From: ANTHONY Rowland
Sent: 27 February 2015 10:39
To: Scrutiny

Subject: Waterfront

The Chairman, Corporate Service Scrutiny Panel.
Dear Deputy Le Fondré,

| was a member of the Waterfront Design Advisorp@r set up be the then Environment
Minister, Senator Cohen. This group met oftenluhg Minister was replaced, and it then
lapsed. | therefore have some knowledge of theptexrhistory of this site and feel that |
may have some useful comments.

The Scrutiny Panel’s terms of reference put assa topic the consideration of whether the
2008 Masterplan for the Esplanade Quarter continoggepresent the best socio-economic
value to the States of Jersey. | presume thattdhma ‘socio’ covers the environmental
aspects of the Plan. If so, although referringhmarea as the ‘Esplanade Quarter’, the area
is often now referred to as ‘the proposed Jersdgriational Finance Sector’. These
different names may or may not be covering the samea. | suggest that, when dealing with
this subject, the Panel first considers exactlytvanaa it has under consideration. Although
it is a relatively small area that is now beingeredd to as the Finance Sector, | believe that
the remainder of the undeveloped reclaimed landuldhbe born in mind, particularly
because the history of the wider area is relevant.

The 2008 Masterplan is based upon the approachnofGreaves, the Hopkins architect
working for the developers Harcourt. He claimedttithe requirement to integrate the
Waterfront development with the Town of St Heliestjfied the use of a grid road pattern
covering the whole area. He did not accept thgtssmblance of a grid pattern covering St
Helier was subsidiary to the general appearanca tawn that had developed at random
extension by infill between key roads that leadeweral directions out of the Town and into
the neighbouring parishes.

The proposed development is thus an area that nrakesference to the character of the
neighbouring Town. The grain has none of the watieat characterizes the Town and has a
rigidity that is foreign to the Island: the immeidiampression is of unsympathetic planning.

The latest scheme that has been published contitheesrectilinear approach to the

disposition of six cubic blocks, with four faciniget Esplanade. The first to receive planning
permission appears to have followed the requiresnehthe 2008 Design Guide, particularly

that developments should reach to the edge ofitheThe document’s provisions have also
been exploited so as to provide the largest passiiume. It has, however, not evolved from
public consultation.

What consultation that has taken place has ofteen ieo late. Proposals have been
developed in detail, and after considerable expbasealready been incurred. Consequently
there is a reluctance to make changes: those makimgnents are put in a position where
their suggestions are seen as criticisms thatheme ignored rather than treated as positive
contributions.



Future consultation would be more likely to obteasponses if not only were the invitation
issued at an early stage but a summary were taibksped at the end of the consultation
period together with — similarly important — an Eqation of action taken or why it has been
rejected.

The terms of reference of the Panel are largelyeored with economic factors and appear
to me to be comprehensive and incontestable. Aghd have no professional experience in
that field, there are a few points that | sugghsud be explored.

1. Who owns the whole Waterfront area? If ipislicly owned, to whom is the JDC
answerable?

2.  What authority does the JDC have and howitaamforce its requirements?

3. The earlier attempts by WEB to engage a dpezlwere said to have failed because they
could not get planning permission. The Planningd@enent were said to be unwilling to
give permission unless finance was agreed. Eaith was blaming the other: could such an
impasse happen again?

R. Anthony
27.2.15



