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ISLAND PLAN 2011: APPROVAL (P.48/2011): TWELFTH AMEDMENT

PAGE 2 —
After the words “the revised draft Island Plan 20ihkert the words “except that —

(@) there be added to the list of sites to be zdoe€ategory A housing at
Policy H1: Category A housing sites (on page 246):

‘4. Samarés Nursery, La Grande Route de St. Clén®nClement
(9.8 acres/22 vergées)’;

(b) the revised draft Island Plan 2011 be furthmemaded in such respects as
may be necessary consequent upon the adoptiol; of (a

(c) the Proposals Map be amended to reflect thptamtoof (a).”.

DEPUTY P.V.F. LE CLAIRE OF ST. HELIER

NOTE:

The consequential amendments would include amerntdnierProposal 17: Provision
of homes (page 242), Table 6.3: Supply of homes1202020 (page 238), and
Table 6.4: Net housing supply 2011 — 2020 (pagg 2#9amended accordingly to
reflect the potential additional yield of 100 toOl6ategory A homes from the zoning
of this site; and there may be others.
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REPORT
Tuesday, 19 April 2011

I had the offer of adding many other members’ natoghis amendment, but as | have
little time to go and see them and get their sigirest | have decided not to add them.

I am grateful to Senator T.J. Le Main and Depu#y Martin of St. Helier who have
supported me in bringing this and who in particlilaould like to thank.

Nomanisanisland........c...cc.ccoeeunin..

John Donne (1572 — 1631).

.......... you're the Constable of St. Clement! IP2011 — 2020)

Extract from my report .........

simply because the Connétable of St. Clement hgsteld to the development of this
site, notwithstanding the planning merits of the,sas confirmed by the independent
Planning Inspectors who, together with the Depantraeofficers, recommended this
site for Category A Housing, it is clear that théniter has upheld this undertaking
for parochial interests rather than in the wid&nd interest, which he is obliged to do
having regard to Article 2(a) of the Planning andl&ng (Jersey) Law 2002. In the
meantime, no other meaningful sites have been btdiegward to offset the loss of
the 150 units that would be lost if the SamaréssBiues site is not rezoned.

This Submission was made to me:
Summary

The Minister for Planning and Environment has aneeinthe Island Plan to address
specific objections raised by individual Constabld® claim to have a right to ‘veto’
certain developments proposed within their pariginderstand that this ‘veto’ arises
because a ‘written undertaking’ was given to eaohdable that stated only sites that
had their full approval would be brought forwardr feezoning. By giving this
unrestricted undertaking and permitting Constalttesclaim a right of veto, the
Minister for Planning and Environment has beenddrto ignore the conclusions of
his own Department and the strong recommendatidériteo independent Planning
Inspectors. In addition, by removing Samarés Nigsefrom the Island Plan, the
Minister has actually been forced to substantieghgraft other sections of the Island
Plan and these amendments have not be made stibjdwe same level of public
consultation or scrutiny by the independent Insprsct
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One of the objectives of the Island Plan is to fifiera future supply of affordable
housing. In particular, this objective is intendedencourage younger generations to
remain in the Island. This objective can only ba méhe Island Plan is viewed as a
plan for the Island as a whole. As a point of gphe; it cannot be right and proper for
vital sections of a document described as an ‘tsl&an to be determined by the
Constables of particular parishes. Permitting lédwel of interference results instead in
a ‘Parish by Parish’ plan where the interests eflgland as a whole are ignored in
favour of local politics.

The Island Plan was produced at great expenseetta#payer to provide a planning
framework suitable for the Island as a whole. Témommendation of the independent
Inspectors was clear and unequivocal: “The Inspeatiisagree with the Minister’s

proposed modification and recommend that the Sanlhdrsery site should be

retained in the draft Plan”.

It is irrational that the recommendations of théependent Inspectors can be ignored
guite so spectacularly at the behest of a particdmstable. The ‘undertaking’ given
by the Minister for Planning and Environment hastle particularly inappropriate and
undesirable consequences. It has seemingly undedntie ‘Island-wide’ mandate of
the Island Plan by concentrating decision-makingrgroin the hands of individual
Constables. It has also fettered the Minister'ditghio discharge his duties having
regard to the interests of the Island as a whdbe. dhdertaking given by the Minister
to the Constables cannot and should not bind thee&tif the amended Island Plan is
presented in the form proposed by the Minister, 8tates will have implicitly
sanctioned these arrangements. Having tied his bamds, the Minister is also
seeking to tie the hands of the remainder of Statrsbers.

The Island Plan presented by the Minister for Flagnand the Environment should
include the independent planners’ recommendatiodsrat be amended at the 11th
hour.

Supply of affordable family housing

One of the key identified objectives of the Isld?ldn is to ensure there is an adequate
supply of new homes over the next 10 years, pdatigufor first-time buyers. The
Island Plan therefore contains detailed projectiasso the number of homes and the
‘housing mix’ required, taking into account the ecshortage of affordable housing
and, in particular, the need to build ‘family’ hosng.e. 3/4 bedroom houses).

Samarés Nurseries was carefully considered by tlidegsional civil servants
employed by the Planning Department and was recomdetk as a site particularly
suitable for development. Their recommendation s@sported by the independent
Planning Inspectors who led the Island Plan coasait process. The final report of
the Inspectors noted that “The Inspectors concludth, conviction, that the merits of
this site are considerable. The site is well logaterelation to the Built-up Area; it
has good services (buses, schools, etc.); littheadgng impact on the countryside, and
is previously developed land which is falling itereliction”.

It is also abundantly clear from the initial draftthe Island Plan that the development
of Samarés Nurseries is crucial to meeting the atibge of supplying affordable

homes. This is because the site will yield as ntasmes in isolation as all of the other
proposed sites put together. There are no bettemave suitable sites available and,
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even if there were, these should have been promomtdonsidered at the consultation
stage.

Resulting amendments to the Island Plan

By removing Samares Nurseries from the Island Rifhis very late stage, the
Minister for Planning and the Environment has besgjuired to substantially re-draft
other sections of plan to address the resultingtfioin supply of housing. In
particular, the Minister has proposed that the ithered housing on those remaining
sites should be increased and that the possibifityeveloping other sites owned by
the States should be explored.

To be clear: these additional amendments are aolygsed to provide token evidence
that, in the absence of developing Samarés Nussdfiere is an alternative way to
meet the objective of delivering affordable housiiige viability of the alternative
proposals is open to question and neither the gmidgnt Planning Inspectors nor the
public have had a proper chance to scrutinise wsuoon these alternatives.

Even without detailed scrutiny, in relation to ieasing build density, the Draft Island
Plan Amendment Schedule concludes that the indemérfthspectors’ view of this
proposal was inconclusive other than to suggegdtith@may make the provision of
family homes more difficult”. Put another way, thaability of the Minister's
suggested alternative has not been independerdtgdie The suggestion that any
remaining shortfall in supply be met by developBtgtes-owned land seems political
expedience at best — this was not raised as abjligsat any prior time. Again, the
proposal has not been properly submitted to comsmft Who is to say that
development of one or more of these existing sitesld not be objected to by the
Constable of a particular Parish?

Objections raised

In the Amendment Schedule to the Draft Island Plae Minister noted “The Minister
is cognisant that there was some opposition torézening of Samarés Nursery,
Grande Route de la Céte, St. Clement for Categompidsing and it is not generally
supported by the local community on the basis df tikely future need for
glasshouses; the amount of development which hraady taken place in the area;
transport issues; ground conditions and potentialat problems and has confirmed
his intent to remove it from the revised draft fgléPlan.”

The independent inspectors did not concur with ghebjections. These are the
objections raised by the Connétable of St. Clememd is willing to support the
objectives of the Island Plan, but expresses aalési the necessary housing to be
built ‘somewhere else’.

Parish politics should not determine an Island-wssee.

(oras|putit...... NO MAN IS AN ISLAND!)
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The Amendment

There is little doubt that the Samarés Nurseriesisiregarded as the best Category A
housing site, given its location on the edge ofrtpits access to public transport; it

involves already developed land but which now takesform of derelict glasshouses;

has the benefit of all the mains services and]lfinbecause it is already bordered by

the existing Built-Up Area on 2 sides. The Deparitise own scoring assessment

“Sites put forward to the Minister: Suitability fbtousing Assessment” scored the site
very highly for its suitability as an H1 site, amnfirmed in the Minister's Response to

P.49/2010.

The one and only reason that it is not being brodgiward in the Island Plan is
because of an undertaking that the Minister foniilag and Environment gave to the
Comité des Connétables as far back as 2007 thathéd not rezone any land not
supported by the Connétables. Clearly, and undetatdy, some of the Connétables
will take a parochial view, so this undertakinglvii&ve been very comforting to them
and which, in this case, the Connétable of St. €rhas subsequently exercised this
effective veto. This, however, is clearly not segvithe Island’s best interests to
provide affordable housing for young families.

Therefore, simply because the Connétable of Stmém has objected to the
development of this site, notwithstanding the plagmmerits of the site, as confirmed
by the independent Planning Inspectors who, togetita the Department’s officers,
recommended this site for Category A Housing, dlésar that the Minister has upheld
this undertaking for parochial interests rathentirathe wider Island interest, which
he is obliged to do having regard to Article 2(ajhe Planning and Building (Jersey)
Law 2002. In the meantime, no other meaningfulssitave been brought forward to
offset the loss of the 150 units that would be [bghe Samarés Nurseries site is not
rezoned.

Then, ironically, on the one hand, the Ministerésommending the rezoning of a
relatively small site in St. Ouen which does ndlytavith his own spatial strategy,

when on the other he is willing to remove this &aigsite in the optimum location for
development resulting in a shortfall of 375 affdiidgahomes that the Plan says is
required to be delivered in the first 5 years &f Bian.

It must not be underestimated that Samarés Nussdrig itself, is able to provide
150 homes, compared to 125 provided by the ottste8 put forward in the Island
Plan, and which will be able to deliver the famfilgmes of 3- and 4-bed houses for
which the need is most urgent.

The Revised Draft Plan glibly states that this ghaircan be satisfied by relying on

other States-owned sites, including the former JOG{autrée School and the

Ambulance HQ. These, however, have not been imgastil nor considered in this

extensive consultation process and are all seveaigtrained for one reason or other,
and which are therefore very unlikely to deliveisthecessary housing in this first
5 year period of the Plan.

Therefore, as was the case in 1989 and more rgaear2D08, further propositions will
need to be brought to the States outside of tladsPlan process to approve sites for
Category A housing and which will have to go throutpis lengthy consultation
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process, effectively meaning another 2 years ofaydelby which time many
disillusioned young families will have left thedsld to live elsewhere.

Moreover, the Island’'s Strategic Plan recognizes ittmportance of housing the
Island’s population and to encourage young famiiiestay in the Island to offset the
impacts of an ageing society. However, by failiogdeliver affordable housing for

this vital section of the population to move inthis fundamental strategic aim will

not be met, which will cause a seriously long-temmad damaging impact on the future
well-being of the Island. To conclude, it is worthile to reflect on the Planning

Inspectors’ noteworthy conclusion in respect of ite and which is as follows: “We
conclude, with conviction, that those merits (indar of the site as an H1 site) are
considerable. The site is well located in relationthe Built-Up Area; it has good

services (buses, schools, etc.); little damagingaich on the countryside, and is
previously developed land which is falling into elétion. All these factors taken

together — especially its compatibility with theasipl strategy of the Island Plan —
suggest to us that this is a good site. We disagnéie the Minister's proposed

modification.”

This serves as a very powerful reason why thestitild be included in the Island
Plan as an H1 site and for which there also happehe willing sellers, precluding

the States from having to use its compulsory pwsehmwers which is a very lengthy
and expensive process, and which it therefore lnasya been very reluctant to use.

Finally, Samares Nurseries was put forward to thed3Companions Club in 2009 as
a site for developing its facilities and which awbutasily be incorporated into a

Category A housing development. The loss of an maob strategic space in the form
of Field 528, St. Saviour could thereby be avoidHte development of the Samarés
Nurseries site would also facilitate the proposeabtérn Cycle Route which is

proposed to connect the east of the Island withidlw®, much as the Railway Walk

does for the west of the Island.

THE FUNDAMENTAL FLAW AND THE E-MAIL TRAIL

Where to begin?

How about with the fact that the Plan has been aatk only 50% of its need?
In ALL of its policies!

‘Where is the evidence?’ | hear you say.

How about we start by looking at the Propositiselit P.48/2011 lodged in March
2011.

ISLAND PLAN 2011: APPROVAL

Lodged au Greffe on 29th March 2011
by the Minister for Planning and Environment

STATES GREFFE
P.48/2011
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AT THE BOTTOM OF PAGE 8:

IT DEFINES THE CRITERIA FOR ALL OF THE POLICIES IN THE PLAN!

5.3 The States of Jersey has considered and adadtegy to respond to and
best manage the demographic shift in the Islandfsufation, represented by
the ageing society. In doing this, it has addresdex issue of inward
migration and the Island Plan responds to this kéyategic direction.
Specifically, in the short term, the States havepéet a policy which allows
maximum inward migration at a rolling 5 year averagf no more than
150 heads of household per annum (an overall iser@é c.325 people per
annum). This is to be reviewed and reset everyaBsyeAnd it is this that has
been used to assess and formulate all of the pigrpulicies contained in the
Island Plan, such as, for example, the level ofiigsion that needs to be made
to meet the potential housing demand over the [Baiod.

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkhkhkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

From: R (name redacted)

Sent: 19 April 2011 09:22

To: Paul Le Claire

Cc: Head of statistics

Subject: RE: Sorry Rather Urgently Can you please hepGpulation

Dear Paul,

Reference your email exchange with Dr XXX=Y Headtats , | can confirm that for
the purposes of the 2002 Island Plan, the formemrithg and Environment
Committee assumed that there would be a net imtivgraf 200 persons per year.
According to population forecast prepared by thati€ics Unit at that time, this
would result in some 3,763 additional people livinghe Island by 2011, taking the
population up to approx. 91,000 people (i.e. 1,pedsons short of the Stats Unit
population estimate for the end of 2009).

Kind Regards,

From: Head of stats

Sent: 18 April 2011 17:26

To: Paul Le Claire

Cc: Planning man

Subject: RE: Sorry Rather Urgently Can you please hep@pulation

Paul (name redacted) re 2002 Island Plan
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Net migration per year for the period 2001 to 209%n page of report at link
http://www.gov.je/Government/Pages/StatesRepopdszieportiD=392

<< File: Population Update 2009.pdf >>

First Strategic Plan was for the period 2005-2@&t€ategic Aim 2.1.1 in that Plan had
“success indicator”: “Maximum increase in the waikipopulating of 1% per annum
over the next five years”.

As far as | can recall... the 2002 Island Plan wseét inward migration figure of 200
people per year (i.e. not households) “for politanping purposes”. May be best to
check on this with (Name redacted) in Planning.

Best again (1)

Head Statistician
States of Jersey Statistics Unit

From: Paul Le Claire

Sent: 16 April 2011 17:28

To: Head of states statistics

Subject:  Sorry Rather Urgently Can you please help?URion
Hi Head of Statistics

Can you please tell me asap

What the strategic policy maximum inward migratitgure has been since 2000 or
2002 and what it said in the 2002 island plan cdnte

And how many people a year since then have come?

In the Island Plan coming forwards it says

Specifically, in the short term, the States havepseld a policy which allows
maximum inward migration at a rolling 5 year averag no more than 50 heads of
household per annum (an overall increase of c.22plp per year

The net migration over the past decade is showhidgr2 of the below report. The
annual average over the 5-year period 2005-20096489eople into the Island per
year.

Thanks

Paul
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From: Paul Le Claire
Sent: 28 January 2011 08:58
To: HEAD OF STATISTICS
Subject: Population

Hello Head of statistics
can you please tell me what our curpaqulation is ?

Also how does the migration policy of 500 a yeaaah work and what has it been in
the last 5 years?

How will this translate into the next 10 years?
Many Thanks

Paul

From: Head of Statistics Unit
Sent: 28 January 2011 10:03
To: Paul Le Claire

Subject: RE: Population

Morning Paul
The resident population at the end of 2009 was(@2,5published in June of last

year....report attached below and also at link
http://www.gov.je/Government/Pages/StatesRepopzZeportID=392

<< File: Population Update 2009.pdf >>

Our next measure will be the results of the 201hsQs (to be held on 27 March
2011)....aiming for headline results (total, age-distributions) around year-end 2011.

The net migration over the past decade is showigr2 of the above report. The
annual average over the 5-year period 2005-20096489eople into the Island per
year.

Future net migration is addressed in the latesat&jic Plan 2009-2014... at
http://www.gov.je/Government/PlanningPerformancai®gicPlanning/Pages/Strateg

icPlan.aspx
From pg 16 of this Plan:

- maintains inward migration within a range beemel1l50 and 200 heads of
household per annum in the long term;

- in the short term, allows maximum inward migratett a rolling five-year average of
no more than 150 heads of household per annum Yaralb increase of circa
325 people per annum). This would be reviewed ardtrevery three years (CM).”
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The previous Strategic Plans (2005-2010 and 20Q8-Y8pecified “growth in total
work force at less than 1% per annum”..see for gtarbottom of pages 14 and 15 in
2006-2011 Plan at link:
http://www.gov.je/Government/PlanningPerformanceegicPlanning/Pages/Strateg

icPlan.aspx

The average annual increase in the workforce dweibtyear period from June 2005
to June 2010 was +1.1% per year.

Hope the above is helpful.
Best... Name redacted

Head Statistician
States of Jersey Statistics Unit

The Plan, it would appear, from this information provided by the Minister and
the Head of Statistics, was not fit for purpose.

This was so significant | decided to check again!

| asked the questions over trying to ascertainrwhg wrong from what | had seen the
numbers were 50% out on ALL POLICIES!

From: Head of Statistics

Sent: 18 April 2011 17:09

To: Paul Le Claire

Subject: RE: Rather Urgent sorry 2 FW: Population

Hi Paul

Responses in red within your e-mail
Best... XXXX=Y

XXXXXXX=Y

Head Statistician
States of Jersey Statistics Unit

From: Paul Le Claire

Sent: 17 April 2011 13:28

To: XXXXXX=Y Head of Statistics

Subject: Rather Urgent sorry 2 FW: Population

Hello again X
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From this info below can | say then that the anmvalrage over the 5 year period was
640 people per year

(X Head of Statistics: Yes)

and that

This is much higher than the proposed 150-2007?

(X Head of Statistics:

Yes. The 150-200 heads of household corresponalsaiot 320 to 430 peop)e
Or are heads of household at 150 200 = 650 people

(X Head of Statistics:

No. 640 peopleorresponds to about 300 households).

Kind regards

Paul

The Plan, it would appear from this information provided by the Minster and the
Head of Statistics, is not fit for purpose.

And getting back to it:

Why the desperate rush all of a sudden?

It is somewhat of a disappointment that the Mimisteose not to allow us a further
2 weeks to consider our amendments because, dquipdys much of what could have
been considered was not.

We know that the Plan was a long time coming, ot fae Minister was working on it
up until the last, finishing only in March of thyear 2011.

| was denied a 2 week extension by the MinisteBbst March.

I had to wait until then, as on the previous Stategting he was away on his duties as
Foreign Minister | understand, and | had to waiteeks to ask the question.

But as we see here only 10 days earlier ...

From: Len Norman

Sent: 21 March 2011 19:06

To: All States Members (including ex officio members)
Subject: Projet 131 of 2010 - Samares Nursery Site Petition

Page - 12
P.48/2011 Amd.(12)



Dear Colleague

As you know | was hoping to debate the above n@dlkwbut as the Planning Minister
is “still working” on the Island Plan propositiotm, do so would be premature.

| therefore ask you to note that the debate willdederred until the Island Plan
proposition is lodged.

Best wishes

Len

We also know, as | will show later, the Plan walaygked by a year whilst the Minister
et al worked on it.

The need for good information and the fact that Sit@tes policies were not being
monitored began as early as 2005.

From: Freddie Cohen (External)
Sent: 18 January 2008 18:49

To: Paul Le Claire

Subject: Re: Quarterly Parish figures

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

Dear Paul,

| agree it is pretty feeble but they assure me i imanual job and only (Redacted
name) (Planning Director) can do it.

If you really feel the figures are essential | vpitess the department
Yours,

Freddie
Senator Freddie Cohen

Minister for Planning and Environment
States of Jersey

South Hill | St Helier | Jersey | JE2 4US

From: Paul Le Claire

Date: Fri, 18 Jan 2008 17:14:15 -0000

To: Freddie Cohen, All States Members (including dicimf members)
Subject: RE: Quarterly Parish figures

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk
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HI Freddie

maybe they could just ad them to a register?
How can it be so time consuming?
Surely they are considering them in turn?

Strikes me as a little of a lot of what | have séem the States on issues where they
really don’t want any information out there.

Given the need for building in the countryside dnel imagine Jersey Conference |

would say It is really important. So much so tha tecent law changes to share
transfer property transactions featured heavilhascheme of things as the properties
have reportedly been 3/5ths of all Flat transastion

How many flats have been built God alone knows.

Do you think we can ask him?

Hope the Department can put a system in place asdhis is now 2008 3 years on

from 2005 and the necessary debates and meetieg® duhousing crisis are resource
intensive to all

Kind Regards

Paul

From: Freddie Cohen

Sent: 18 January 2008 11:45

To: All States Members (including ex officio members
Subject:  Quarterly Parish figures

Dear Colleagues

In 2005 | made an undertaking to provide quartégyres relating to the number of
housing units approved on a Parish by Parish b@sisently there is no easy way for
my department to compile this information and it ia be done manually. This is
resource intensive, diverting my officers from poing services to the public.

| therefore hope you will bear with us over the tniexv months whilst we work out a
technical solution that enables us to provide thfsrmation in a more efficient

manner. Please do let me know if this causes yguyeoblems.

Yours

Freddie
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This was further evidenced in an e-mail trail froma to the Minister this month where

I asked him and his officers for details of therayes that had been made to the Plan
in the interim period between the Inspectors’ repand the final draft. In the e-mail
trail it was picked up by another member admittingt monitoring of the past Plan
was impossible due to a lack of resources, withDBputy responding quite honestly
that we cannot all be expected to review every gidtie plan ourselves.

So if the numbers are wrong and have been wrongdars, as | believe they have
been, and the Department can't get it right or rganée changes with all of their
resources, how can independent members do it?

Evidence is clear as to what happens when yowatlbse to the bone, and should the
cuts in the Department as part of the CompreherSpending Review have been so
high in this Ministry, much more than any others?

There is clear evidence that before the cuts tlaelydrecious few staff to manage and
monitor their remit as it was.

The Department under the Minister has been willlmgun his Department both from
a planning and an environmental perspective oniquecfew resources, but whilst
impressing the Minister for Treasury and Resourttés,has meant delay in bringing
forward important policies such as an air qualitategy and an energy policy, whilst
having no real understanding or handle on whateisd built. Thereby failing to
inform all manner of Policies from Housing to Trpogation.

There was this exchange in the States on 23rd &g 2

3.10 The Connétable of St.Lawrence of the Ministerffor Planning and
Environment regarding the total number of units of accommodation
completed or subject to planning applications in 5Parishes since 1st
January 2005:

In relation to all 5 parishes of St. Brelade, Stwkence, St. Mary, St. Ouen
and St. Peter, what is the total humber of unitaafommodation that have
been approved, that have been completed or thgirasently the subject of
planning applications since 1st January 2005?

Senator F.E. Cohen (The Minister for Planning and Bvironment):

| regret that | am unable to provide this inforroatitoday. Extracting the
information from the Planning Department’'s compisied application
monitoring system requires a unique report to bedpeced by a computer
specialist. | have given instructions that the regdme prepared, and will
provide the Connétable with the information as sasnit is available. | have
instructed that this work be regarded as a priority

3.10.1 Deputy I.J. Gorst:
Is it possible to ask the Minister to provide theng report for St. Clement?
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3.10.2

3.10.4

Senator F.E. Cohen:
| will do so.

Deputy J.A.N. Le Fondré:

[Aside] | think | am right in saying that the forewd to the Island Plan 2002
states that the Plan presents both a vision anangefvork which will enable
an holistic approach to planning and developmentfatt the introduction

states that the Plan plays a major role in thentsta strategic and local
planning. How does not monitoring the level of depenent occurring as it is
approved by the department fit in with the defoitiof strategic planning?
How is the department able to demonstrate its ctenge to deal with

planning matters when it fails on such a simple a@t@tegic point in

monitoring the building that is going on in thealstl on a proactive basis?

Senator F.E. Cohen:

Monitoring is not just a question of monitoring teenpirical numbers; it is a
guestion of monitoring the generality of applicasoand balancing the
applications, and | have made no secret of thetff@attl am now working with

the Minister for Housing in relation to a completeassessment of the
requirements for housing, where they should betéat;daailoring the consents
to meet those requirements. | am also reviewingfally the H3 and H4 sites
and looking at establishing a method of the Pasistedivering some of their
own homes in a cost efficient manner.

3.10.3 Deputy J.A.N. Le Fondré:

Is the fact that the department has not been ablertdoes not in the past
monitor the overall trend of developments, it woafgpear, in the Island, one
of the reasons that the Minister of Transport watsable to provide the traffic
impacts on other developments occurring in thentslather than the H2 sites?
Again, perhaps, could those numbers be providerdaasport for when they
update their review?

Senator F.E. Cohen:

As far as monitoring the empirical evidence is @ned, | think | have

answered that it is not the only issue that needigttaken into account, and |
will be looking very carefully at having a propalénce of development, and
that will include producing some statistical figsr®ut, bear in mind that the
Planning for Homes document in 2005 clearly look#d our requirements.

We now clearly know what is required for the nexyéars and | will be

balancing consents accordingly.

Deputy S. Power:

Can | ask the Minister, in relation to the Constadil St. Lawrence’s question,
that when he instructs his computer to produceif@mation that he has
agreed, that he also includes those developmentgpproved areas H1, H2
sides? So, at the consultation stage and unoffical planning application
stage.
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Senator F.E. Cohen:
Yes, | will do so.

3.10.5 The Deputy of St. Peter:

Will the Minister agree that the provision of thisw statistic, based on the
questions asked by the Constable of St. Ouen efiff him make an objective
assessment in what he is trying to achieve in dgveénts out in the West?

Senator F.E. Cohen:

We most certainly will, and that is why | have nusted that this work be
carried out as a top priority. | will report back soon as | have the necessary
statistical information.

3.10.6 Deputy S.C. Ferguson:

Given that the department has input into a venhsigated mapping system,
surely the planning maps should also be producatidor the effect of where
the developments are going to be. This would beedull adjunct to the bare
statistics. Picture the planning maps that areladai If you have a map of
the Island with all the developments on it, does Rhinister not think that
would help in his overall holistic review of thddad requirements?

Senator F.E. Cohen:

I think in relation to the Digimap, the Digimapasphotographic map, so | do
not think it would be appropriate to include propdsschemes in a
photographic map. There are already maps at tharuheent that show
proposed sites, that | look at quite regularly. Buam quite prepared to
discuss this with the Deputy and to try and find exactly what she would
require, and produce such a map.

NO TIME?

So with so little time for us to study the docungeinttheir final draft, the Minister has
denied members and the public the necessary timensider the plans.

The Minister’'s proposed amendments produced inferdnt document seem to
suggest that he will be making amendments to the, Rlut nothing is concrete in this
document and therefore important changes cannaniended or even considered
properly by us or the public.

Can it be that we could have done it?
No | don't believe we could have. | have spent lyed0 hours a day since the
decision to lodge the final document in amendirg Ban in the way | have and |

have not even had a chance to consider the rest.

It's plainly impossible, unless of course you justnt to read it all and not bring any
amendments, then of course, it is possible, teatlconsider it.
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Having considered as much as | can, | have detedrtime whole process and plan has
been and will be, too little and too late for puspo

The Plan sets out in the introductory propositicf82011:

The following information:

2 The format of the Plan

2.1 In common with previous Plans, the new Plartaioa 2 major components —
Written Statement

Section 1: sets out the strategic policy framewarkich is based on key principles
that guide the more detailed policies set out ictiBe 2 of the written statement.

Section 2: sets out the detailed policy framewtolether with site-specific proposals,
which will guide development over the next 10 yeditsis part of the Plan is divided
into a series of topic-based chapters.

It goeson ...

2.2 Both parts have a 10 year timescale, from 201d 2020.

Perhaps we can look at the maths here?
(The debate is due to begin on 21st June 2011.)

So if we run that forward the end date is +10 years

1 Year ...ooceuunnnee. June 2012
2 Years ....ou..... June 2013
3 Years ....ccooennenn. June 2014
4 Years .....cooeeeu.... June 2015
5 Years ............... June 2016
6 Years ............. June 2017
7 Years .....cooeeoo.. June 2018
8 Years .............. June 2019
9 Years ........... June 2020

(And am | missing the maths here, isn’t that tiie dif it? But we are only at 9 years
because ...)

10 Years.............. June 2021

Perhaps if these fundamental figures are out, vghimiish to consider the rest of the
maths?

Like for example:
Were the calculations on supply and need correct?
Highly and in fact near impossible to gauge but:

| don’t think they were right and nor did the Insfes.
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Supply and Need

I mention Supply and Need, rather than Supply adahd, as demand will always be
dependent on economics.

The Minister has said that the States sites wilige for the need, however, all we
have to do is rack up the density of the approvtes and wait for the States sites to
kick in.

| must say that is a severe test of my faith!

Actually | believe what happened is this:

1. The Plan has come forward a year too late.

(And that is much more than 2 weeks.)

In fact if we go back to what was being said in Whkite Paper we can see what it
said:

Consultation Island Plan Review - White Paper Draft Plan
Start 25 September 2009 23:45:00 BST
End 31 March 2010 17:00:00 BST

1 Background and Context

1.1 There is a legal requirement to review the IslafahRevery ten years. The
current Island Plan was approved by the Statesiln 2002 but the rate of
change in many spheres of Island life over the dasyears has necessitated
an early review of the Plan. This has been idemtjfiand afforded a high
priority, by the Council of Ministers in the Statégategic Plan 2006-2011.

1.2 The new Island Plan, which will become the Islana@nP2010, will set the
framework for development in Jersey to 2019. lidse® be able to respond to
anticipated changes over this time period. Theifsogimt and strategic issues
that will need to be addressed are summarizeallasvé.

(Then we see in the flow chart the original timede.)
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2. There is a real and recognised concern that theris a growing housing
CRISIS

Those are not my words, but the many consideredréexpinions of the consultants
we have paid to tell us.

The reason it would seem that the rush is on nodetmte this Plan is because there
has been no real response to the needs of thel |stduich have been clearly noted in
the starting blocks of this process in 2006 in$ketes Strategic Plan.

Meanwhile, delay has meant that house prices hsa@ated as a result, and the lack
of housing coming onto the market has meant thie§tathe Council of Ministers and
The Minister have all failed in adhering to thenomises in the Strategic Plan. In
particular to:

Adequately house the population.
At the moment the social need for housing is sheth there are at least 10 families

waiting on the highest priority at housing withegffively 3 families being classed as
homeless.

Failed
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The businesses that could have been employed laifoyhave gone idle or gone bust
and the number of homeless has never been greater.

Blame it all on the recession?
And why not?
Because it's not acceptable.

There have been failings and the Plan as propcagpefuates this.

3. The Minister and his Assistants believe in the doth Fairy!

“The Plan is Perfect” ...Senator Freddie Cohen April 2011

It is a Plan that is badly in need of amendmenikerhe view of the Minister and his
Assistant Minister for the Environment, who belisveis perfect. (Now that is, that
the parts they did not like, have been changed!)

It seems to me that the Plan has been allowedftdairso long whilst everything was
on a backburner, that we need to get anything adopbst-haste or watch as the
social problems overwhelm us!

It will mean even if adopted now, that it will bears before we catch up to the need
and affordable homes are figments of young peojpleédginations!

Why did it take so long, and why now are the cosidns being rushed out?

It could be said the Minister has found new fidllplough and this is something of a
pain in the neck!

Actually, given the run-over, what was wrong wittaking a considered decision
based upon the Census?

No......... better not add meaning to that exercise!

Let's just get it agreed, as is, put all the so@alies and runaway costs under the
pillow, go back to sleep and in the morning ................... Hey Presto!

The Tooth Fairy will have been!

| have a better idea ............... let's not rahy longer on Fairies!
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What the experts say:

Extract from Inspectors’ Report Volume 1:

“The H1 Sites

8.33

8.34

8.35

8.36

8.37

8.38

Policy H1 of the IP identifies seven sitescHfipmlly allocated for Category A
housing. The background is set out in paras 6.83-&f the IP, and in
Appendix B draft housing briefs are set out forheatthe sites. (We asked at
the EiP whether participants felt that the brieferev adequate and
appropriate — assuming the sites went ahead — antbnclude that they are).
In total these sites would yield between 197 (atd®llings per acre) and
298 (at 15/acre) dwellings — a yield of 200 is assd in Table 6.2.

In a proposed modification, the Minister irterto omit three of the sites —
Samares Nurseries, Longueville Nurseries, and Cedkese Farm — from the
IP; at the lower density these would respectivelpvigle 100, 10 and
13 dwellings out of the 200 total. The reason far proposal is the agreement
the Minister made that he would not pursue siteghlvivere not supported by
the Constables of the relevant Parishes.

The Minister indicated in his closing preseatathat he intended to remove
the seventh site in H1 — Field 633, St Peter'smfrthe IP. This site was

rezoned in June 2010 for elderly persons housidgpanmission was granted
for 14 lifelong homes (+ 1 home for a warden).Ha tP this site was assumed
to accommodate between 10 and 15 Category A dwsllin

The three sites proposed for removal cleadgsttute one of the most
controversial issues in the IP — perhaps the mostraversial. We have
considered it very carefully.

We deal as we have said with the questiohehted for affordable housing
later; but we consider that need to be substariedtly, therefore, we do not
accept that removing the provision of more tharf bélthe potential sites,

without replacing them, would be acceptable. Weld@ee no dissent from
this view.

Second, we therefore asked whether therelt@matives. The result of this
was the production of the Draft Housing Policespdate Note (Doc BT20).

This was heavily criticised by participants at th&®, and we share the
concern which was expressed. A table in that papeout, essentially, two
alternatives. The first was to increase the demsitthe remaining four sites in
H1. In one case (Field 633), which we have alreadpntioned, the figure had
already been raised from 10 to 14. In another @Fi2l19) there is a proposal
of which we are aware to extend the developmena arfethe site (by

excluding an allotment proposal), and this couldeghe total — if it were

approved — from 20 to 42 on that site. Whetherttigher densities on the
remaining two sites will be acceptable remainsdsben — the Minister had,
rightly in our view, taken a conservative view aeir potential in preparing
the IP. We are conscious of the need for family divay as part of the
provision of Category A sites; while these mightlivbe provided on several
of the H1 sites, significant increases in densityhtimake this more difficult.

Page - 22

P.48/2011 Amd.(12)



8.39

8.40

8.41

8.42

The other alternative was the developmentbbal sites such as D’'Hautrée
or Le Mont Cantel in St Helier, which we viewed @me of our visits. It is far
from clear however whether these or other schoes svill be available in the
timescale required — or, indeed at all. It is riecthat Education are willing
to release them. Several participants questioneid dvailability. As we note
in Chapter 9 (para 9.3) the D’Hautrée site is sadieded for educational
purposes under IP Policy SCO1. On the evidencade®we conclude that it
would not be wise to rely on these sites.

We note also in this connection that Statd&yp@resolution P117/2009) is
that the Department for Property Services is td& $ke best market price for
States owned property; this would severely resthet possibility of these
sites being used for social or affordable housifitere were those at the EiP
who criticised this policy, and detected an incsigsicy between the States’
approach to its own land and that taken towardd tamned by others which
was allocated for Category A housing. It is indédticult to draw any other
conclusion; but since we do not advocate reliantghese sites, and their
availability is in question in any event, that isnatter we feel we can leave to
others to debate.

The next question is whether there are oibes which were put to us during
the EiP which might be as suitable as, or moreablet than, the three
proposed omissions. We do, in Volume 2, identifgnaall number of sites
which may have potential. As we have said, thetss diave not been the
subject of public consultation. And they tend thh ilathe same Parishes as at
least two of the omitted sites (because they comjilly the spatial strategy)
and are therefore likely to be subject to similajections. The details of these
sites are set out in Volume 2 but the ones withnost potential, should the
need arise, are as follows (using our numberingegay$rom Volume 2). They
are broadly in order of suitability, as we asséssdituation, and the last two
are somewhat less suitable in our opinion tharfitsiefour, for the reasons set
out in Volume 2.

* Cb5 Fields 252 and 253 St Clement (Le Quesne Neseri
e S3a Field 530, Princes Tower Road, St Saviour.

e S5 (part only) Fields 741/742, New York Lane, StiSar

e S2 Fields 341/342, Clos de la Pommeraie, Rue deor&ink,
St Saviour

e H6 Field 1368, St Helier

e MN7 Le Mourin Vineries

As we said above, we are reluctant to proplosethese sites should be put
forward for immediate inclusion in the IP becaubkis twould mean delay
while consultation and investigation was carried. &ut in the event that
monitoring over the IP period as a whole suggdsis further sites might be
required, these are the directions in which theidfiém should look.
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8.43

8.44

8.45

8.46

8.47

However, the remaining question is whetherttiree sites themselves still
offer the best opportunity, and whether we shoelcbmmend that they are
retained in the IP. We realise that this would loatentious, and would
require conviction on our part that it was the titfting to do, taking a holistic
approach. We have already indicated in Chapters® we understand the
concerns of Constables, particularly in Parishesectto St Helier. We have
taken into account their views about the “share’defelopment they have
absorbed — but concluded that is a matter of ggbgrand of strategy and not
an unfair imposition. We have noted the problemsgaffic (which of course

are caused as much by people travelling from obtthie Parishes as from
development within them). But we still believe tteee sites are worthy of
consideration — especially as they had been céyefslected by the

Minister's own professional advisors (see para$/@.7, which indicate that
considerable work had gone into the selection @®jce

We therefore visited the sites with an opemdmiand looked at them
carefully. Did they comply with the strategy andrevéhere any factors which
militated against their development, given the deis& Were they as good
as/better than other sites which we saw.

Samarés Nursery (site C6 in our classification)

This site scored “Good” (spatial strategy),ighi (suitability), “Good”
(landscape sensitivity), and “Good” (Use) underfthe criteria set out in the
Minister’s “Suitability for Housing Assessment” (DA@BT18). These, in the
context of all the sites in that document, are vixyourable scores. We
discussed the site at some length during the E¥nb received a number of
forceful objections to its development from Statésmbers representing the
area and from local residents. We are aware of t#tiqme against the
development too. Constable Norman and Deputy Gquake against the site
at the EiP. Among the matters to which they refibmesre the likely future
need for glasshouses; the amount of developmemtwizd taken place in the
area already; transport issues; ground conditicas] potential social
problems.

Mr Stein submitted a lengthy representatiord apoke at the EiP (as did
Mr Vibert, the site owner) in favour of the develognt. Mr Stein inter alia

stressed the compatibility of the site with thetigpatrategy; the support from
TTS; and the ability to accommodate the Easternd@oampanions Club on

the site. He felt that any drainage problems cteldvercome. Mr Vibert felt

that the glasshouses were no longer viable.

In a written submission Mr Martin made somefuispoints in favour of the
sites. “It is vital that islanders and politiciaa®e encouraged to view the IP as
a whole and to recognise that there is an ovegidired to ensure that
affordable housing is available............. suggesting $@ane Parishes have
“suffered too much” ............. misses the point........ therivof the authors
in describing the appropriateness of each of thes g6 very likely to be
ignored............. this site appears particularly suitablé.
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8.48

8.49

8.62

Senator Le Main had also sent us a forcefiitemrresponse, and he gave an
equally forceful expression of his views in favairthe site at the EiP. He
referred to the shortages of affordable housingd,tanught that the proposed
omission of this site — which was entirely suitafide development — was
“ludicrous”. The land was very much needed. He cemwd on the
agreement the Minister had made with the Constablast as we have said
we look at this site and the others simply on therits.

We conclude, with conviction, that those nsesite considerable. The site is
well located in relation to the BUA; it has goodsees (buses, schools etc);
little damaging impact on the countryside, andrevpusly developed land
which is falling into dereliction. All these fac®taken together — especially
its compatibility with the spatial strategy of the— suggest to us that this is a
good site. We disagree with the Minister’s proposedlification.

On the sites in Policy H1 we recommend that3amares Nursery site and
the Longueville Nurseries site should be retainedthie IP as originally
proposed. We have also indicated support for thesipke future development
of part of the land to the west of the Longeuviige, subject to further
investigation, should the need arise.”
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Monitoring

6.70 It is vital that annual monitoring is developed and undertaken to assess the
performance of the Plan relative to estimates, assumptions and stated obhjectives
in order that the Plan might be able to respond flexibly in response to changing
circumstances and new evidence, particularly with regards to the provision of
housing.

6.71  The Minister for Planning and Environment will prepare and publish an
Island Plan Annual Monitoring Report which will, amongst other things, assess
whether the targets for the rate of housing completions from all sources are being
met. Each Annual Monitoring Repart will include an update of the housing trajectory,
which will set out the number of homes actually completed and provide an estimate
of the rate at which anticipated housing completions will come forward in the
future.

6.77  The Annual Monitoring Report will inform the need to consider any review
of policy or strategy related to the demand for and supply of housing based on the
need to maintain a five year supply of housing land.

Meeting Housing Needs

Category A Housing

6.7%3  The States Strategic Plan sets out a clear objective of supporting the
development of affordable housing and ensuring that affordable housing is targeted
at those who need support without the further rezoning of green field land.

6.74  To achieve the delivery of this need housing, the Island Plan employs two
key mechanisms: one, involving the specific designation of land for the purposes
of securing the delivery of Category A homes; another, requiring a proportion of
all new residential development, above a certain threshold, to provide affordable
accommodation. The detail of each of these policies is set out as follows:

Category A Housing Sites

6.75  The requirement to specifically zone land for the purpose of contributing
to the need for Category A homes is set out, within the context of overall housing
land supply, in the preceding section Provision of Homes’: it essentially relates to
ensuring the provision of Category A homes in the first half of the Plan period and
in meeting the specific needs for family homes.

6.76  The assessment of sites for this purpose has included all of those sites that
have been submitted to the Planning and Environment Department, as potential
development sites, during the course of Plan preparation. It has also included a
review of all of those sites that have yet to developed, identified and/or
safeguarded in the 2002 Island Plan as having the potential to provide land for new
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homes (i.e. the remaining H3 and H4 sites). These have all been systematically

evaluated to determine those that could help appropriately meet the lsland's
identified housing need.

6.77  The identification of sites which could help meet this requirement has been
carried out in accordance within the strategic policies of the Plan, particularly
Policy 5P 1 Spatial Strategy’ and Policy 5P 2 'Efficient Use of Resources', which
support the delivery of a more sustainable pattern of development in Jersey. It
has also involved an assessment of other factors, such as site constraints, site

context and character, and existing land uses, to inform a planning assessment of
each site, as set out and presented at Appendix B.

9.78  There are seven sites proposed for the delivery of Category A housing in
the first five years of the Plan, as set out in Policy Policy H 1 ‘Category A Housing
Sites'.

0.79  The potential housing yield for each site, as set out in the draft Appendix
B 'Draft Housing Development Briefs', are only an indication of the scale of
potential housing yield. The theoretical yields set out in the studies have been
estimated and are based on a range of site densities and an average split of housing
types according to the overall requirements for different sizes of dwellings identified
in the Housing Heeds Survey. The theoretical yield of homes from all of these sites
is therefore estimated to be in a range of a minimum of 197 (10 dwellings per
acre) to a maximum of 298 (15 dwellings per acre).

5.80  To optimise the use and development of land, in accord with Policy 5P 2
‘Efficient Use of Resources' and Policy GD 3 'Density of Development’, these sites
should be developed at their optimum densities, which would provide up to 300
new homes. Achieving the optimum density of development on rezoned sites has,
however, proved difficult to achieve in the past and, for the purposes of estimating
the supply of homes from these sites, a conservative yield of 200 homes is used.
Appendix B Draft Housing Development Briefs' provide details of the potential
range of densities achievable on each of these sites.

5.81 It is important to recognise, however, that unless higher density
development yields are generally realised on all development sites and land is
developed at more land-efficient densities than have previously been achieved,
in accord with Policy SP 2 'Efficient Use of Resources’, it will not be possible to
meet all the identified needs for housing without zoning additional housing
sites, which would inevitably result in the further loss of green-field land.

9.87  The actual number, tenure, size and type of homes on each site will be
determined through the planning process, involving the preparation of a housing
development brief for each site, to be approved by the Minister for Planning &
Environment prior to the determination of a planning application. The development
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briefs will guide the delivery of homes on these sites and will be adopted, as
supplementary planning guidance, by the Minister for Planning and Environment.
The development brief, for each site, will address the following issues:

» appropriate mix of types, tenures and sizes of homes;

» the provision, as appropriate, of specially designed homes to suit specific
requirements of the elderly;

» design matters including density, form, landscape works, and materials;

» relationship between the proposed development and neighbouring uses and
the local character of the surrounding area;

» access by car, cycle and pedestrians and links to bus routes within and in the

vicinity of the site;

provision of car parking;

provision of service infrastructure;

requirements for amenity space and public open space; and

the need for social, community, education and health facilities within the site

and implications for off-site facilities.

6.82  The States Strategic Plan sets out a clear objective of supporting the
development of affordable housing and ensuring that affordable housing is tarpeted
at those who need support, which includes those members of the community who
wish to rent accommodation or purchase their own home . The 2002 Island Plan
successfully established the principle of delivering Category A homes for social
rent and /or Jersey Homebuy th..IS-in'E{} and homes for first-time buyers and lifelong
homes, for people over 55, in the respective proportions of 45% and 55% of the
total number of dwellings provided respectively on land specifically allocated for
Category & housing. The new |sland Plan will seek to continue to deliver and meet
housing need by adopting this approach of seeking to secure housing tenures which
reflect housing needs on rezoned sites, although the proportionate split of housing
tenures is changed to reflect current evidence of need.

6.84  Current needs, as evidenced by the Housing MNeeds Survey 2007, require
the delivery of homes in the Jersey Homebuy and first-time buyer tenures based
on a proportional split of 75% (Jersey Homebuy) : 25% (first-time buyer). This has
informed the parameters for the application of Policy H 1 ‘Category & Housing Sites’
in so far as it relates to the different types of housing tenure to be delivered by
this policy. The requirement for homes for social rent will be kept under review

Jersey Homebuy iz a scheme which addresses the need of those with incomes too great to be
eligible for social rented housing, but who are unable to afford to buy the cheapest first time
buyer home even with the assistance of a loan. It enables first time buyers who fall within
thiz range to buy first time buyer properties without paying the full first time buyer price.
The scheme includes arrangements for the repayment of the balance of the purchase price
to a not-for-profit housing body over time. It is allocated through the Affordable Housing
Gateway based on a financial means test

Page - 28
P.48/2011 Amd.(12)



during the Plan peried and the proportion of tenure types required to meet changing
housing needs can be addressed through the delivery of Policy H 3 'Affordable
Housing'.

0.%%  Itisenvisaged that even on rezoned sites, Category A housing will continue
to be delivered by the private or charitable sectors. In the event that zoned sites
are not brought forward for development, for whatever reason, there may be a
need to effect their acquisition by the States to realise the provision of homes to
help meet demand. Where absolutely necessary, compulsory purchase powers may
be invoked to achieve this.
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B.3 H2(3) Samares Nursery, La Grande Route de 5t Clement,

St Clement

Samares Nursery, La Grande Route de 5t Clement, 5t

Clement

Exiting Use/s

Redundant horticultural site previously used for tomato
production

Suitable Usefs

Category A housing, proposed Eastern cycle route, open
space

Area

Approximate Site ’

The site is 9.8 acres (11 vergees) consisting of:

*  An area of commercial glass of 5 acres approx;
# A reservoir of (.86 acre approx;
Ancillary buildings, tanks and hard standing areas

Area Available For Housing:

*  Development:Total site = 9.8 acres (22 vergees),
+  Developable area = 8.8 acres (19.8 vergees), witha
village green (10% of site approx) = 1 acre (2.25 vergees)

Estimated Housing
Yield

Based on the gross site area of 9.8 acres, the site is capable
of being developed for between 100 no dwellings (10
dwellings per acre) to 150 no dwellings (15 dwellings per
acre).

Table B.7 Site Details
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Location Plan

Map B.2 Samares Nursery, La Grande Route de S5t Clement, 5t Clement

The site can also be viewed on the Proposals Map
Availability For Housing

This site is proposed to be rezoned specifically for the development of Category A
housing in the respective proportions of 75% (Jersey Homebuy): 25% (first-time
buyer): planning permission for other forms of development will not be approved.

This percentage shall be rounded up in favour of Jersey Homebuy if the figure for
housing thus arrived at contains a proportion of one unit.

These sites will be developed for the purposes of Category A housing through
agreement with developers and land owners via planning oblizations and planning
conditions or, where necessary, will be acquired by the States on behalf of the
public, if needs be by compulsory purchase, in order to ensure that requirements
for Category A homes can be met in a timely manner.

Accordingly, based on the gross site area of 9.8 acres, the site is capable of being
developed for between 100 no dwellings (10 dwellings per acre) to 150 no dwellings
{15 dwellings per acre).
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The following table shows the type and size of property that first-time buyers
would like to purchase during the next five year period. It also shows the ratio of
first-time buyer and Jersey Homebuy dwellings and the dwelling mix required on

each site.
CATEGORY HOUSE TYPE
1 Bed Flat 10%
First Time
Buyer 2 Bed Flat 20%
(25% of total 2 Bed House 20%
site) 3 Bed House 40%
4 Bed House 10%
1 Bed Flat 10%
Jersey
Homebuy 2 Bed Flat 20%
(75% of total 2 Bed House 20%
site) 3 Bed House 40%
4 Bed House 10%
Table B8 Housing Mix Requirements

Planning History

*  Original glasshouses construct post war.
o 1997 approval was granted for large glasshouse complex for tomato production.

*  Complex has been redundant since 2002 and an enforcement notice was served
on the owner in 2006 to remove the glass and make the site safe, which was
complied with.

Planning Remarks

The site was identified in the 2002 Island Plan, under policy H4 as a site to be
"Safeguarded for Future Category A Housing need’.

The site was identified in the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment as
being suitable for Category A housing.

Spatial Strategy
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The site is on the Eastern side of the Le Squez Estate and has little visual impact
on the wider surrounding countryside, and with good design and landscaping can
be reasonably integrated into the built-up area of 5t Clement.

Suitability

»  Accessibility - The site has good accessibility to facilities and amenities in the
Le Sgquez area with good access to public transport. The site also offers the
opportunity of providing a key part of a new Eastern cycle route, which would
link through Le 5quez Estate and on through FB Fields.

» Constraints and implementation - The principle physical constraint on this
site could be archasology. In addition the site is key to the provision of the
Eastern cycle route.

¢ Surrounding Development - The height of the surrounding development is
predominantly two storey and the densities of adjacent existing development
are approximately 65 - 70 habitable rooms per acre (13 to 14 dwellings per
acre).

¢ Environmental Improvement - The development of the site offers the
opportunity of removing a large area of redundant glasshouse structures and
achieving environment improvements through the creation of the new Eastern
Cycle route which would provide both a safe route to school for children living
on the new development and also an Island wide benefit.

» Constraints - The site is near the site of La Dame Blanche and anecdotal
evidence suggests that the site may possibly have important archaeology from
the Meolithic and Bronze Age period and further investigation is required.

Landscape Sensitivity

Countryside Character Appraisal - Minimising Environmental Impacts - The site is
located in area B2 of the Countryside Character Appraisal which states that there
is some capacity to accept new development, provide this is carefully located and
linked with appropriate environmental enhancement measures.

Existing Land Use

Existing Land Use - The proposal makes use of land that is now redundant to the
horticulture industry.

Response from Consultees and Other Findings

CONSULTEES COMMENTS

Agricultural Status No objection

This redundant, derelict nursery was identified as a possible Cat A, H4 site in
2004, in part due to the close proximity to the built up area. The Agriculture and
Fisheries Committee at the time did not object to the development of the site
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CONSULTEES COMMENTS

because it would be unviable to return the land to agricultural use as there is a
relatively large area of hard standing which would make reinstating the land to
agricultural use well nigh impossible.

In 2007 an enforcement notice was served reguiring the owner to remove the
glass panes due to the dangerous state of the nursery and only the frame work
is left making the site even less likely to be used for agricultural purposes in the
current economic climate as the site would need to be cleared of the warped
frames which would be prohibitive.

Ecological Status Hone known

Mone identified, however further site investigation will be required as part of
any Environmental Impact Assessment.

Environmental Health Conditions Mitigation required

Health Protection Policy Guidance 1 - Guidelines on Hoise Control for Construction
Sites.

1. If access is off La Grande Route de 5t Clement, the noise environment for a
significant number of existing residents will deteriorate. It is recommended
that a noise impact assessment is completed prior to determining this site
for reclassification.

2. The existing oil tanks and historic use presents the risk of contaminated
land. & contaminated land assessment for this site is necessary prior to

development.

3. This site was subject to previous consultation and previous comments remain
extant.
Traffic And Yehicular Access Site supported by TT5

This site was supported by the department in 2005 and continues to be.

Public Transport Good access to frequent service

The Ho 18 bus route provides a freguent public transport service for both
commuters and shoppers.

Educational Facilities - Primary Capacity in Samares Primary School

Samares Primary School has sufficient capacity to cope with the potential number
of children generated from this site and is located within a safe walking distance
of 300m from the site.
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CONSULTEES

Educational Facilities - Secondary Capacity in Le Rocquier School

The site is within the secondary school catchment of Le Rocquier which is
predicted to have sufficient capacity to cope with the potential number of
children generated from this site once the development is occupied. The creation
of the Eastern cycle track will provide a safe cycling and walking route to school
of approximately 1 km.

Other Community Facilities Good access

#  The site is located within easy walking distance to existing community
facilities and amenities.

#  Food shopping is currently available at Marks and Spencer supermarket is
located within a safe walking distance of 500m.

¢ Le Sguez Youth Club is located within a safe walking distance of 300m.

s The Eastern Good Companion Club is located within a safe walking distance
of 350m.

#  The site is located within walking distance of a number of recreational
facilities, such as golf club, squash courts, tennis courts, cricket, football

and the beach.
&  The Ho 18 bus route provides a frequent public transport service for both
commuters and shoppers.
Mains Water Supplies Yes

Jersey Water has confirmed that the site is relatively close to water mains
infrastructure, which is capable of supplying the size of development identified
for this site.

Foul Drainage Yes

The under-capacity of the existing Public foul sewers in Rue du Maupertuis, and
the known difficulty in uperading them to accept flows from this development
means that foul flows from this site will need to pump direct to the Public
pumping station in Rue de Maupertuis. It is understood that drainage rights across
the recently completed Field 40 development to the South have already been

agreed for this purpose.

Given the number of units being considered, the on-site pumping station will
need to be Public and therefore constructed to TT5S specification and by an
approved contractor.

Surface Water Drainage Yes
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CONSULTEES COMMENTS

There are no Public surface water sewers readily available and there is some
doubt whether soakaways will work on this site although investigations should
be carried out to confirm this.

If surface water cannot be disposed of on site then an off-site sewer would be
required to connect the site to the existing surface water sewers in Rue du
Maupertuis. It is understood that drainage rights across the recently completed
Field 40 development to the South have already been agreed for this purpose.

However, a possible upgrade of the existing sewers in Rue de Maupertuis may be
required as well as an upgrade to the surface water pumping station at Samares
Marsh. In addition, on-site attenuation is also likely to be required to restrict the
discharge rate from the site.

A topoeraphical survey will be required to confirm is a gravity connection can

be made to Rue du Maupertuis. If it cannot then pumping will be required. If this
proves to be the case, there will be restrictions on the pump rate and the pumping
station will need to be Public and therefore constructed to TT5 specification and

by an approved contractor.
Electricity Yes
The Jersey Electricity Company has confirmed that two substations would be
required to serve the development.
Other Services

Other services - telecoms and gas may also be investigated by the developer.

Table B.9 Consultee Summary

Financial and manpower implications

There are no financial or manpower implications floe States arising from this
amendment.
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