3.6 Deputy J.H. Young of the Minister for Economic Development regarding the total
capital expenditure by the Ports of Jersey and its predecessors on the 1937 Airport
Building during thelast 5 years:

Will the Minister inform the Assembly of the totehpital expenditure by the Ports of Jersey
and its predecessors on the 1937 Airport Buildingrnd) the last 5 years, since the potential
problem of intrusion of the building into the omed safety slope was known? Can he state
why this problem was not taken into account befarthorising expenditure and whether any
other buildings are affected?

Senator A.J.H. Maclean (The Minister for Economic Development):

The demolition of the 1937 Building was always @l#&se project to ensure business
continuity and safety. Phase 1 of the overall démo involved the top 2 floors for which a
planning application was submitted in April 201Bollowing planning approval, that work
was undertaken between October 2011 and OctobeZ. 20he total budget allocated to
phase 1 of the demolition was £1.6 million. Thigadlved removing the top 2 floors which
critically ...

The Deputy Bailiff:

| regret to advise that we are now inquorate. Khgou. There are still no doubt some
Members outside, it would be good if they returtethe Chamber.

Senator A.J.H. Maclean:

| will carry on rather than starting again, if thatall right with Members. The total budget
allocated to phase 1 of the demolition was £1.8ionil This involved removing the top 2
floors which critically included significant asbest Planning was made aware at the time of
the first application that this was a 2-part projasd the second application to remove the
remainder of the building was submitted in Octcd@t0 for which, as Members will know,

a decision is still outstanding. The 1937 Buildimgs become an even more problematic
obstacle to the regulator since it was recenttedis There are other on-site airport structures
which contravene aeronautical safety services. s@hee Hangar 4 and the Airport Fire
Service Building. The removal of these structusesontained in the airport’s long-term
capital programme and a planning application feséwill be submitted in due course.

3.6.1 Deputy J.H. Young:

The Minister mentioned the long-term plan. Couddthll us what the urgency is on the
demolition of the second phase of the airport démn| since his comments appear to give
the impression it is an immediate requirement? |€ba clarify that?

Senator A.J.H. Maclean:

Yes, | can. The picture changed when the decismmtaken to list the 1937 Building. Prior
to that there was an exemption in place from tlglegor because the demolition for the
second phase was in the forward capital progranam2d17-2018. As far as the regulator is
concerned, providing there is a plan in place thigigates the risk to an acceptable level.

3.6.2 Deputy J.H. Young:

Does the Minister mean it is the listing of theltung rather than its actual demolition that is
the problem and if the Minister were to delistiuld that effectively solve the problem, at
least for the immediate future?

Senator A.J.H. Maclean:



That really is a question for the regulator | woslthgest. Certainly the position, as | said,
changed when the 1937 Building was listed as fathasregulator was concerned. It is
currently listed. Prior to that it was in the dapiprogramme for demolition in 2017-2018,
which was acceptable at the time.

3.6.3 Deputy M.R. Higgins:

The Minister has given the impression that it haly decome of concern since 2010 but for
over 10 years the Airport Arrivals Terminal has t&ell known to be breaching the one-in-
7 rule, as has the hangar, but no steps were &tkamy time to deal with it. So why all of a
sudden is it such an issue?

Senator A.J.H. Maclean:

The Deputy is right, in fact it was a C.A.A. (Ciilviation Authority) report in 1996 that first
identified the issue. To say that nothing has ke is not correct, though, because in the
intervening period agreement with the regulator bhasn put in place with regard to all
obstacles that affect the airfield and that as lasgthe regulator is satisfied with that
particular plan, in the case of the 1937 Builditiggt was for demolition in 2017-2018, the
regulator accepts that and as such the airporcampliant and the licence was awardable.

3.6.4 Senator S.C. Ferguson:

The regulator was asked recently on the airwaveslwamdon City and Gibraltar, which are
both very difficult airports, appear not to be hmythe same problems, particularly given the
advances in technology today. Would the Ministaedo say why we are being singled-out
whereas other airports have obviously dispensation?

Senator A.J.H. Maclean:

| do not think we are being singled-out. All aifsohave obstacles to differing degrees.
Clearly London City has its own problems, of whittwill have agreed with its regulator
effective exemption to allow flying to continue.ib@ltar will be much the same. Jersey is
certainly not being singled-out. There are culyerentified 11 obstacles, 2 of which are
on-airfield, the remainder are off-airfield whiclve mitigation plans in place and therefore
are acceptable to the regulator as a result.

3.6.5 Senator S.C. Ferguson:

Supplementary? Yes, | am informed by my friendg¢he aeronautical business that St.
Peter’s Church is one of the items. So exactlytwhi#gating circumstances is he going to
give that?

Senator A.J.H. Maclean:

Airports and Jersey Airport could be described mlastacle rich environment. The plan
with the regulators is to agree ways in which thobstacles can be removed, reduced and
mitigated as best as possible. | might add thatmioying the runway - which has been
suggested as one option - to the north, that odytéirings the St. Peter's Church much
closer. The concept of seeking to remove thatsospire, | think, is totally unacceptable. It
is one of many obstacles. What we seek to do thv@lregulator is to reduce that number.

3.6.6 Deputy G.C.L. Baudains:

Might | suggest the Minister refers the C.A.A. tolla airport in the Himalayas, | think they
have more significant problem$L aughter] What | would like him to clarify for me is the
fact that he has mentioned that there were othstaoles that were closer to the runway and
presumably that is what the C.A.A.’s concern iswbthe proximity of these obstacles to



aircraft. Yet he tells us that the applicationdemolish those is not yet made but for the
Arrivals Hall it is, could he explain why he is neeeking to demolish the closer obstacles
first?

Senator A.J.H. Maclean:

The position changed when the building was listéd. that particular point, as far as the
regulator is concerned, that makes the 1937 Buldiore of an obstacle, more of a threat
because there is no plan in place on the basih#wing listed the building it reduces, in the
view of the regulator, the chances of that buildbejng demolished or having an agreed
plan. The other 2 buildings, Hangar 4 and the @rrire Service Building are in the capital
programme for 2016 and an application will be sutediin due course to allow those
buildings to be removed.

3.6.7 Deputy J.H. Young:

The Minister has given us an insight into the buceacy of the airport regulation process,
concentrating on these plans. Could he confirmweaseem to be, from what he says, in a
choice between knocking down 2 listed buildingshesi St. Peter's Church or the airport
building? Is he not in a dialogue with the Minister Planning and Environment to delist the
airport building now? Is this not the solutiontee issue can be properly addressed?

Senator A.J.H. Maclean:

St. Peter’'s Church is not an option as far as dgiomlis concernedApprobation] ... | see
that the Dean is enthusiastically stampifigaughter] Quite simply, since this matter came
to the fore there has been some further assessmeaidks of the cost of potentially moving
the runway and the various other additional buddirbeyond St. Peter's Church, which
would be affected if the runway went to the noghgd that cost could be in excess of £200
million. So | think it is safe to say from a findal point of view it is completely out of the
qguestion. With regard to dialogue with the Minisier Planning and Environment, yes, we
have had dialogue ... | think | made the point ig apening remarks that this planning
application went in in 2010. So there has beetecuilot of dialogue between officers and
indeed between the Minister and myself about thédten. But delisting has not been a
subject of discussion because quite simply | utgedviinister not to list in the first place.

3.6.8 Deputy G.C.L. Baudains:

Could | seek clarification on that? Is the Minrsseiggesting if it was delisted it would not
have to be knocked down?

Senator A.J.H. Maclean:

| am not suggesting that but Deputy Young, | thinlas suggesting that and that was the
thrust of his question. He was asking me to haatgue with the Minister to encourage

him to delist to remove the problem. All | was is@ywas | had dialogue for a considerable
period of time, urging the Minister not to listtime first place.

3.6.9 Deputy J.H. Young:

| need to clarify. My question was aimed at theiation we seem to be in, if the listing
continues then, as he said, we are going to bel fatd immediate restrictions on our flights.
Whereas if the delisting is lifted this will meamat the plan for its future demolition in 4
years’ time can take place and we will not be ipoaition where we will have our flights
adversely affected. Will he confirm that is thereat understanding?

Senator A.J.H. Maclean:



That would appear to be the correct understandirtge reason | say that, the regulator has -
and these are in his own words - begun to losempedi with the process. | can understand, in
some respects, where he is coming from. So toag& bnd delist - and you would have to
ask the Minister for Planning and Environment -ihgumade the decision to list on certain
grounds, | would imagine that he is unlikely to wam reverse that decision but that is a
matter entirely for him. 1 think the way in whic¢his threat to aviation in the Island can be

dealt with is that an early decision is made to dléh the building and that removes the
issue altogether.



