny seek to ensure that the
homes provided on them are in the proportion of 80f&ocial rent and 20%
for affordable homes for purchase. This is statedhe face of the policy and
is based on evidence, provided by the States t&tatignit, to meet current
demand. The issue was scrutinised at the ExammatioPublic, and the
Planning Inspectors found no evidence or convin@rgument to suggest a
change to the proposal. Indeed, they suggestedhthdtinister would require
the strength of an adopted policy to ensure adbertmthis ratio on rezoned
sites.

It is relevant to note that the tenure of Hardable home on a rezoned site
could change after initial occupation: this woulel & matter for the Strategic
Housing Unit and assessment through the Housingv@st and would be
determined relative to need at that time.

Housing for people aged over 55

It is commonly understood that Jersey, asmbleee, needs to respond to the
challenges presented by an ageing society. Andviinester would contend
that he has already sought, to some extent, tonelsio the physical demands
of an ageing society by ensuring that all new homek in Jersey since 2007
meet local lifetime homes standards. This ensuhed hew residential
accommodation remains habitable and capable oftatitap, thus facilitating
its occupation for as long as possible by ageisglents.

The Health and Social Services Departmentgréses that there is greater
community benefit, in terms of cost and efficacy aafre, for packages of
support to be delivered to elderly people in theimes, and the new Health
Strategy is based on this.

The notion of providing some form of clustemnmmunity specifically for
elderly residents, where homes are perhaps snaitkmwithin easy reach of
local services, is a popular one, particularly agsdrthe Island’s parochial
authorities, where there is a desire to ensurer gtgambers of a community
can stay in the Parish. Many Parishes already @eofar this, even if the
degree of shelteredness or care/support is eitrgr limited or non-existent.
The existing Island Plan facilitates further prawisof this sort being made
where it is in the Built-up Area. There are examplef private sector
provision of this type having already been mad&adior Park (St. Brelade),
Avalon (St. Clement), L'Hermitage (St. Peter) armvnat Langtry Gardens,
St. Saviour.

Evidence for the current supply of homes dadly for over-55s is good, as
reported in the recent Residential Land Availapil(RLA) report. The
Minister for Housing has also clearly stated tihat Housing Gateway can be
used in a flexible way to provide homes for thasesial housing need who are
also over 55.
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Beyond the matter of homes that are spedyicisigned, marketed and/or
allocated to elderly residents, it is also relevanhote that the RLA, at the
start of 2013, indicated that out of a total numieércommitments for
3,000 homes, over 2,000 of those homes are for ame-two-bedroom units
of accommodation. If and when these homes are, ltliélyy will accord with
lifetime homes standards and will thus provide aerable opportunity in the
open market for people to downsize: this is anraipn commonly expressed
as part of the justification to provide homes fue elderly.

On the basis of all of the above, there arprmoposals in the revised Plan to
specifically zone land for this purpose: in the teah of Jersey’s overall
affordability problem, and in the absence of speadvidence of need, the
Inspectors considered this to be a reasonable agipro

Palicy H5: affordable housing in rural areas

The current approach to the provision of hagigh rural Parishes has allowed
them to develop their own proposals to a much gredggree than perhaps in
the past, before formal engagement with the Ministed his Department.

This has raised some issues of process, wherelpogats have emerged
which have been developed with varying levels gour, relative to the

assessment of alternatives and open engagemenpavighioners.

Because of this, the Minister has accepted rdo®@mmendations of the
Planning Inspectors and is only proposing the regwpaf one site in St. Ouen,
at Field 785, Rue des Cosnets; and is proposingthieaStates endorse the
proposal to rezone Field 402 in St. Martin, in pijite, subject to the
preparation of a village plan by the Parish, amsdsitbsequent adoption, as
supplementary planning guidance, by the Minister felanning and
Environment.

The original proposal to rezone Field 622 inCien has been deleted from
the Plan in the absence of a village plan and tbenoconsideration of
alternatives by parishioners, at the recommendatidnthe Planning
Inspectors. The Minister is, however, willing topide the Parish with advice
and assistance to enable the preparation of ageilllan to ensure that
suitable site can be identified and brought forwegpgropriately.

The Minister remains committed to ensure, h@anethat any sites brought
forward in the rural Parishes under Policy H5 cibnte to the Island’s need
for affordable homes. Any such sites will need tovjle Category A homes
in the proportionate split of 80% for social rend&20% for affordable homes
for purchase, as assessed by the Housing GatewayMinister for Housing
has helpfully indicated that he is happy to opethte Gateway in a flexible
way to support Parish objectives and to meet loealds, whether that be for
prospective occupants/purchasers with Parish lisksl/or age-related
requirements, i.e. for people aged over 55.
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Unqualified housing

Representations were made to the Minister #wed Planning Inspectors
received evidence at the Examination in Public risgethat more needed to
be done to address the problem of the quality gfualified accommodation
in Jersey.

The extent to which the planning system ared Ittand Plan can assist to
resolve this issue is limited, as it can only regml standards of new
residential accommodation for staff and key workdtscannot address
problems associated with the quality of existirackt The Minister will seek

to ensure, however, that the policy in the IslatahRhat deals with this

matter (Policy H9) is appropriately applied and tthetandards in the

unqualified sector are improved.

It is incumbent on others, particularly thenMier for Housing and the
Strategic Housing Unit, to do more to address issud existing
accommodation and it is acknowledged that work igremtly being
undertaken to address this.

A clearer, stronger policy for the coast and countryside

The need for affordable homes is undoubtelay grincipal driver for this
interim review of the Island Plan. This has, howevalso afforded an
opportunity to review the planning policy for thgldnd’s Coastal National
Park (Policy NE6) in particular to address issulesat thave arisen in its
interpretation and application since 2011.

For consistency of presentation and approacting whole of the Island’s
countryside (which is covered by the CNP and thee@GrZone) Policy NE7:
Green Zone, has also been included in this review.

The proposed revisions, which have been andeimdiéne with the Planning
Inspectors’ recommendations, will provide enhancledity and consistency
of outcome in their use when applied to the assessnof planning

applications in the Coastal National Park and Gi&ame. This is achieved by
disaggregating potential development categories spatifically addressing
each in the preamble and policy.

The proposed revisions also seek to strendtfrerpolicies by introducing
some objective parameters of assessment (for erampiensions should be
subservient to the existing building and shoulddisproportionately increase
the size of the dwelling; and replacement dwellisbsuld be no larger than
the building being replaced). These provide a chtaer against excessive
enlargements to buildings in the countryside, btap sshort of rigidly
prescribed numerical or percentage limits, whitdt allowing a margin of
discretion to decision-makers.

Views on these proposed changes varied fragetivho see the changes as
strengthening planning safeguards in the Coastéiohd# Park and Green
Zone — which was welcomed by some and regarded@ditaconian by
others — to those who perceived the changes asewak or failing to
strengthen them. Having examined the matter, tharfihg Inspectors have
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suggested that it might be tempting to conclude tha Minister must,
therefore, have got it about right.

The one issue where the Minister differs fritra views expressed by the
Planning Inspectors relates to his proposed chaogeolicy NE6 for the
Coastal National Park which would permit, subjextat series of tests, the
conversion of employment buildings here to residé¢nise. The current 2011
Island Plan Policy NE6 sets out a strong presumptgainst the use of
commercial buildings for purposes other than tleatwhich permission was
originally granted.

The Planning Inspectors expressed concernthfgaproposed change might
encourage owners of vacant or redundant commebaiéings to look less

diligently for future commercial occupants, and tthiheir conversion to

residential use would increase the number of petipieg in the Coastal

National Park and also potentially adversely affactd undermine its

character.

The Minister takes a different view and woslgygest that, in the case of a
former hotel or tourism building in the Coastal idaal Park for example, it is
difficult, in planning terms, to justify the refusaf planning permission for
conversion to residential use, particularly whehe tolicy requires the
delivery of environmental gains, a reduction in ithtensity of occupation and
use; and a visual improvement in the design an@aance of the land and
buildings. The Minister has, however, proposedhieirtamendment to the
policy to make it explicitly clear that modern agditural buildings and
glasshouses are excluded from this provision.

The Minister's overall changes to Polices Nl NE7 are considered to
maintain and enhance the protection for the Iskmdast and countryside,
whilst at the same time, recognising that the Gadsational Park and the
Green Zone encompass homes and businesses andaloustfor some
limited development: the planning framework wilhetefore be inevitably
more complex but the proposed changes seek thisetut as clearly and as
plainly as possible.

They maintain a distinct policy differencevbe¢n the Coastal National Park
and the Green Zone: there are firmer controls énftnmer, in recognition of
the special qualities and particular aims and psgpdor the Coastal National
Park, and the Minister also intends to remove spemmnitted development
rights here too (this will require separate amemnunad the Planning and
Building (General Development) (Jersey) Order))efEhis recognition in the
Green Zone of the much wider extent, more variedatter and greater range
of appropriate uses. For example, and in contcaBioticy NE6, the proposed
NE7: Green Zone policy retains provisions, in pipte; for the erection of
agricultural worker accommodation, multi-generasiomomes, erection of
ancillary buildings and/or structures; and managgen space, such as
allotments, playing-fields, other amenity greencgsaand cemeteries.

The Island Plan does not determine planninglicgiions, but rather its
policies provide a framework against which plannagplications might be
assessed. This is particularly relevant to thosengbs proposed by the
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Minister to the Coastal National Park, and GreeneZpolicies concerning the
possible emergence of strategic development prégpdsang the period up to
2020. These might include the need to enhance rtfiastructure for the

Island’s water supply; maintain the supply of agates; or to develop a new
secondary school to serve the west of the Islamé Flanning Inspectors
considered these changes to be sensible and réésarad recommend no
change to them. This also applies to the conse@liehanges to Policy NR9:

Utilities infrastructure facilities of the Plan.

Other changes
Policy NR8: safety zone for hazardousinstallations

Since adoption of the 2011 Island Plan, thksrposed to development from
one of the Island’s hazardous installations atlérsey Gas site in the north of
the town has changed, and new information aboutetttent of risk has
become available at the Airport Fuel Farm. Becaofs¢his, the Minister
proposes to amend Policy NR8: Safety zones forrbdama installations and
the Proposals Map, to reflect the current situation

The Planning Inspectors have reviewed thipgeed change and recommend
that the Minister proceeds as he intends.

Policy GD2: Demoalition

This aspect of the Minister’'s proposed chamgjéiers from the others in
proposing to delete a policy— GD2: Demolition ameplacement of
buildings — without modification or replacemens lise and application has
proved to be difficult in practice, for both decisimakers and applicants, and
there are also other policies in the Plan whichl degh demolition and
associated issues of environmental performance. tRese reasons, the
Minister is proposing to delete the Policy, and samuential references to it,
from the Plan.

The sustainability of re-using buildings apaged to their replacement has
proved to be extremely difficult to measure andeassAn important — many
would say vital — element of the environmental awstbility, for example,
concerns minimising greenhouse gas emissions, a@ignereasured in CO2e
(carbon dioxide equivalent). In principle it is gidsge to assess the embedded
carbon retained in an existing building, expendedts refurbishment and
operational carbon emitted over the remainder feitpected life, and to
compare the net impact against the embedded caexpended in its
demolition and replacement together with the l&temnual operational
carbon emitted over the equivalent period. In peacthowever, this is far
from simple. To such complexities, simply in asgasL02e, need to be
added the other considerations of sustainabilitgmf other environmental
social and economic perspectives.

Despite their support for the general prireipf considering retention and
refurbishment of a building before demolition amgllacement, the Planning
Inspectors concluded that the Minister had madefficient case to warrant
deletion of the Policy from the Plan. They wereher assured by the evident
firming up of control of demolition waste broughtcat by the 2011 Island
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Plan (Policy WM1) and the Minister's separate ititemto amend the Island’s
Building Regulations still further to require inanentally improved energy
efficiency in new buildings. They also noted theniier's intention to
require design statements to better address theoement performance of
development proposals through the introduction cfiraple ‘sustainability
checklist’.

Relationship to rest of Plan

As stated at the outset, this interim reviewhef2011 Island Plan only relates
to a handful of policies: the remainder of the 204land Plan will remain
unaffected by the Minister’s proposed changes.

As part of their consideration of the Ministeproposals to amend only part
of the Island Plan, the Planning Inspectors weked$o consider how they
fitted with the remainder of the document, partéelyl the strategic polices of
the Plan.

They concluded that the Minister’'s changesaageod fit. They consider that
all four of the privately owned strategic sites fezoning should go ahead and
that they were well located on the edge of existBujlt-up Areas and
involved the use of already developed land.

Turning to the proposed affordable housingssiterural areas, whilst these
were more remote from main urban centres in trentsl they were small in

scale and were designed to support the viability \dtality of rural Parishes.

The Inspectors considered their local justificattonbe crucial and, in all

cases, they are supported by the Parishes concerned

Process of engagement and change

Finally, it is considered important to remindeibers of the background
against which the requirement to amend the 20&hdsPlan is brought, and
of their role and responsibility in this process.

Some Members have been extremely engagedsirptbcess up to now and
have made a significant contribution: most have not

In 2011, 38 amendments to the Plan raised natters which had not been
raised by Members before the Plan was lodged. Soméhese were

fundamental (and challenged the whole basis of Rhen); others were

relatively minor and could have been consideredmaarlier. Ultimately, the

States considered over 50 amendments to the Plandgbate which lasted
over 40 hours. This was not a good use of valugtates time or resources.

The ability of Members to help influence andgghthe Plan is clearly crucial
and is more likely to result in a better Plan. Butlo so right at the end of a
process introduces unnecessary inefficiency, expand unpredictability, and
is likely to result in a poorer outcome.
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6.5 As stated at the outset, the Minister is esagnthaving to review the Plan
because the decisions made by the Assembly in 2@ proved to be
unsustainable. We are now having to revisit andevethe same issues and,
in many cases, the same sites, that were consiflaréue provision of homes
in 2011.

6.6 The severity of the housing problems facingpe@ the Island has not eased
over the period of time that has elapsed and, inynmiastances, is likely to
have worsened. There is now an even greater inperad take difficult
decisions and to deliver an Island Plan that ctéwmadlg deliver the homes that
are required: the Minister's proposed housing st as set out in these
changes, can do this, if it is approved.

Financial and manpower implications

There are no financial or manpower implications foe States arising from this
proposition.
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