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1. REPRESENTATIONS CONCERNING THE WHOLE PLAN

1.1 THE SCOPE OF THE PLAN

Representation

66 La Société Guernesiaise
Further Representation in Support

363 The National Trust of Guernsey

Summary of Representation

The written statement and proposals map shouldidiecthe foreshore, i.e. the inter-tidal
area.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

1.1.1 | understand the reasons behind this representaBooposals which affect the
foreshore or involve development between the mégimand low tide marks could have far-
reaching effects on the appearance of the Islamd, @n nature conservation and
archaeological interests. However the foreshoréasy advised, Crown Land. It is outside
the normal planning control of the IDC. | do noétéfore consider it would be appropriate
for the foreshore to be included within the arezeted by the Proposals Map, since it would
imply a control over development which the IDC does possess and would in this way be
misleading. The IDC are consulted by the Crown wiiewelopment is proposed on Crown
Land, and | can understand the concern of the &otli@t on those occasions there should
be a coherent basis on which the IDC would respond.

1.1.2 The IDC indicated to the inquiry that in such sitoas they would take into account
any policies in the Plan relevant to the proposalgese would be likely to include GEN3
(landscape, ecology and wildlife), DBE5-6 (opencgsa skyline and public views), ETL3
(quayside development), CO3 (landscape chara€€&?, (wildlife and nature conservation)
Annex 5 (nature conservation), Annex 7 (environrakihpact assessment) and Annex 8
(landscape character assessment). It seems toathdise, together with any other policies
relevant to the particular proposal, would fornoargd basis from which the IDC’s response
to proposals could be formulated.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan or Proposals Map.
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2. CHAPTER 3 GENERAL POLICIES

2.1 PLAN FORMAT

Inspector's Comments

2.1.1 The structure of the Plan is helpfully explainedSiection 2.3. The progression from
the policy context to policy principles and thersfmecific policies is made clear. Paragraph
3.1 explains that Chapter 3 of the Plan takes tresiderations that the Law requires the
Committee to take into account and translates timonGeneral Policies, which inform the
rest of the Plan and the Committee’s decision-ngakingeneral. The distinctive nature of
GEN policies is emphasised by that fact that thicies are preceded by a section headed
General Policy Principles, whereas other chaptave la Policy Context preface.

2.1.2 However in terms of their use in assessing planappications it was clear from the

responses of the IDC to particular representatibas GEN policies are not just policies of
an over-arching, strategic nature, but are asikelbe used for development control as
others. Exactly how they are used varies betwediciga | note that while in most cases
GEN policies are followed up by more detailed pebcelsewhere in the Plan, cross-
referenced in the margin, policy GEN9 has no "d&rjpolicies elsewhere in the Plan, and
relies for implementation on Annexes 2 and 3. RoEN7, which deals with roads and
infrastructure has "daughter’ policies in relationwater supply in WWM2 and 3, but in

relation to significant roads infrastructure itieslon Annex 6 (Traffic Impact Assessments).
In passing, | have noticed that annex 2 is aloneoinhaving an introduction referring the
reader to the policies to which it is relevant. I5aa introduction would be helpful.

2.1.3 Since GEN policies appear to be used in some cstamoes for normal
development control purposes, | am not clear wiey tre differently worded. The wording
of the policies in the rest of the Plan makesataclthat this is the way the IDC intends to act
(e.g. The IDC will require; or Development willlgrbe permitted if....) The GEN policies,
however, are phrased as if mandating the IDC tonaatparticular way (e.g. the Committee
shall have regard to...). The General Policy Prireset out in paragraph 3.2 are explained
as being derived from the planning principles s#tio the preceding Legal Context section.

2.1.4 If the GEN policies are intended to have a différetanding to other policies in a
policy hierarchy, or to have different weight atted to them, as might be implied by the
difference in emphasis, | think this should be axpd in the text of the Plan. Otherwise, |
would suggest that the Plan will be more easilyausibod if a consistent phraseology is
used throughout the document.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that consideration be given to theedbfice in phraseology used between
GEN policies and other policies.
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2.2 GEN2 COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT

Representation
a7 John Gollop

Summary of Representation

The words "optimum efficient use of land’ were imgse and should be replaced by ‘the
most appropriate use of land resources, havingdeagahe conservation of the area.’

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

2.2.1 As with all the GEN policies, this is a statemehtgeneral policy which will be
applied in conjunction with the subsequent, mor¢aitksl policies of the Plan. Thus
proposals for commercial development or residedigaielopment will be judged against the
policies of the Plan relevant to those uses andingply against whether they represent the
most efficient use, however that might be expresddtls, for example, while high
buildings might be considered the most efficientywé developing town centre land, their
erection is subject to other policies of the Plaotably DBE3. | do not share the
representor’s fear that the policy could be antisgyvation or anti-environment through its
concentration on efficiency, since it is not inteddto be used in isolation from other
policies, which would in the necessary circumstarmmetect those interests.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

2.3 GEN3 LANDSCAPE ECOLOGY AND WILDLIFE

Representation
48 John Gollop

Summary of Representations

The policy is supported. The representor would tixe&ncourage a more proactive role for
ecology.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

2.3.1 | endorse the support for this policy provided hg trepresentor. In my view the

policy could be strengthened along the lines hgesig to remedy an omission. Policy GEN
3 requires the IDC to have regard firstly to exigtifeatures of landscape, ecological or
wildlife value, and secondly to opportunities toyide new landscape features which are
appropriate to the location. | am not sure why,ilgveferred to landscape, ecological and
wildlife value in the first criterion, the policy akes no reference in the second criterion to
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the provision of new or improved ecological or Wikl features as part of development.
New development proposals often provide the oppdstuo create new habitats as part of
landscaping schemes, and it would be helpful ifgbkcy could provide support for such
provision.

2.3.2 Having said that, | note that there is supporhimhore detailed policies of the Plan.
Paragraph 4.2.1.4 says that landscape schemed dh&al full account of existing natural
features and where necessary improve their ecabgalue. Policy COB6, in dealing with
the restoration and beneficial after-use of detrdtind, says that in identifying sites with
potential for creating new habitats, the IDC w#ive regard to an ecological appraisal of the
site and its surroundings.

2.3.3 While | recognise that the Plan must be read adaleyin my view it would be
helpful if GEN3, as the general policy from whidmese detailed policies derive, could
contain similar provisions, which would underpirithaims.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that criterion (b) of Policy GEN 3 ba&laeged to include reference to the
appropriate provision of new or improved ecological wildlife features as part of
development.

2.4 GEN4 THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT

Representation
49 John Gollop

Summary of Representation

The representation questioned the wording of palmyering the built environment, and the
omission of reference to gardens.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

2.4.1 The representor prefaced his remarks on this pelitly a reference to the broader,
criterion based approach of the Plan, which is @rpd at paragraph 2.3.1, and which |
support.

2.4.2 He suggested that the words “and the surroundingsizape and open spaces”
should be added to the policy, to emphasise thatptilicy should not be interpreted as
covering only buildings.

2.4.3 However in my view the words "built environment’ mormal parlance incorporate

the spaces which form part of that environment. ddeer, the attention to open space and
landscape as part of the built heritage which épeasentor seeks is provided by the detailed
policies of the Plan. DBE2(c) refers to the ret@mtienhancement and/or creation of urban
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spaces. DBE5(a) protects open spaces which pravw@duable contribution to the character
and visual amenity of an area. DBES8 protects tliengeof buildings of special interest as
well as the buildings themselves. In my view thisreo need for the expansion of the policy
in the way suggested by the representor.

2.4.4 In their response to the representation the ID@rrefl to policy GEN11 as also
supporting the protection of open spaces. | dethl this policy below.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

2.5 GEN6 CHARACTER AND AMENITY

Representation
50 John Gollop

Summary of Representations
The policy is unclear.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

2.5.1 At the inquiry the representor explained his concéhnat this policy would
discourage bold and innovative design by excessoreentration on conserving existing
character. He suggested that the policy shouldraeeeevelopment as well as development,
should refer to the immediate rather than the widevironment, and should enable
developers to consider the opportunity to incorfnanovate designs.

2.5.2 1 do not share the representor’'s concern that Gegris in danger of becoming a
theme park through the encouragement of too mudticha architecture. As in many
planning decisions, it is, of course, a questiorbalfance, and in my view the need for
balance between the pressure for development amdgehand the need to conserve and
enhance the island’s architectural and historigtdige as one of its greatest assets is well
expressed in paragraph 3.3.4 as the preamblestpalicy.

2.5.3 1 do not believe that the Plan as a whole will disage innovative design. Policy
DBE1 requires new development, amongst other thitmsachieve a good standard of
architectural design, and paragraph 4.2.1.1 makeasar that encouragement will be given
to good contemporary design. Policy GEN4 is theeefonly part of the picture, but a
necessary part if the high quality of the urbarma@réuilt environment is to be maintained.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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2.6 GEN7 ROADS AND INFRASTRUCTURE

Representation
9 Michael and Heather Fattorini

Summary of Representation

Legislation to allow larger vehicles on the roadsGuernsey would cause problems for
landowners who would need to improve their fa@tto accommodate these.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

2.6.1 The representor returned to the inquiry after hamnmearing in relation to Areas of
Landscape Value (see below, Policy CO4) to dedt this additional matter. Although she
did not express it as being related to a particptdicy of the Plan, for convenience | have
dealt with it as relating to Policy GEN7, which sathat in considering proposals for
development the Committee shall have regard tadeguacy of roads and public utilities to
cope with the increased demand.

2.6.2 The regulation of oversized vehicles is not inlftaematter for the Urban Area Plan,
or indeed strictly a planning matter at all. Howelvanderstand the representor’s concern to
relate to the impact on property owners of new lagns, approved while the inquiry was
sitting, which would permit larger goods vehicleaise certain roads on the Island. Since no
planning policy currently ensures the maintenarfca minimum road width she suggested
that new policies should require the maintenance eohinimum width of road, and the
creation of passing places on narrow roads. Sheedpressed concern that conservation
policies might require the retention of roadsidegateway features which would hinder the
passage of large vehicles and create safety hazards

2.6.3 The four main uses of the Plan, as described imgraph 2.1, are in making
decisions on planning applications, encouragingpblé development on appropriate sites,
protecting the environment and helping to guidelipudind private investment. While the
widening and maintenance of roads as a resulteohdw legislation may be matters which
will need to be addressed by an appropriate coreenitif the States, they are not in
themselves issues with which this Plan is conceroéaer than indirectly. Although the
representor advocated a "Roadside Policy Areahsume ease of changes for road users of
oversized vehicles, she did not explain how supblecy change would operate, and in the
absence of a specific proposal | am unable to pasgthis further.

2.6.4 As to her fear that conservation aims might confiwth the requirements of road
widening, that is a matter which is common to maayts of the Island, where the visual
attractiveness of narrow lanes, and the existericérees, hedges and roadside banks
compete with the need to ensure the safe passagefiaé. If applications for planning
permission involving such issues come before the Im confident that the policies of the
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Plan provide clear criteria against which proposalsid be judged. These include, though
not exclusively, the aims of policies GEN7, DBE?7 ieth deals with development in
Conservation Areas, and CO5 which covers developafércting areas of wildlife habitat.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

2.7 GEN 8 SAFE AND CONVENIENT ACCESS

Representation

1 Victor E Froome
Further Representation

350 John Gollop

Summary of Representation

The containment of the urban areas of St Peter &wtSt Sampson was supported. The
creation of wooded walkways, cycle paths and satges for schoolchildren should be
supported. When any major project goes forward ISf@uld insist on sufficient and
satisfactory entrances and exits.

A further representation in support pointed toithportance of the pedestrian areas, and the
vital role played by Routes Tranquils in the urlaaea.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

2.7.1 Mr Froome is actively involved, through a numbeogjanisations, in promoting the
creation of footpaths and walkways, and in plantiegs to remedy the shortage of trees and
woodland on the island. He has a number of suggestor the creation of routes, which he
illustrated to me, and in which the relevant orgations work alongside the IDC.
Specifically he referred to a route from DelanceykPand St Sampson’s School to The
Bridge, and from Delancey Park to Cambridge Paik Beau Sejour. He did not suggest
that such routes should be formally incorporatethePlan, but asked that areas should be
made available for such access.

2.7.2 His enthusiasm chimes well with a number of thenBlaolicies. GEN8 aims to have

regard to the need to ensure safe and convenieasscincluding the needs of people with
mobility problems. GEN11 requires the IDC in comsidg proposals for development to
have regard to the need to safeguard, and where@pie, create opportunities for public
enjoyment.

2.7.3 The IDC pointed to the relevance of CO6 in relatiorderelict land, since many of

Mr Froome’s proposals involve such land. CO6 insisahat the IDC will encourage the

restoration and beneficial after-use of dereliotlahaving regard to its location and relation
with other land uses; the area’s Landscape Charaotd other policies of the Plan and any
public or private sector scheme for environmenthlamcement and management.

9
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2.7.4 Also relevant in my view are the more specific liegments of policy CENS8 in
relation to the Town and Bridge areas. This indisdhat the IDC will seek attractive, safe
and convenient access for pedestrians, includiragethwith disabilities. Development
proposals will be required to provide, where appaip, safe direct pedestrian routes within
the site, links to the pedestrian network and adeglandscaping and lighting of pedestrian
routes provided as part of the development. Thisiynview meets his request that access
should be properly considered in major developrpenposals.

2.7.5 As the IDC pointed out, a central concept of thenR$ the reduction of the need to
travel through the control of the location of neevdlopment. The achievement of the
representor’s aim of providing and improving sedates to schools would make walking
and cycling to school a more attractive proposijtenmd thus reduce vehicular traffic.

2.7.6 The IDC have not included in this Plan the Statdmsieh Intent which are a feature
of the current Plan, largely because in their vibey have been ineffective in promoting a
corporate approach to meeting wider objectivesninview they are right in focussing the
Plan’s policies on matters which can be directlfluenced by the statutory planning
process. If Mr Froome’s aim was to secure the m®duction of a statement such as
Statement of Intent 4 in the current Plan, theonsider the IDC were right not to include it.

2.7.7 In summary, while part of the charm of Guernsejtsssystem of narrow winding
lanes and roads, many of these lack pedestrialititzci The aims of this representation to
secure safe pedestrian access are therefore laudabiny view the policies referred to
enable the IDC to ensure that safe and conveniecgésa forms part of development
proposals, and to react to initiatives such asgluddMr Froome.

2.7.8 | note in passing that the reference in GEN8 tgpewith mobility problems might
be considered somewhat narrower in its scope thamdference in CENS8 to people with
disabilities (which may of course include disal@kt other than restricted mobility). | make
no formal recommendation in this respect, but B€ imay wish to consider whether an
adjustment to the wording of the two policies iprpriate.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

2.8 GEN9 OPEN SPACE AND PARKING

Representations
51 John Gollop
78 A D C Webber

Summary of Representations

Representation 51 opposed policy GEN9 on open spacde parking. The representor
considered the policy was insufficiently flexiblend suggested that reference to parking
should be omitted from the policy. In parts of tirban area there was insufficient space for

10
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parking, and insistence on parking standards waaidas a blight on planning and a
restriction on the amount of housing which couldbavided.

Representation 78 indicated that inadequate parlwag being provided in residential
developments, which resulted in cars being parkedoads, with a resultant lowering of
environmental standards. The Plan should ensutehbee were sufficient green areas and
play areas.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

2.8.1 | do not find the inflexibility in the Plan in thiseespect alleged by the representor.
Paragraph 3.3.9, the preamble to this policy, smexifically that the strict application of
minimum standards can have an undesirable impatteappearance of a development. It
goes on to say that the guidance will be interpréexibly where it is considered that, as a
result, a better development could be achieved.

2.8.2 It was said a number of times at the inquiry ondiebf representors that the
approach of the IDC to its policies was to intetpnem narrowly, and that | should bear this
in mind in dealing with objections to policies. Hever the interpretation of policy is in my
view a matter of judgement for the IDC in the parkar circumstances of a case, and not
something in which | have any role.

2.8.3 It is now a commonly held view that the availalilaf car parking has a major
influence on the means of transport people chomsthéir journeys. | note that the Plan has
not taken the step of moving to maximum rather thmmmum car parking standards as a
means of discouraging car use, and the emphagmragraph 3.3.9 is on the effect of
parking on the appearance of a development raliaer on other factors such as choice of
transport mode. No evidence was presented to reepport the fear expressed by the other
representor that the parking standards were inadeq@ihe standards for housing in Annex
2 take into account the size of dwelling, requirimgpre car spaces as the number of
habitable rooms increases. This is a similar aggréa that in Annex 1 of the current UAP,
but substituting the number of habitable roomstha number of persons the dwelling is
designed for. This seems to me a justifiable chaienitoring of the Plan will reveal
whether these standards meet the aim of Policy GEBNProviding adequate levels of
parking while implementing the overall aim of thiafP expressed in paragraph 7.2.3.1 that
parking requirements should be kept to the operatiminimum and alternatives to the car
encouraged. As the Plan recognises, there is adsta be maintained.

2.8.4 However | consider the Plan is sufficiently flexalib take into account the different
circumstances which will arise in different partgtee urban area. Policy GEN9 is only one
of a number of policies which are likely to be takmto account in dealing with a

development proposal, and the weight which is tgilsen to compliance with the guidance
in Annexes 2 and 3 compared to other policies mella matter for the IDC in any particular
case.

2.8.5 Turning to the question of open space provisioa,répresentor expressed the view
that insufficient open space provision in new hngswiould lead to cramped conditions and

11
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result in poor social conditions. Policy GEN9 andn&x 3 deal with the provision of
adequate levels of open amenity space. The repoegmoduced no evidence to support his
contention about the social effects of inadequatnapace provision, but | fully accept that
pleasant areas for recreation and play are impoidaine amenity of housing developments.
Policy GEN9 ensures that the IDC will have regasdstich provision in dealing with
applications for planning permission.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

2.9 GEN11 PUBLIC ENJOYMENT
Representation

52 John Gollop

Summary of Representation
The policy was supported but should be more cledefined.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

2.9.1 1 can understand that if GEN11 is read in isolattanight not be clear what is meant
by the term public enjoyment. Some explanationraviged in paragraph 3.3.11, which says
that the open spaces and routes within the Urbaa,Aaind features within them such as
places to rest and seek shelter, form the settingdople to enjoy. The emphasis is thus on
assuring and improving the quality of experienceciwhusers of open spaces and routes in
the Urban Area provide.

2.9.2 As the IDC pointed out, a clearer definition of @iens of the Plan in relation to the
creation of opportunities for public enjoyment ioyided in policies DBE4, DBE5 and

CEN10, which are cross-referred in the margin oé tholicy. DBE4 seeks, where

appropriate, to ensure that development proposasrporate good quality landscape
schemes. DBE5 seeks to resist the loss of opere sphich provides an opportunity for

public access or enjoyment. CEN10 indicates thatIBC will encourage proposals and
support initiatives which will enhance the qualifythe urban environment and contribute to
local distinctiveness through paving materialssetfurniture and works of art.

2.9.3 | am satisfied that in conjunction with the speciolicies mentioned above the aims
of Policy GEN11 to safeguard and create opportesitior public enjoyment can be
achieved.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan

12
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2.10GEN12 EFFECT ON ADJOINING PROPERTIES

Representation
53 John Gollop

Summary of Representation

The words "and visual amenity’ should be addedhédolicy. Many properties in St Peter
Port were valuable because they had a scenic vidw. loss of such views through
development should be resisted.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

2.10.11t is clear from a reading of both Paragraph 3.3ah# Genl2 that the policy is
intended to protect amenity (including visual amgnn terms of the reasonable enjoyment
of adjoining properties. However the loss of a scerew from an individual property does
not necessarily amount to a loss of visual amenifgtanning terms.

2.10.2 Section 17 of the Island Development (Guernsey) L8466 as amended sets out the
matters which the Committee shall take into accaum@xercising its powers of the control

of development. In essence these relate to mattepsiblic interest. The loss of a scenic
view from a private property may be important te thdividual concerned, and may indeed
affect the value of property, but it is a privatgerest, and is not therefore in my view an
appropriate matter for planning policy. Other pelc in the Plan (including those in

Chapters 4 and 5) protect the effects of developroanthe visual amenity of areas and
localities, as opposed to individual properties.

2.10.3 Although this policy appears not to confine itstidf residential amenity, a cross
reference in the margin or in paragraph 3.3.12riaex 2 would in my view be useful, and a
reference back to this policy in that Annex.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

13
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3. CHAPTER 4 DESIGN AND THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT

3.1 DBE 2 DEVELOPMENTS WITH SIGNIFICANT TOWNSCAPE IMPALC

Representation
54 John Gollop

Summary of Representations

Policy relating to developments with significanivitscape impact was unclear regarding
their impact on Conservation Areas.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

3.1.1 Although the initial representation indicated aerehce to both policies DBE2 and
DBE3, the representor’'s comments at the inquiryewetated to the justification for high
buildings, and | therefore deal with this in thédwing section.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

3.2 DBES3 HIGH BUILDINGS

Representation
54 John Gollop

Summary of Representations

Policy relating to high buildings was unclear. Tgaicy should be amended to read “...will
only be acceptable where the building’s need cajustdied in development terms”. If the
proposal was justified in community terms, for exdena high building needed to
accommodate low cost housing, then the best pesdédign should be required.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

3.2.1 As the preamble to Policy DBE2 points out, the tegape of the Urban Area is of a
remarkably high standard. Development is genetally rise, rarely exceeding 4 or five
storeys in height. High development is therefokelli to be prominent, whether on the
steeply sloping areas facing the harbour, the jomglareas to the north, or any other part of
the urban area. | agree with the representor thi&dibgs of this prominence will need to be
well-designed, and this aim is addressed by a nuwigolicies, notably DBE2, DBE6 and,
in Conservation Areas, DBE7. Provided the Plare&lras a whole, there is in my view no
vagueness about how proposed buildings of thiswifpde approached.

14
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3.2.2 As to the need for the building in developmentrigrsuch a criterion would be open
to wide interpretation, and in my view would makiee tcontrol of high buildings
considerably more difficult. Clearly if there ararpcular circumstances which provide
support for a proposal for a high building thatlve a matter which can be put forward as
part of a planning application, and will be takemoi account. The example given by the
representor would be addressed by Policy HO10, hwhiefers to higher density
development. Paragraph 4.2.1.3 indicates a regognthat intensive use of land can
contribute to sustainability objectives. Howevewriaw of the high townscape quality of the
urban area | consider the Policy is correct in néogm a justification in urban design terms
as the prime criterion for judging proposed highdngs.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

3.3 DBE7 NEW DEVELOPMENT IN CONSERVATION AREAS

Representation
55 John Gollop

Summary of Representation

The policy on new development in Conservation Argasuld include reference to gardens
as well as buildings.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

3.3.1 The special character of Conservation Areas isllystedated in the first instance to
the built form of the area, but | entirely accelpe representor’s point that spaces within
Conservation Areas, including gardens, can makeingportant contribution to their
character. The representor suggested that at teokrihe policy, after “features that
contribute to the character of the area” shoulchtdeded the words “such as gardens, open
spaces, green areas and trees”. This would, hecteiserve habitats and create a stronger
policy argument against random backland development

3.3.2 The policies of the Plan in my view provide adeguagirotection against
inappropriate backland development. | agree withlC that an amendment to the policy
worded in the way suggested would risk too narrowrgerpretation being placed on that
reference. It might result in the exclusion of otheatures which contributed to character.
There are already references in Paragraph 4.2i8e&s, ground surfaces and spaces as
features which may be important to the charactex Gbnservation Area, and Policy DBES
already resists loss of important open space, vehethnot it is part of a Conservation Area.
A more specific reference to gardens in Paragrap!8 4vould however help to clarify the
point raised by the representor, and this was d@eddyy the IDC.
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RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that Paragraph 4.2.3 be expanded ltcdma reference to the contribution that
gardens can make to the character of ConservatieasA

Representation
36 Roland Ogier

Summary of Representations

This representation contained a number of commeerdssuggestions concerning the Bridge
area. It covered a number of policy areas of tla@ Rbut | deal with it here for convenience.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

3.3.3 The representor pointed to the enormous potentidlhe Bridge area as a second
urban centre for Guernsey. He sought an imaginamgroach to its development as a
centre, possibly seeking the views of major arclutal firms and asking them to look at the
Bridge as an entity to see if an overall solutian de achieved. The results of their
deliberations could be publicised so that a majebate could take place, hopefully
capturing the imagination of the public. The pubkould need to take ownership of the
possibilities of development if they were to becassful.

3.3.4 He suggested that the development of building®ofesheight would lend a sense of
place to the area and be beneficial. He also stegéisat a marina should be designed for
the Bridge which would benefit the community by @msg that the tidal barrier was a
walkway linking the two sides.

3.3.5 Most of these suggestions go beyond the immediaie lise remit of the Plan in its
present form, and deal with matters which are lgrthee responsibility of the States. As the
IDC pointed out, a number of aspects of the plélegematters about which the representor
spoke, including the MURA identified at Leale’s Warbringing new facilities, new
residents and an environmental enhancement. Ofipexces will be enabled by policies of
the Plan, including the sections of the Plan dgalWith development in the central and
harbour areas.

3.3.6 In a written response forwarded to me following ttlese of the inquiry the
Committee indicated that it would support the cqric# a corporate vision and strategy for
the enhancement and development of the Bridge drea. Committee agreed that the
formulation of the proposals should involve alleirgsted parties and should seek to engage
the wider community. It referred to the approacdt th has recently taken in relation to the
Leale’s Yard MURA. In that case the Committee haslentaken a preliminary public
consultation exercise followed by the engagementirbein designers to prepare concept
schemes, the resultant Urban Design Strategy withle subject of further consultation with
the public.

3.3.7 It saw the Leale’s Yard project as a first steoihsidered that the opportunity exists

16




Guernsey Urban Area Plan Review No 1 - Inspeci®eport

to extend the Leale’s Yard approach to encompassniler Bridge Area. However, the

Committee recognised that extending the approaatover a wider area will require co-

ordinated action by a wide range of other intecbgparties. The Committee referred

especially to 7.2.4.1 and Policy CEN9 of the diafdn. They recognised that the Plan
cannot directly influence the non-planning policidéother agencies. However it seeks to be
part of a framework for action. They will seek toomote and encourage environmental
improvements through the preparation of Design fBrie accordance with a Strategy for

Environmental Improvements.

3.3.8 I recognise that there is likely to be a divergeategiews as to how the Bridge area
should develop, and the role of the Plan is tdifate whatever final form of development is
decided upon. A land-use plan such as this canmwide the kind of pro-active approach
envisaged by the representor — as the IDC pointtbat is a matter for others. However |
am satisfied that the Plan is sufficiently flexilie enable the relevant authorities to grasp
the opportunity which is presented, to accommodiaeelopment which will benefit the
area, enhance the Conservation Area and draw moeto benefits.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
17 Total Channel Islands Limited

Summary of Representation

Concern at constraints on development caused bynthesion of the southern end of the
depot within a Conservation Area.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions
3.3.9 The representors operate a fuel depot on the sa¢hof Castle Road St Sampson.

3.3.101 have noted their description of the discussiohgivtook place over this site at the
inquiry into what is now the current UAP. These ypde helpful background to my
considerations, though of course my prime conceustrbe the appropriateness or otherwise
of the provisions of the draft Review Number 1.

3.3.11 The site is clearly in active operation. Part ad Hite close to its southern boundary
includes high and substantial granite walls. Ther clear visual association between these
walls and the buildings immediately to the eastmposing Mowlem’s Engine House, Water
Tower and Crusher Shed together with the roadsiale which are registered as Protected
Buildings under the Ancient Monuments and Prote®eddings (Guernsey) Law 1967.
They are part of a Conservation Area centred dda®tpson’s Harbour and the Bridge. The
Conservation Area Character Assessments referredgaragraph 4.2.3 will be particularly
useful in determining the contributions of varioparts of the Conservation Areas
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designated in the Plan to their character and appee. Their early production will
enhance the Plan.

3.3.12 The walls on this site thus form part of the settf the Protected Buildings, but are
not themselves protected by the Law. Their inclusmthin the Conservation Area will
ensure, through Policy DBES, that any developmemitivwould affect the setting of the
Protected Buildings will be carefully consideredagt three criteria and that any proposals
to demolish them will be considered against théega in policy DBE9. Policy DBE7
requires that development in Conservation Areasilsh@onserve or enhance the character
and appearance of the area. Having seen the sieliny am satisfied that the careful
approach to development proposals representedelsg tiolicies is justified.

3.3.131 also recognise that the continued commercial ikighof the site is an important
consideration, and | am confident that it will laden into account by the IDC in considering
any proposals which come forward. | note the resares’s view that the current loading bay
structures are coming to the end of their usefelldnd are in need of replacement.

3.3.14 The fuel depot as a whole is also included withinaaea subject to the External
Transport Links policies of the Plan in ChapteaBd in view of its clear association with
the port, that is in my view correct. However | edhat while most of it is also included
within the Key Industrial Area notation on the posals Map the part of the site which is
within the Conservation Area is excluded. This seém me anomalous since the IDC’s
response to the representation did not containratigation that they opposed the continued
operation of this part of the fuel depot. They refd to paragraph 4.2.3 of the Plan and
indicated that it was not intended to preserve €mation Areas in aspic. Their concern
was, rightly, that any future proposals should eesphe setting of the important buildings
with which these high granite walls are associatledmy view it would be a clearer
expression of what | understand to be the IDC’sritibns if the area of the representation
site shown on the Proposals Map as within the Geatien Area were also included within
the Key Industrial Area notation. If any other damianomalies exist in this locality, no
doubt the IDC will take them into account when adasng my recommendation.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that the site the subject of this sgm&ation be retained within the
Conservation Area notation on the Proposals MaptHai the Key Industrial Area notation
should also be extended to cover it.

Representations
18 Mr J V Pouteaux

Summary of Representations

The rear garden of Sunnycroft, The Grange, St Fetet should be excluded from the
Conservation Area to allow it to be used for pagkin
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Further Representation Opposing
107 Mrs C O Whittam

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

3.3.15 The representation site is a walled garden at ¢ae¢ of Sunnycroft, an attractive
building in The Grange and deservedly part of tlemgervation Area. The reason for the
representation was to leave open the possibilitypart of the area being used for car
parking, possibly in association with the nearbyrfer Guernsey Telecoms building. Such a
possibility had been examined in the past, and cented on by the Inspector reporting on
the inquiry into the current UAP.

3.3.16 The Conservation Area boundary is widely drawn, aadncludes some areas or
individual buildings of lesser merit. Nevertheléggh Sunnycroft and its walled rear garden
in my view possess a character which merits inclusn the Conservation Area. Policy
DBE7 requires development within, or affecting thetting of a Conservation Area to
conserve or enhance the character and appearantee cdirea and sets a number of
parameters. In my view it is right that any futym®posal to alter the walled garden or
change its use should be considered against thiay pBaragraph 4.2.3 makes it clear that
the intention is not to prevent new development,tbe IDC in considering any application
would have regard, amongst other things, to thentetn or sensitive adaptation of existing
features. They would also, no doubt, take into antthe concern expressed by the Further
Representor over traffic and access difficultiesl &me effect of such a change on the
amenity of neighbouring occupiers. Those concemsat, however, affect my conclusion
on this representation.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
65 | A Scott

Summary of Representations

An area of land bordering the south west of ParkeL&teps, St Peter Port should be
excluded from the Conservation Area and includethenneighbouring Area of Landscape
Value and the border of the Area of Landscape Vshaeild be the Park Lane Steps.

Further Representation Opposing
282 MCT Investments Limited

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

3.3.17 The strip of land the subject of this represeatattomprises two enclosed plots
adjacent to Park Lane Steps on the steep valleyaidve La Charroterie and Park Lane.
They appear to be only accessible on foot fromstieps, and through narrow gateways.
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They are overgrown and untidy and have clearly hesea for the unauthorised dumping of
materials and even some domestic equipment.

3.3.18 They are overlooked from the dwelling occupied e trepresentor, who is
concerned that the Conservation Area notation @enRlan would permit some form of
development. This could in his view be effectiveligcouraged by including it within the
Area of Landscape Value notation which covers #mel lto the west. | note the assurance by
the land owner in his further representation, thate is currently no intention to develop
the land, not least because of its inaccessibilityractice, neither Policy CO4 which deals
with Areas of Landscape Value nor Policy DBE7, whieals with new development in
Conservation Areas, would in themselves rule ouebigpment in the way envisaged by the
representor. Whichever policy applied, proposalauldidbe considered on their merits,
bearing in mind the criteria of these and any otiedgvant policies. For example, Policy
GENS requires regard to be had to the need to ersaie and convenient access, including
the needs of people with mobility problems, whil@i& DBES requires consideration of
the impact of development on important open spaces.

3.3.19In my view, therefore, the question of whether tlaisd will be developed in the
future is unlikely to turn on my decision on thespresentations. Nonetheless, in the light of
the representations | have examined which woulthbenore appropriate policy context for
this site. In theory, there is no reason why bathcpes should not apply, and the land be
indicated as both within a Conservation Area anthonfiscape value. However that is not
the approach adopted elsewhere in the Plan, ant fmégconfusing. It seems likely that this
land was formerly integrated with the land to thesty as part of a landscaped garden,
though the function of these small enclosures isimmediately obvious to me. At the
inquiry the IDC agreed that, on reflection, thepstevould represent a clearer and more
identifiable boundary. | support this view. Howevke high stone walls which flank Park
Lane Steps and enclose the site give that pathwehg@cter more associated with the urban
area of St Peter Port to the east than the formeiand setting to the south and west. Thus
my suggestion is that Park Lane Steps and its iftignkvalls should be protected by,
amongst others, Policy DBE7 and should be includethe Conservation Area, but the
remainder of the land should be indicated as widlmmrea of Landscape Value.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that the boundary between the Consemnv#trea and Area of Landscape
Value at this point should follow the line of Pdrine Steps, and that the walls flanking the
lane should be included in the Conservation Area.
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Representation
69 John Rowe

Summary of Representations

The northern part of a site known as Cranbrookan@es Maisons Road, should be
excluded from the Conservation Area to allow hogslavelopment.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

3.3.20 The representation site lies at the southern enal Gbnservation Area centred on
The Bridge. It is a small area of land at the @fa€ranbrook, a late J0Century house of
modern appearance. Paragraph 4.2.3 of the Plamilwes¢he character of The Bridge as
derived from its industrial heritage, contrastihg scale and form of an industrial port with
charming harbour scenes and tightly arranged rdwsttages.

3.3.21 Although Cranbrook is a modern house, its main alemn is prominent in the
frontage to Grandes Maisons Road at this point, iamgl therefore in my view correctly
included within the Conservation Area, which inasda cluster of mainly Edwardian and
Victorian buildings at this point. The represerdatsite is part of its curtilage, and therefore,
consistent with the approach to delineation of lolauies adopted in the Plan, is also
correctly included in the Conservation Area.

3.3.22 The criteria of policy DBE7 would be applied to atigvelopment proposed for this
site. The IDC in its response accepted that tleedsies not itself possess any features which
contribute to the character of the ConservationraAeand clearly this would be a significant
consideration. Other policies of the Plan wouldapply, and in the case of residential
development this would include policy HO2. As paegdn 4.2.3 points out, it is not the
intention of the Plan to prevent development in $&omation Areas.

3.3.23The representation was accompanied by plans whidficated a possible
development of the site but since any decisionhesé proposals would be a matter for the
IDC in response to an application | make no commoerthem.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
77 Board of Governors of The Ladies’ College

Summary of Representation

Areas of land at the main entrance, north of thérdde Building and around thd"6-orm
Common Room should be excluded from the Conservafioea but be within the
Settlement Area.

21




Guernsey Urban Area Plan Review No 1 - Inspeci®eport

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

3.3.24 Although the representors specifically asked thessé areas be included in the
Settlement Area, they are already shown as su¢heoRroposals Map. The Settlement Area
covers a wide area, and in particular covers thelevbf the Ladies’ College premises.

3.3.25 The concern of the representors in relation to Gloaservation Area designation
affecting the college entrance and the area closlee Melrose Building was that proposals
for future improvements would be unduly hamperedheyrestrictive policies that apply in a
Conservation Area. Firstly, | have noted that theng€&rvation Area boundary is widely
drawn, and so includes some areas or individudHimgis of lesser merit. However even
where less important aspects of the area are aweatdt is important that policy DBE7

should apply, to ensure that the effect of any bgreent on the Conservation Area,
however great or small that may be, is taken ictmant.

3.3.26 The entrance gates to the Ladies’ College and #iécle circulation and parking
areas north of the Melrose Building are clearlyblesfrom Les Gravées, and so affect the
character and appearance of the Conservation Ameay view it is important that they
remain within the designated Area so that the amBBE7 are taken into account if any
proposals come forward. As the IDC pointed out,iqISCR2 would apply to any
proposals, in addition to the conservation andratilevant policies of the Plan.

3.3.27 As to the & Form Common Room, the IDC indicated at the inqtiigt it had not
been their intention to include this building witlthe Conservation Area, which to the north
of the college grounds had been intended to apprate to the property boundary. | assume
that if any alteration to the Proposals Map is seagy after more detailed investigation, it
will be made.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
99 Sarnia Developments Ltd

Summary of Representation

The representation supports the inclusion of Chblden House and the adjacent Sarnia Car
Hire site in Stanley Road, St Peter Port in the S2ovation Area and the Settlement Area,
and seeks assurance that a recently approved sctwni/ residential units will be
acceptable within this zoning.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

3.3.28 The representation site is | understand a formerdarage with associated land on
the south side of Stanley Road. Although not of @meat townscape or architectural merit in
its own right it is surrounded by land which is bavithin the Settlement Area and the
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Conservation Area of St Peter Port, both of whiah as | have indicated elsewhere, broadly
drawn. The land is therefore appropriately desigmat the Plan.

3.3.29 The representor supplied me with documents whicbwslthat permission in
principle was granted by the IDC in December 200rithe redevelopment of the site to
provide 27 flats and associated car parking faedjtsubject to a number of conditions. The
permission expires on 3 December 2002. The cowfethiat permission will not be affected
by anything in this Plan, but of course any propséiich might come forward after the
adoption of the UAP Review Number 1 would be coead in the light of its policies. | am
satisfied that, subject to the comments | makewdisee, the Plan will provide a suitable
basis for the consideration of such proposals. hewémake no comment on the detail of
the proposals which were illustrated in the submigssince a decision on such matters is
for the IDC, and beyond my remit in making recomaeions on the Plan itself.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation

106 Guernsey Brewery Company (1920) Limited
Further Representation Supporting

361 John Gollop

Summary of Objection

Although originally expressed as opposing the degtign of the site as within a

Conservation Area, at the inquiry it was explainga@t this representation sought a
designation which would provide for the developmehthe site for a mixture of retail,

offices and residential uses.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

3.3.30 The premises of the Guernsey Brewery Company ocauypgminent location on the
South Esplanade at its junction with Havelet. A¢ tiequest of the representors | have
included in my considerations the keg store bugdivhich is also in their ownership. This
lies behind the main buildings on the opposite sil&he Strand, which is a narrow lane
rising rapidly from Havelet to provide elevated wee of the harbour and islands beyond.
This part of St Peter Port is highly attractive aridlistinctive character, with harbourside
warehouses and houses facing out onto HaveletIBayppngly support its inclusion within a
Conservation Area to which Policy DBE7 applies.

3.3.31 While the purpose of the policy is to conserve anldance the special character and
identity of the Conservation Areas at St Peter Bod The Bridge as an important physical
record of the architectural development and hisabrgrowth of the area, paragraph 4.2.3
stresses that the intention is not to prevent neweldpment. As | saw, there are good
examples of new development appropriate to itsngettithin this part of the town. Thus if,
as the representors say, there is no longer a cocrahgustification for the retention of a
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brewery on this site, the development of the steother purposes would not be prevented
as a matter of principle by the policies of therPla

3.3.32 Any specific proposals would need to be measuredhagthe policies of the Plan.
The IDC pointed in particular to EMP9, which aingprotect industrial sites, and requires a
clear demonstration that the site or premises ardonger suited in land use terms to
continued industrial use; HO2, which deals with neausing; EMP1 which deals with
office developments; and HO3 and CEN3 which dedh wiixed use developments. They
particularly referred to the Plan’s restrictionlafge scale office development to Mixed Use
Redevelopment Areas and existing office sites & @entral Areas. They pointed out that
increased provision for new offices could seriouglgpardise the redevelopment of the
MURAs, which were acknowledged to be strategicafgortant.

3.3.33 The representors sought to compare the type oflal@went envisaged at this site
with the approach in the designated MURAS, and estpd an appropriate wording which
would allow for this type of development approaklowever the site is not identified as a
MURA, and does not have the size or strategic itapa@e which would justify it being
singled out in this way. It should therefore in mgw be considered against the area-wide
policies of the Plan. Only in this way can the cetnmy interests of different aspects of land
uses be fairly reconciled.

3.3.341 recognise the arguments put forward by the regmess and the supporting
representor that office development could provideeeonomic driver for the refurbishment
and redevelopment of this site to a standard wiwctld satisfactorily reflect its importance
in the townscape of the Conservation Area. Howévatr is primarily a development control
issue for the IDC when considering a DevelopmergfBr a planning application. It would

not be appropriate for me to indicate how the peticof the Plan should be applied in
individual cases.

3.3.35 It was said at the inquiry on behalf of representbat the approach of the IDC to its
policies was to interpret them narrowly, and thahould bear this in mind in dealing with
this representation. However the interpretatiopalicy is in my view a matter of judgement
for the IDC in the particular circumstances of aegzaand not something in which | have any
role. | am however satisfied that the policiestdd Plan provide an appropriate framework
for the consideration of any future proposals fus tvisually important site, incorporating
sufficient flexibility for the individual circumsteces of cases to be taken into account.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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Representation
277 Mr Pierre Payne

Summary of Representation

The site of Doyle Motors on land adjoining Doyle é®loand Brock Road should be
designated Settlement Area and not Conservatioa.Are

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

3.3.36 As the representors pointed out, the Conservatioga Alesignation which covers
most of the older part of St Peter Port is a brbagh designation, and includes areas of
varying quality. Given the generalised nature ef @onservation Area designation it would
be contrary to the spirit of the Plan to excludeabnsolated areas on the grounds put
forward in this representation. In any event | atiséied that, while the immediate locality
contains relatively few buildings of significantdiridual merit, the area possesses a
character and identity through the use of matertals arrangement of buildings and their
curtilages and other factors which justifies ittengion within the Conservation Area.

3.3.37 The notations on the Proposals Map are not mutualigiusive — they merely
indicate in plan form those areas where particplaicies apply. Other policies will also
apply, depending on the nature of the developmeagsed. The Settlement Area notation
underlies the Conservation Area notation in thist d the Plan area, and so policies
relevant to a Conservation Area, including DBEDuld apply to this site in addition to
those applicable to the Settlement Area. Othercigsiwould also apply, depending on the
nature of the particular proposal.

3.3.38 The purpose of the representation was to seekbflgyiin relation to the future use
of the site, which includes a garage, car salespatibl filling station in a backland site
within a predominantly residential area. Paragrdph3, the supporting text to Policy
DBE?7, indicates that the intention is not to preveew development in Conservation Areas,
but it is intended to respect architectural detaild other features where these contribute to
the special character of the area. It goes on yotlsat there will usually be considerable
scope for architectural interpretation within thgseameters. | agree with the representors
that the publication of Conservation Area Charagtgsessments intended by the IDC will
be useful tool in guiding developers as to the appateness of individual proposals.

3.3.391 am satisfied that the policies of the Plan previglfficient flexibility to enable
proposals such as that mooted in the representationsidential or small scale professional
office/commercial development to be considered. elmv | make no comment on the likely
acceptability of such a proposal, which would benatter for the IDC on receipt of a
planning application.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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Representation
346 Piette Limited

Summary of Objections

The Conservation Area designation should be remdred the site and replaced with a
Mixed Use Redevelopment Area allocation.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

3.3.40 The area enclosed by the plan accompanying thiegeptation covered a variety of
buildings and land bounded by St George’s EsplanBadte Road and New Paris Road.
The fear of the representors was that the inclusiothe site within a Conservation Area
might conflict with established proposals for tredevelopment of the complex, which
would be likely to involve the demolition of many e buildings within the area. At the

inquiry concern was also expressed about an apiplicat that time before the IDC

proposing 25 dwellings and a mixture of offices @ad parking. | make no comment about
the merits of that proposal, which in any everdivdinot seen.

3.3.41 The Conservation Area defined on the Proposals déaprs a very wide area of the
older parts of St Peter Port. In relation to this,d am satisfied from a tour of the streets
surrounding the representation site that they laastearacter and appearance which is worth
conserving. While some of the buildings within e are of no particular merit, others,
including those on the periphery, make a contrdyutio their surroundings. Given the
generalised nature of the Conservation Area deSggna would be contrary to the spirit of
the Plan to exclude small isolated areas on thengi® put forward in this representation.

3.3.42 Policy DBE7 of the Plan relates to new developmenConservation Areas, while
DBE9 relates to demolition. Neither policy wouldepent development of this site, but it
would require proposals to have regard to the d@rand appearance of its surroundings,
and would demand that it conserves or enhances it.

3.3.43 1 do not accept the view put forward at the inquivst the wording of DBE7 can be
interpreted to mean whatever a planner intends mhéan. The character of an area can be
assessed and described in an objective way, andCtheservation Area Character
Assessments referred to in paragraph 4.2.3 with valuable aid when they are produced.
That paragraph also says that there will usuallycbesiderable scope for architectural
interpretation within the parameters it sets ouhicl include respect for architectural
details, street patterns building lines, roof desfj ground surfaces and spaces. Any decision
by the IDC as to whether a particular proposal eores or enhances character is bound to
involve an element of judgement, but as | undetstathere is a remedy under section 26 of
the Law if that judgement is exercised unreasonably

3.3.44 The proposal that a MURA should be createddal with the development of

this site would in my view be taking a sledgehamtoarack a nut. Such areas are generally
large, and are created in the Plan to deal wittiqudar problems requiring a comprehensive
solution. They are not a solution to the small scalgeneration of sites such as this. Other
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policies of the Plan exist against which proposaish as residential or office development
would be considered, which enable the competirayasts of different aspects of land use to
be fairly reconciled, and they are considered diege/in my report.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

3.4 DBES8 BUILDINGS OF SPECIAL INTEREST

Representation

66 La Société Guernesiaise
Further Representation in Support

363 The National Trust of Guernsey

Summary of Representation

Not only the Island Development Committee but atsioer bodies should play a part in
deciding which structures are “Buildings of spediaerest”. Paragraph 4.2.4 should be
amended by the addition after “IDC” of the worddtéa considering advice from the

relevant experts on the island”.

Interior features of special interest of Buildingfsspecial interest should be treated in the
same way as those on the exterior.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

3.4.1 Paragraph 4.2.4 and Policy DBES8 of the Plan detll Buildings of special interest.
They are said to include Ancient Monuments, PretdBuildings and other buildings
(including boundary walls and railings) that theConsiders have special qualities and
make a valuable contribution to the character geapance of an area. Ancient Monuments
and Protected Buildings are included in a statut@egister by virtue of the Ancient
Monuments and Protected Buildings (Guernsey) Lag71®$owever the Plan contains no
definitive list of any “other buildings”, and no fi@tion of the term in the list of Key Terms
at page 149. A judgement is therefore apparentbessary in each individual case as to
whether a building the subject of a developmenpepsal falls into this category and is
therefore of special interest.

3.4.2 If | am correct in this, then the inclusion of tamendment requested by the Société
would necessitate a consultation with them on eyeoposal involving a building of any
sort, since it would only be at that point thatezridion would be made as to whether it was
of special interest. This would not seem the mifstcBve way of achieving the protection
of buildings of merit.

3.4.3 | acknowledge, and support, the aim of the pol@yptotect the setting of Ancient
Monuments and Protected Buildings, a matter whash) read it, is not addressed by the
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Ancient Monuments and Protected Buildings Law. Hesvein the absence of a list of
“other” buildings to which this policy would apply am not certain how it could be
complied with. Prospective developers would noirba position to meet the requirement in
paragraph 4.2.4 that their proposal must be accomegdy sufficient information to enable
its effect on the character and setting to be fullyderstood, since they would not
necessarily know at that stage whether they werainde with an “other’ building.
Furthermore it leaves the decision on whether &imgj is of interest or not in the hands of
IDC officers on an ad-hoc basis, which risks an esgpance that the process is not
sufficiently open or fair. The preparation of & lig all buildings to which the policy would
apply is not a light undertaking, but its abserceimy view likely to weaken the policy,
and | recommend that consideration be given torttager.

3.4.4 The preparation of a list to be annexed to the Riast be a task for the plan-making
body, and it would not be appropriate for me touregjthat the Société be formally part of
that process. However | understand it is the practif the IDC to seek the views of the
Société on cases where their expertise is relevdnthe inquiry the IDC recognised the
accumulated wealth of experience and local knovdeddpich they could bring to such
matters. They undertook to continue to consult them

3.4.5 The control of works affecting an Ancient Monumemtd Protected Building is a

matter for the Heritage Committee, and planningliegfions involving those interests

would, I assume, be the subject of consultatiomvben the two committees. However as |
understand it the Société does not enjoy any dpsteitus under Island Law which would
justify the inclusion of a formal requirement iretRPlan for its consultation. | therefore do
not recommend such a change.

3.4.6 As to the matter of the interior of Buildings ofegmal interest, | understand the
concern that there should be protection for theriot of those buildings where internal
features contribute to their character. Howeveahatinquiry it was accepted by the Société
that the Law as presently formulated only gavelie control over changes to the exterior
of buildings. Section 40 states that the carrying of works for the maintenance,
improvement or other alteration of any buildingingeworks which affect only the interior
of the building or which do not materially affetietexternal appearance of the building are
not deemed for the purposes of the Law to involeeetbpment. That being the case, it is
not open to me to recommend the change suggesteatiebpociété, since it would be
contrary to the Law.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that a list of buildings to which PgllDBES8 applies, supplemented by plans
as necessary, be annexed to the Plan.
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3.5 DBE10 ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS

Representation
66 La Société Guernesiaise

Summary of Representation

The representation while welcoming the sentimentspalicy DBE10 and Annex 4
expressed concern at the lack of compulsion foreldg@ers to undertake archaeological
work, allow access by professional archaeologistgatect or preserve sites.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

3.5.1 It was accepted by the Société that the lack gilative backing made it difficult
for the Plan to introduce any compulsion into thmetgction for archaeology which these
policies propound, however desirable that mightlhey indicated that, as with a number of
their points made in representations, they wereffact putting down a marker for the
revision of the Island planning laws which | undersl is in progress. Nevertheless the
criteria contained in this policy represent a digant elaboration on policy CEB5 of the
current UAP which simply says that proposals whichuld lead to the loss of, or damage
to, a known area of archaeological importancesosetting will not normally be permitted.

3.5.2 Part of the problem, of course, lies in the extenwvhich archaeological potential of
sites in the Island remains unknown. Statutoryquiidn for sites of archaeological interest
is contained in the Ancient Monuments and Prote®eddings (Guernsey) Law 1967,
which (briefly) empowers the Heritage Committeédionally register them, and makes it an
offence to damage them. However some sites are registered, while others lie
undiscovered. Part of the purpose of this poligheefore to encourage the investigation of
archaeological potential at an early stage, anddarporate appropriate mitigation measures
for any harm which may be caused.

3.5.3 In the absence of any provision in the Law | re¢sgrthat it is not possible for the
policy to go further by making protection mandatdripwever the conditions referred to in
the policy, which would be imposed to secure thiaitkel implementation of mitigation or

investigations provide a potentially powerful meariscontrol. 1 do not necessarily agree
with the implication by the representor that thagkl teeth.

3.5.4 A significant problem, recognised in Annex 4, is thck of appropriate expertise on
the Island other than the museum’s Archaeologyc@ffiThis is bound to constrain both the
efforts which potential developers can make froneirthown resources to carry out

investigations prior to the submission of an agtlan, and the ability of the IDC to police

and enforce any conditions. Nevertheless | findcwtent of the policy, and particularly of

Annex 4, a helpful and positive step towards prmgdappropriate levels of protection for

the archaeological heritage of the Urban Area.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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4. CHAPTER 5 HOUSING

4.1 HO1 HOUSING PROVISION IN THE URBAN AREA PLAN

Introduction

4.1.1 Before dealing with specific representations aa €hapter | feel it is appropriate to
examine the policy context for housing, which is@ in paragraph 5.1 of the Plan, since it
is against this background that subsequent polareset, and it is on these assumptions that
they are based.

4.1.2 The general direction of policy on housing devetept is heavily constrained by
the policies of the Strategic and Corporate Plabil2&ection 8.3 The Housing Requirement
sets a benchmark target based on an analysis su€d&gures. It states that in assessing the
supply and demand for housing the IDC shall be ety forecasts of demand in the
Strategic and Corporate Plan, or its reviews. &giatPolicy 1 says that provision will be
made for an additional 250 homes each year. Thgogarbehind this policy can be found in
Strategic Statement 1, which describes the pravisivadequate opportunities to meet the
identified housing requirement, with minimum deteintal impact upon the environment and
good design to create a high standard of living sowlal conditions. There is an implication
in some of the objections to the draft UAP thatinving at the target of 250 homes per
year in the Strategic and Corporate Plan, the baldpetween meeting the housing
requirement and minimising the environmental impaas not been correctly arrived at.
However the correctness or otherwise of a targetawoed in the Strategic and Corporate
Plan is outside my remit. In any event, the oppotyuto revise that target is available each
year, as a new Strategic and Corporate Plan isupeat

4.1.3 Strategic Policy 2 says that the housing requirénveifi be subject to regular
monitoring and review, while Strategic Policy 3 wegs the majority of provision to be
within the Urban Area. In examining the Plan, tiiere, | have considered the extent to
which the housing policies of the Plan accord whii requirements of the relevant Strategic
Policies, and the extent to which they are likedyachieve the requirement of making
provision for 250 homes per year.

4.1.4 The seven housing policy principles on which thécpes of this section of the Plan
are based are set out in paragraph 5.1. Theditsiat the Urban Area Plan should allow for
90% of the Island’s housing requirement to be acnodated in the Plan area. This seems
to me a reasonable interpretation of Strategicchdi, and no alternative percentage has
been put forward in any representations.

4.1.5 The second policy principle is that as much newshma as practicable should be
accommodated within the Settlement Areas and owiqusly-developed land (brownfield
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sites). This is a direct translation into land-ydanning terms of paragraph 8.3.7 of the
Strategic and Corporate Plan, which refers to aaigeas much new housing as practicable
and possible within the existing urban areas. Rapdg 2.3.2.1 of the Plan defines the
Settlement Areas as covering the main concentmbmirban development, which are best
located in relation to facilities, and where depai@nt will be concentrated by taking

advantage of underused sites and redevelopmenttopfies.

4.1.6 The third housing principle is that the potentia €onversion and re-use of derelict
or vacant buildings and upper floors should be eraged, while the fourth indicates that
development of open and undeveloped sites shoutdilienised and the release of Housing
Target Areas carefully controlled, reflecting tlmntent of Strategic Policies 9 and 4.

4.1.7 The remaining housing principles relate to the nbd®, improvement and
appropriate replacement of the existing housingkstthe achievement of optimal density
compatible with good standards of design, accommmmuand residential amenity; and the
provision of a wide range of housing reflecting siog needs. These find their roots in
Strategic Policies 9, 5 and 8 respectively.

4.1.8 Overall, therefore, the housing principles accolos@ly with the policies of the
Strategic and Corporate Plan, and are to be sugipad representing a sustainable approach
to meeting the needs of the Island. It is, howewsr, assumption of the Plan that a
combination of development in these various caiegawill result in 90% of the benchmark
target of 250 homes being achieved in the Plan &teaalculations have been produced of
the numbers of dwellings expected from each souinceesponse to representations seeking
the allocation of additional land either as Set#eimArea or as Housing Target Area the
IDC consistently said that they were satisfied thdéequate housing provision had been
made in the Plan without the need to encroach déuntipon the countryside. However there
is no evidence in the Plan to support that clailme Tonitoring of the achievement of this
aim will thus be important.

4.1.9 At the inquiry, in relation to a number of represdions, figures from the Economic
and Statistics Review 2001 were put forward showings of housing accommodation
constructed as follows:

Year Private Units States Units Total
1995 145 12 157
1996 158 0 158
1997 160 10 170
1998 95 2 97
1999 (provisional) 72 21 93

These figures do not include conversions etc.fliitepresentors said that they indicate that
construction has fallen well short of the 250 hortaeget.
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4.1.10 In response the IDC produced a Housing Land AvaiitplStudy for the last quarter
of 2001. This showed a rather different picturethf end of the quarter

e 157 additional dwelling units (90 urban) had fukrmits where work had not yet
commenced,;

» 387 (302 urban) additional units had a permissionprinciple or a preliminary
declaration where work had not yet commenced,

e 423 additional units were under construction;

* in total, 967 additional units were either undenstouction or ‘in the pipeline’ with
some form of permission.

4.1.11 These two sets of figures are difficult to recomciind because the IDC’s figures
were submitted later in writing there was no oppoaity for debate at the inquiry. A written
supplementary response from one of the main repr@seon this subject pointed to the
difficulty in making comparisons between the figurdhe figures in the Economic and
Statistics Review do not include conversions, amitswnder construction cannot be equated
with completions. However a difference between 8fgletions provisionally recorded in
1999 and 423 units under construction in Oct-De@126eems a large difference which
needs explanation. The explanation may lie in thg statistics are collected or analysed by
the respective Committees, but | have no meansisiumng this matter. While | understand
the IDC’s reasons for compiling the statistics bference to permissions and units under
construction, | also accept the force of the regmes's’ argument that only completions
represent ‘true’ availability. The achievement alusing completions is of course an
important barometer of success in meeting the hgusirgets. It would no doubt be helpful
to the representors who raised this point if th€'Edresponse to this report could deal with
the apparent discrepancy in more detail. For thpgmes of this report | have assumed that
the picture provided by the IDC’s Housing Land Aahility Study is accurate.

4.1.12 The IDC’s aim, expressed in paragraph 5.2.1, igrteure that a 2 year housing
supply (new build or conversion) is effectively dable at any one time. It says that new
housing will be deemed to be effectively availableere planning permission has been
granted but the development is not yet complete vamere the development of new housing
is acceptable in principle subject to obtainingrieeessary approvals.

4.1.13 On the basis of the figures quoted above, 157 dwgallhad full permits and a further

387 had permission in principle or a preliminargldeation, a total of 544. Of course one
guarter’s figures do not give the full picture, ltaking them at face value, they appear to
demonstrate that the target of the Strategic anghd@ate Plan to make provision for 250

dwellings was being significantly exceeded in thmalf quarter of 2001, and that the IDC

target of a two year supply was also being met saitme comfort.

4.1.14 One aspect of that quarter's figures which givemesccause for concern is the
indication that the rural/urban split was some ‘irayn the Plan’s 90%/10% target. 65% of
the units approved in that quarter were in the mré@a and 35% in the rural area. While
this is not in itself a matter for this Plan, itedogiven an indication that some care is needed
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to ensure that the balance over the Island as ¢evidetween urban and rural development is
secured.

4.1.15 | assume that the urban/rural split in these figusdates to the Urban and Rural Plan
areas. If | am correct in that assumption, once Ritan is adopted it will also be necessary to
monitor the extent to which sites come forward witthe Settlement Areas as opposed to
the remainder of the Plan area, in order to reagligement as to the effectiveness of the
Plan’s strategy.

4.1.16 This brings me to the role of the Housing Targe¢a in the achievement of the
housing strategy. In response to a question fromtineelDC supplied the following figures
on the size of the designated HTAs:

Housing Target Area Area

Hectares Vergees
Bulwer Avenue 1.303 7.950
Belgrave Vinery 16.190 98.791
La Vrangue 6.428 39.223
Pointues Rocques 2.366 14.437
Salt Pans 2.460 15.010
Franc Fief 4.767 29.088

4.1.17 The Housing Target Areas thus amount to 33.514ahex1(204.499 vergees) of land.
| understand that new housing development in Erbisrcurrently built at an average of 25
dwellings per hectare but more than half of all fewsing is built at less than 20 dwellings
per hectare. That represents a level of land takiehnis historically very high and which
UK Government Policy indicates can no longer beasnsd. However, if, hypothetically, all
the land in Guernsey’s HTAs were assumed to beldped at 20 dwellings per hectare, that
would represent a reserve of about 660 dwellingslave.

4.1.181 recognise that not all land in HTAs is likely b developed solely for housing.
Paragraph 5.2.4 refers to them as reserved forrmmge housingand other forms of
developmentn accordance with an Outline Planning Brief. Nélveless the size of land
bank that they represent and this admittedly crestenation of their capacity gives some
comfort that they will be sufficient to make up asiortfall from the target which may
appear during the Plan period.

4.1.19 The clear preference in the Plan is that sitesimithe Settlement Areas and on
previously developed land should be the first cbdar development. If it is necessary to
release greenfield sites for development in ordanéet needs which demonstrably can not
be met elsewhere it seems to me that those areakigbe carefully selected to ensure that
they conform as far as possible to the overallgsophy of the Plan. HTAs are on greenfield
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sites and together with the release of a new Keldtrial Area they represent the only
mechanism in the Plan for developing beyond thenddfSettlement Areas. It is therefore
important that their location is sympathetic to gneciples which lie behind the designation
of the Settlement Areas, and this is representaldrcriteria for their selection, which are
described in paragraph 5.2.4.

4.1.20 There are site-specific objections to the locatba number of the proposed HTAs,
and | deal with those individually below, but | exae here the consistency with which the
Plan’s principles are applied. HTAs must firstly Wwell related to the existing pattern of
development, with access to local facilities ancosély accessible by public transport. In
the case of the St Sampson HTAs this is achieveghlygical proximity to the centre at the
Bridge. In St Peter Port, where land constrainésgaeater, La Vrangue HTA is on the urban
fringe, but nonetheless convenient for accessa@dmtre by public or private transport.

4.1.21 The selection of HTAs must thirdly avoid areas ahportant landscape,
conservation, wildlife or other environmental irgst. Understandably, there was not full
agreement among representors that individual HTaksrhet this criterion, and landscape or
nature conservation qualities were attributed tmes@reas. Nevertheless it is in my view
possible to discern a sifting process behind thecgen of HTAs, in that of those areas
which most closely met the first proximity and agsibility criteria, those identified as
HTAs were the areas of land with lesser claims @ndscape or habitat value. Any
development on greenfield land is bound to be cwetsial, but | am satisfied that the IDC
have made efforts to ensure that the selectioméas objectively based.

4.1.22 Finally, the fourth criterion requires that apptiape infrastructure can be provided in
a sustainable manner. This has strong links tditstetwo criteria, in that infrastructure links
are likely to be most accessible close to the esrdf St Sampson and St Peter Port.

4.1.23 In general terms it seems to me that the criteriparagraph 5.2.4 represent sensible
criteria for their selection and have been propegpplied. The Plan is thus in my view

consistent in its approach to the control of deprient through the criteria it applies to the
definition of the Settlement Areas and to the deslign of Housing Target Areas.

4.1.24 Paragraph 5.2.4 of the Plan says that HTAs willyobé released for housing
development, through an Outline Planning Brief, wheonitoring indicates that the housing
supply is insufficient to satisfy Policy HO1 or whéhe IDC is directed by the States. The
Plan contains no mechanism for determining whicthefHTAs should be developed if and
when the need arises. Paragraph 2.3.2.9 saystbadér to give firm priority to previously
developed land and sites within the Settlement $\rdee release of HTAs for development
will be phased. It does not, however, say how fiatsing will be determined. | am aware
that the means by which a HTA is brought forwanddevelopment may be a complex one,
and the suitability of different sites for earlyw@éopment may vary over time, depending on
a number of factors including the availability ofrastructure and finance. Nevertheless it is
important that the process of phasing is seen togem, and that the IDC’s reasons for
deciding to proceed with one HTA in preference mother are set out clearly, based on
objective criteria.
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4.1.251 am aware that following the publication of therremt UAP, the Order of Release
of Housing Target Areas was the subject of a patier from the Island Development
Committee to the States. It may be that such aegoe is contemplated for this Plan.
However it would seem to me a more transparentam@ integrated process if the order of
release of HTAs and the criteria for that releaseawincluded in the Plan.

4.1.26 Presumably, at any OPB inquiry following a decision the IDC to proceed to
releasing a HTA, it would be open to anyone coregrto challenge the justification for
making the release as well as the reasons fortsgleg particular HTA in preference to
others. However it seems to me it would reducenbed for such challenges and avoid
accusations of expediency such as were hinted ratgdthe inquiry if the mechanism for
deciding upon the release were openly published.

4.1.27 Concern was expressed by some objectors that thesion of HTAs in the Plan
would lead to pressure from developers for thesasaof land to be developed in preference
to brownfield sites. They feared that because diadnsites were intrinsically easier to
develop, any difficulties in bringing forward prewusly developed land would result in a
clamour for the release of HTAs which would beidifft to resist.

4.1.28 1 do not doubt the strength with which that viewsweeld. My understanding of the
representations was that the omission of HTAs tpeyposed was intended to be a
psychological device to concentrate the minds lof@hcerned on the priorities of the Plan.
However it is not for me to prejudge the rigourhwivhich the IDC, and ultimately the
States of Deliberation will discharge their dutieam satisfied that, with the changes | have
suggested, mechanisms will be in place to achibeeekpressed aim of the Plan to give
priority to the development of land in the SettlemAreas and previously developed land.
The omission of the HTAs would not change the eateshich housing was required, but it
would put the Plan at risk of conflict with the &&gic and Corporate Plan.

4.1.29 The Housing Target Areas are therefore an imporesgrve, which will need to be
available to be drawn on if monitoring reveals thasufficient dwellings are being
developed to meet the strategic targets. Attenti@s drawn at the inquiry to recent
increases in house prices on the Island. Whilsblgss no expertise in the operation of the
housing market, | suspect that a Plan which dediledy restricted the amount of housing for
which it made provision by omitting the HTAs wouildcrease rather than decrease the
strains on the market, and hence on prices.

4.1.30 In conclusion, therefore, | find the housing pagiof the Plan are in accordance
with the Strategic Policies in the Strategic andpOcate Plan, and are broadly applied
consistently across the Plan area. My sole recordatem for change below relates to the
guestion of the publication of criteria for the plmay of HTAS.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that the IDC publishes as part of tlam Bhe criteria which it will use to
determine the order in which the development of ldT$\to be phased.
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4.2 HO2 OPPORTUNITY SITES

Introduction

4.2.1 1deal in this section firstly with representatiazencerning the policy, including the
approach to the definition of the Settlement Aresas] then with a series of site-specific
representations. | have dealt here with most obdhmepresentations which sought the
inclusion of sites within the Settlement Area.

Policy Representations

Representation
10 Mr K Tostevin

Summary of Representation

The Capelles area from the St Sampson/St PeterbBartdary at the Coutanchez to Les
Effards Road, Baubigny Arsenal and Hougue Nicdlan established settlement area and
should be designated as such.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.2 The representation was expressed as being retatée tGeneral policies of the Plan
in Chapter 3. However since in essence it suggimsts the Capelles area should be
designated as a Settlement Area, and thus coménwetblicy HO2, | have treated as a
representation on this policy.

4.2.3 The general approach of the Plan is to concentdmeelopment within the
Settlement Areas by taking advantage of underugesl and redevelopment opportunities.
Paragraph 2.2 says that since 1989 the land-us¢éegyr for the Island has been to
concentrate development in the Urban Area, whilaseoving and enhancing the rural
environment. Most new development is now accomneztah previously developed land in
the Urban Area. The centres of St Peter Port an8agtpson provide the focus for the
Settlement Areas defined in the Plan.

4.2.4 1t is worth noting that although, in pursuancelw Strategic and Corporate Plan, the
IDC aims to concentrate 90% of housing developnierthe urban area, which | take to
equate to the area of the Urban Area Plan, the Btinally concentrates priority for

development in the Settlement Areas (a matterdrref above). There are thus significant
parts of the UAP Plan area which are not favoureddevelopment, despite being in the
urban area.

4.2.5 Dealing with this representation is complicatedtly fact that the area covered by
the representation lies within the Urban Area Riega, but the Capelles area is wider. The
centre of the village containing many of the faigB which the representor listed as being
enjoyed by the Capelles area including the churolmmunity centre and schools is within
the area of the Rural Areas Plan (Phase 1). Mutheoérea is genuinely rural, or comprises
built development within a rural setting. In itsepent state it could not in my view be
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validly described as part of the urbanised area. fEpresentor indicated that the facilities in
the Capelles area were similar to those offergalanes such as L’Islet, Cobo St Peter’s and
Forest. However all these places are within theaRAreas and are thus not expected to
accept more than a very small proportion of thesiay development on the Island as a
whole.

4.2.6 | accept that if the Belgrave Vinery Housing Targe¢a is developed in the future,
that will bring built development closer to the edgf the area described in this
representation. But a large swathe of rural arealdvstill remain between the Settlement
Area around St Sampson and the built up parts pelzss. While the list of facilities is an

impressive one, and to my mind demonstrates thighlyestate of this rural village, it does

not justify designating the area as a SettlemeatAr

4.2.7 The area has in the past been considered for inaliis a Housing Target Area but
that is not its status in the current UAP, where itigjority falls within the Green Areas. It
does not form part of the main urban settlemergtdbampson, and to designate it either as
an extension to that area or as a Settlement Arés own right would be contrary to the
development strategy of the Plan as a whole, wbatforms to the strategy set out in the
Strategic and Corporate Plan.

4.2.8 In conclusion, therefore, I find no need to alteg Plan in the way suggested by the
representor.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan

Representation
41, 42 P A C Falla

Summary of Representations

The proposals were intended to enable the Islandeldbpment Committee to consider
applications for limited new housing on more Oppoity Sites inside and outside the
Settlement Areas than the proposals in the DraftabrArea Plan allow. The following
should be added to the bullet-pointed list in peapg 5.2.1 dealing with Housing Provision
in the Urban Area Plan that details how the houseguirement of 250 new homes each
year will be met:

“...» New development on derelict land and disusedsgjouse sites both within the
Settlement Areas and within the White Areas nothed in green: (i.e. not of Landscape
Value)”.

The following words (in italics) should be addedstrtion 5.2.2.1 “...The development of
underused sites within the Settlement Areas andqursly developed land, both within and
outside the Settlement Areamd on disused glasshouse sites both within thie®ent
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Areas and within the white areas not hatched iregreould make a major contribution to
satisfying the housing requirement...”.

The following words (in italics) should be addedpaolicy HO2 “...Proposals for housing
development within the Settlement Areas and onipusly developed landnd on disused
glasshouse sites both within the Settlement Aradsadthin the White Areas not hatched in
greenwill be permitted provided that:- ...” etc.

Further Representation Supporting

356 John Gollop

Further Representations Opposing

136 Victor and Jill Froome
333 Peter and Jacqueline Joy

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.9 The aim of the representor was to alter the Plaan@ble derelict glasshouse and
vinery sites to be developed, primarily for houspugposes. A similar purpose lay behind a
number of representations, including those by Hmesrepresentor in relation to paragraphs
11.2 and 11.2.11 and Policy CO1 (representation3i8) specific representations in relation

to a number of sites, including one by this repmese(68) make similar points. Since the

representor made a single presentation to therynqurespect of representations 41, 42 and
43, | deal with his arguments here. The site-spreeiements | deal with at representation
68.

4.2.10 The background to the pressure from these repisam is clearly the decline in
the horticultural industry in Guernsey, which hasulted in a large number of empty and
derelict glasshouses of varying size and age beprgad across the countryside. The
reasons for the decline, whether related to the@woacs of horticulture or the widespread
damage caused in the past by extreme weatherptge matter which | need to examine in
detail. There can be no doubt that the unused IgfFesent a considerable problem not only
for their owners but for the island as a wholeamts of the effect on the landscape of the
countryside, in addition to the economic effects.

4.2.11 On reading the policy statement in paragraph 512i& not surprising that many
owners of rural glasshouses expect to take confforh what it says about previously
developed land. | can understand why they congladrthey consider their vineries should
fall into this category. The erection of glassh@udesquently involves considerable
engineering work in the form of extensive and cawrplirainage arrangements, terracing
and levelling of sloping sites, concrete foundaiand impermeable or semi-permeable
surfaces around and within the glasshouses. Moreaference at paragraph 8.9.5 of the
Strategic and Corporate Plan to the amount oflideggass on the Island is preceded by the
sub-heading “Derelict Land”. However their hopedashed by the definition of previously
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developed land provided on page 150 of the Planictwispecifically excludes land
previously used for agricultural/horticultural poges such as glasshouses.

4.2.12 Whilst there is some force in the argument that,tenms of their physical
infrastructure and building operations, horticudusites are little different from sites
formerly developed for, say, industrial or commakgurposes, there are clear reasons why
it would not be appropriate to include them witkttve definition. Firstly, my understanding
of section 40 of the Island Development (Guerndeyy 1966 is that it defines agricultural
land as including land which is covered by a glassk. The use of land for agriculture,
horticulture or forestry is specifically excludeaiin the definition of development by the
same section. It would be illogical (whatever thteation in law) for land which was not
defined as developed when the activity was takifare to be defined as previously
developed when it ceased. Secondly, the numberlasisigouses within the rural areas
covered by this Plan is so great that to treat taemreviously developed land, and therefore
available for development under Policy CO1, woulelate such a large amount of potential
housing land that the aim of concentrating develapinin existing urban areas would be
entirely frustrated.

4.2.13 The same reasons apply to the proposal to inclete sevelopment on disused
glasshouse sites in the categories of developmemhipsible under Policy CO1. | agree
with the IDC that this would lead to the undesieabluburbanisation of the island. It is an
inevitable fact that most of these glasshouses legeas outside the Settlement Area defined
in the Plan, since that area is defined in accarelavith the overriding aim, governed by the
policy of the Strategic and Corporate Plan, thatmash housing as possible should be
achieved within the existing urban areas and owipusly-developed land, in order to
minimise the amount of development which will beeded on open and undeveloped sites.
Paragraph 8.3.10 of the Strategic and Corporate Béys that the spread of housing
development across the countryside is one of thetnpotent symbols of perceived
environmental damage.

4.2.14 At the inquiry the representor indicated that theust of his representations was to
create more sites within the Urban Area for housirtgs, he felt, would help to hold prices
down for building plots. To avoid the large priaecieases of the past enough available
supply was needed to more than meet demand. Howbeebenchmark for adequate
housing provision is set by the Strategic and CateoPlan, and Strategic Policy 1 requires
that provision should be made for an additional 88@ homes each year. The representor
did not argue that the policies of the draft UAPudonot meet that target. Rather, as |
understood it, his argument was that a higher tasgeuld be aimed at in order to reduce
house and land price inflation. However such arr@ggh would place the Plan in conflict
with the Strategic and Corporate Plan.

4.2.15 The further representation in support sought tatltire amount of development by
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restricting the change in policy to small vinertesi The further representor put forward the
proposal that the States should acquire dereliveryi sites and develop them with high

quality small developments. It would give the oppoity to encompass green walks and
green areas within them (meeting the aims of Reptatonl), possibly with shared gardens
and shared allotments. Even if it were practicableonfine release to small sites, perhaps
by defining a maximum size of glasshouse or sorheranechanism, it would release for

development a large number of such sites. No etwimas made either by the further

representor or by the IDC, but my travels roundRlen area revealed many pieces of land
containing small glasshouses. | was told at theiirggon more than one occasion of the

history of the growth of horticulture from small ldmgs attached to isolated dwellings,

many of which would qualify for development undarstproposed change to the policy.

Further, | can see no need for it in planning ardiog terms, since in reviewing the housing
strategy of the Plan earlier in this Chapter | htalen the view that the Plan will release
sufficient land to meet the requirements of thatstygic and Corporate Plan.

4.2.16 | understand the feelings of the owners of prewipfisurishing vinery sites who can
find no viable outlet for their land, and face tusts not only of removal of structures and
infrastructure, but the extreme difficulty of renmy contamination in the form of glass
shards. However | believe the approach of the tldoe correct.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
56 John Gollop

Summary of Representation
The policy was supported. The representor sougdkefiaition of “public amenity’.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.17 The representor expressed the hope that the IDdlisigs would enable public and
private bodies to work together, and would exeglatgr control over development. Greater
use should be made of development briefs. As tl@ pbinted out, Policy DBE2 requires
development briefs to be produced for sites of miti@n 0.5 hectares (3 vergees), 20
dwellings or 2,000sg.m. Such a requirement for Enaites would in my view risk being
obstructive and unnecessarily bureaucratic, thaigtourse for any planning application of
any size sufficient detail needs to be suppliech&ke the developer’s intentions clear.

4.2.18 In my view the meaning of “amenity” in this poligg readily apparent from the

context, from the preamble in Paragraph 5.2.2.Ichvhefers to the relationship of the site
with the surrounding area, and from the other pedicof the Plan which are invoked in
criterion c) of the policy. Annex 3 of the plarvgs detailed guidance on the subject of
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residential amenity.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Site Specific Representations

4 Enterprise Plant and Equipment Limited
Further Representation Supporting

378 Peter Derham

Further Representation opposing

276 R C Johns

Summary of Representation
Land south of La Route du Braye and west of LowsaRdad should be rezoned to Key
Industrial Area or as Settlement Area.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions
4.2.19 | deal with this representation under Policy EMP5.

RECOMMENDATION
| make my recommendation under Policy EMP5.

Land at Route Militaire
Introduction

4.2.20 A number of representations referred to land atrélae of properties on the east side
of Route Militaire. | have grouped these repredeta together.

Representation

5 Mr JH Dunn and Mrs S Martel-Dunn

Summary of Representation

Land between Doyle Clos and Salt Pans Road shauidchuded in the Settlement Area.
Further Representations Opposing Representation 5

183 Mr K Taylor

184 Mr and Mrs Brian Dyke
284 Rob Yeates

295 Mr and Mrs L J Allen
299 Mrs N Allen
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305 Mr and Mrs K R Toomey

308 J L E Waters

312 M E Le Maitre

377 Mrs de Garis

Representation

123 Colin Teers and Jane Wendy Teers

Summary of Representation

Land at the rear of Dalston, Route Militaire, sltbble included in a designation which
would allow the development of dwellings.

Further Representations Opposing Representation 123

298 Mr and Mrs L J Allen
302 Mrs N Allen

304 Mrs R A Holbrook

307 Mr and Mrs K R Toomey
311 J L E Waters

315 M E Le Maitre
Representation

8 G Payne

Summary of Representation
Land at rear of Beachgrove, Route Militaire shdugdncluded in the Settlement Area.

Further Representation Supporting Representation 8

116 Mr N C Teers

Further Representations Opposing Representation 8
182 Mr K Taylor

296 Mr and Mrs L J Allen

300 Mrs N Allen

303 Mrs Radmilla A Holbrook

306 Mr and Mrs K R Toomey

309 J L E Waters

313 M E Le Maitre

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.21 These representations relate in part or in wholartarea of land bounded to the
west by the Route Militaire and to the east by ghgposed Salt Pans Key Industrial Area.
To the north is Doyle Clos, and to the south ighieir residential development within the
defined Settlement Area. | deal elsewhere undacy®O4 with a representation that this
land should be included in an Area of Landscape&.al
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4.2.22 All the representations and further representatoee in one way or another with
the question of whether the policies of the Plasusthenable land to the rear of the frontage
properties on Route Militaire to be developed. A¢gent this part of the Plan area lies
outside the Settlement Area defined on the Propddalp. The simplest means of making
development more readily acceptable within theguedi of the Plan would be to extend the
boundary of the Settlement Area to include it. idev to consider this question | first look at
the wider question of whether the Settlement Areanblaries are appropriately drawn in
this western part of the Plan area.

4.2.23 Although it was argued in support of Representalidhat a larger Settlement Area
was needed to enable more than 250 houses peto/de made available, such an aim
would put the Plan in conflict with the StrategindaCorporate Plan from which the
benchmark of 250 houses is derived. It was alsoemrcat the inquiry that the boundary
shown on the Plan did not actually exit on the gbuAt my site visit | saw nothing to
support that view. The boundary between these piiepeand the Salt Pans KIA to the east
seems to me to be well defined.

4.2.24 Paragraph 2.3.2.1 of the Plan, in describing tHeyAreas shown on the Proposals
Map, describes the Settlement Areas as covering ntlagn concentrations of urban
development and being the areas that are besetbaatrelation to facilities. In looking at
the claim of any area to be included in the Setleii\rea, | therefore examine the extent to
which it fits those criteria, which for convenien@®uld be described as the urban
concentration test and the location test.

4.2.25 The facilities to which the location test relates mainly concentrated in the central
areas of St Peter Port and St Sampson, though dheref course facilities of various kinds
scattered throughout the Plan area. The areasldmegéed in relation to facilities are thus
likely to be those closest to those two centres.

4.2.26 In my view the area south of Doyle Clos on the sai# of Route Militaire does not
satisfactorily fit either test. It is at the noxtlestern extremity of the Plan area, and thus one
of the least conveniently located parts of the Pdega for access to the facilities of St
Sampson and St Peter Port. The housing alongitteso$ the road is an almost continuous
ribbon, but each property has land to the reassiypmably all at one time in vinery use, and
in some cases with remnants of the glasshousesineqalt would therefore not be
accurate to describe this as one of the main cératems of urban development.

4.2.27 In some cases the suggestions that areas in tabtjobe included in the Settlement
Area were influenced by the proposal in the Plantfie extension of the Key Industrial
Area at Salt Pans, the western boundary of whichladvabut the rear of Route Militaire
properties. | can understand the argument thati¢hrelopment of that area will result in an
urbanisation which would justify including land tbe west as part of the urban area.
However the form of that development is not yet wnp and may not have that
consequence. Policy EMP5 requires the producticm a@dvelopment brief for this area, and
a high standard of design and landscaping. Theeptesemi-rural character of the
smallholdings to the rear of Route Militaire projes may thus be protected, and it should
not be assumed that the land will become more urban
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4.2.281 conclude, therefore, that none of the pieces adl| referred to in these
representations is appropriate in terms of itsneabu location for inclusion in the Settlement
Area. Other matters raised by objectors, includimg (disputed) propensity of the land to
flood, loss of wildlife, harm to views and traffoonsiderations would be taken into account
if an application were made to the IDC for plannpgrmission, but are less compelling
considerations in this context. However consideratf these representations has led me to
examine other land in the vicinity.

4.2.29 To the north of the land subject of these reprediemts, at the junction of La Route
Du Braye and Route Militaire is an area which hdsetier claim to be a concentration of
urban development, with more densely developedihguscluding the dwellings in Doyle
Clos. No representations have been made in regpélis area, and | consider that it fails
the “proximity’ test, being at the extreme edgéhefUrban Area.

4.2.30 | am therefore slightly surprised at the inclusiothe Settlement Area of land on the
west side of Route Militaire and north of Les Saées. It is a concentration of
development, but is if anything more remote fromilfies than the representation sites on
the east side of Route Militaire. Its inclusiontie Settlement Area makes it more difficult
to resist the claims of other representations @wmhinity such as Representations 24, 29 and
368, all of which | deal with elsewhere in this oep While in all those cases | recommend
no change to the Plan, it would in my view be mooasistent with the approach adopted
elsewhere in the Plan area if this group of howgere excluded from the Settlement Area.
Because it is already developed and establisheskdkision would have no real effect on
the ability of the Settlement Area to absorb furtheusing development on brownfield land.
Further to the south, close to the long-establistedlopment area of the Belgrave Vinery
HTA, | think there is justification for the Settlemt Area extending west of Vale Road and
Route St Claire, but in my view the same does pptyafurther north.

4.2.31 Because no representations have been made in reggbis land, and therefore the
IDC have not been given the opportunity to explgieir position, 1 do not make a firm

recommendation that the land be excluded, but swlpgest that further consideration be
given to this part of the Proposals Map.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that further consideration be givethtowestern boundary of the Settlement
Area in the vicinity of Route Militaire and Les Seagées.

Representation
12 Mr K Tostevin

Summary of Representation

Willow Ranch, Les Osmonds Lane is split betweemega of Landscape Value and land
outside the Settlement Area. It should be incluidetthe Settlement Area or designated as a
Housing Target Area.
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Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.321 deal in Representation 10 with the same repressnsuggestion that the area
within which this site lies is an established settént area, and should be designated as such
on the Proposals Map and | recommend no chandeetBlan. Although this area has in the
past been considered as a Housing Target Areandtiincluded as such in the current UAP.

4.2.33 As the representor pointed out, there are a numiberpresentations in this locality
which seek to alter the Plan to allow for developmé deal with them individually, but in
relation to this property, which lies close to thestern extremity of the Plan area in a rural
locality, | consider the Plan correct in excludilgrom the Settlement Area and in not
designating it as a Housing Target Area.

4.2.34 Under the provisions of the Plan any development tleé bungalow and
workshop/store buildings on the site would be sttbje policy CO1, while the agricultural
land beyond, which is included in an Area of Laragse Value, would also be subject to
policy CO4. The criteria contained in those pobkcare in my view appropriately applied to
the situation of this rural holding.

4.2.35 | recognise the wish of families to stay togetlagrg of parents to make provision for

their children on their own land. These were asjping commonly expressed to me during
the inquiry. However if acceded to these proposaisld result in a completely sporadic

pattern of development across the Island, as ealilyf land holding was subdivided to

provide building land for the children. With thectlee in horticulture it is apparent that

children are much less commonly engaged with tparents in cultivating the land. The

functional need for families to live close togetherthus far less strong. The need for the
Plan to conform to the Strategic and Corporate Rlahto concentrate development in the
urban areas is in my view an overriding considerati

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
24 D O Norman and Sons Limited

Summary of Representations

Land behind Beaulieu Crescent, Route Militaire $thidue included within the Settlement
Area and either identified as an Opportunity Sitdesignated as a Housing Target Area.

Further Representations Opposing Representation 24
222 Mr and Mrs S J Willcocks
285 Mrs A B Le Page
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Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.36 This flat site, a former vinery, has been the stthpé representations at inquiries into
earlier plans, but has not previously been allat&be housing purposes. It lies on the west
side of Route Militaire, to the north of the west®iost part of the Settlement Area.

4.2.37 1 note the view of the representor that the SetleinfArea immediately to the south
of the site has been artificially restricted. Elbeve | consider the appropriateness of the
inclusion of land west of Route Militaire, and seggthat it would be more consistent with
the approach adopted elsewhere in the Plan atke ifjroup of houses were excluded from
the Settlement Area. Because it is already devdl@m established its exclusion would
have no real effect on the ability of the Settlemémea to absorb further housing
development on brownfield land.

4.2.38 It follows that | do not consider that the extemsad the proposed Settlement Area to
include the representation site would be appropriatvould be at the furthest extreme from
the centre of St Sampson, at the edge of the P&mand thus would not meet the criteria
set out in paragraph 2.3.2.1 as governing the idiefinof the Settlement Areas. It would
tend to consolidate development west of Route Mikt which | consider undesirable.

4.2.39 | accept that the site is flat with apparently Sfatitory access and drainage, but that
is true of a very large number of sites in the Pdama. Even if, after reconsidering as |
recommend, the IDC comes to the view that the tanithe south should be retained in the
Settlement Area, | would still be of the view thiais representation site should be excluded.
Further extension of the Settlement Area would tieegessary to achieve the housing aims
of the Plan, and contrary to its intention to nestlevelopment to areas close to the centres
of St Sampson and St Peter Port.

4.2.40 As to its selection as a Housing Target Area, | deaarlier in this chapter with the
selection of these areas. In my view no further i[dBfe likely to be needed during the Plan
period to meet the housing targets set in the &i@iand Corporate Plan, as those already
identified are likely to provide a more than adegquaserve of greenfield land if land within
the urban areas and previously developed land priogifficient.

4.2.41 1 have noted the opposition to this representatiogrounds which include increased
traffic and lack of privacy for residents of BeauliCrescent. However these are matters
which would be more appropriately taken into acd¢afia planning application were made
to the IDC.

4.2.42 | conclude that the land should remain outsideSblement Area, and should not be
designated as a Housing Target Area.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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Representations at La Couture

Introduction

4.2.43 A number of representations sought changes to tbygoBals Map on the west side
of La Couture. | deal with these together.

Representation
25 Guernsey Brewery Company (1920) Limited

Summary of Representation

Proposal to change the zoning of a site known aSdu#ure Inn and car park at La Couture
from “Outside the Settlement Area” (white zone awpgwsals map), which allows some
limited forms of development, to “Settlement Area”.

Further representations opposing Representation 25

111 John and Annette Hare
129 Sylvia Bennett

135 H N L Chivers
Representation

30 R G Haines

Summary of Representation

Land on the western side of La Couture and adjginive rear of La Couture Inn and car
park should be included in the Settlement Area.

Further Representations Opposing Representation 30

112 John and Annette Hare
131 Sylvia Bennett

137 H N L Chivers
Representation

375 Brian Rabey

Summary of Objection

Daisy Hill Cottage, La Couture, should not be iadéd as outside the Settlement Area but
should be included in it.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.44 Representation 25 was concerned that future prégpésathe development of this
public house and its car park would be inhibitedtbg exclusion of the site from the
Settlement Area. In the current UAP the pub it8&lf included within the Settlement Area
and a Conservation Area, but the car park was wighGreen Area which extended over a
number of fields to the rear. In his report on tR&n the Inspector had concurred with the
zonings proposed by the IDC, and in doing so irditdhat he had been heavily influenced
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by the remarks made by the IDC concerning the greidxibility given in the policies
relating to Green Areas. They should be given thpodunity to show that the policies
worked satisfactorily. However in the period oé tturrent Plan the representors pointed out
that it had not been necessary for them to tesfléxaoility of those policies, in that no
proposals had come forward for the developmerti®tar park area.

4.2.45 In this Plan both the pub and its car park are pa# larger area lying outside the
Settlement Area designated on the Plan. Policy @@iates that, having regard to the
criteria contained in the policy, the alteratioxtemsion, rebuilding or conversion of an
existing building, including limited ancillary onc¢idental buildings within the curtilage may
be acceptable. This seems to be exactly the typeos$ible future development at the
Couture Inn which the representors have in mina §pecific arguments put forward by the
representor in this case do not therefore provifles@fication for altering the provisions of

the Plan and Proposals Map. Moreover it would bd@reoy to the general approach of the
Plan to apply Settlement Area policies to this sitesolation.

4.2.46 However | have looked at the whole of the areaas®sd by La Couture, La Neuve
Rue and Water Lanes, thus including the sitesmriesentations 30 and 375 on the west side
of La Couture, as well as a significant amount tifeo land. |1 do not find the reasoning
underlying the drawing of the boundary of the ®etént Area particularly easy to
understand in this area.

4.2.47 Looking first at land beyond this area, land towest of La Neuve Rue is within the
Settlement Area, and its inclusion is justified Ity urban character and its location.
Although it lies on the outer edge of St Peter Pirts sufficiently well related to the
remainder of the urban area to be included in #tde®nent Area. To the east of La Couture
is further land included in the Settlement Areaj amilarly | see no reason to question its
inclusion.

4.2.48 However apart from a group of houses at the junctd Water Lanes and La
Couture, a large island of land almost entirelyreumded by the Settlement Area is
excluded.

4.2.49 The island comprises strips of development on testwide of La Couture and north
of Water Lanes together with open farmland. The IibDGddressing representations relating
to sites fronting La Couture (there are none iratreh to Water Lanes) described this
development as ribbon development backing ontogaifgiant area of open landscape.
Whilst | agree that the landscape is significanthb@ extent and in rural character, the
dwellings fronting La Couture seem to me to beesslurban in character than many others
in the locality. An infill site near the junctiorts La Neuve Rue, La Couture and Route De
La Ramee has recently been developed. In othes pérthis report | have supported the
view of the IDC that there is no need to add toSke&lement Areas in order to increase the
housing provision of the Plan, but it would seenmi® to be logical to include these areas in
the Settlement Area.

4.2.50 However the result of that action would be thatydhke intervening meadow land to
the west of La Neuve Rue would be excluded from3b#lement Area. Given the broad
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brush approach adopted elsewhere in the Plan itdve@em to me more logical for the
Settlement Area to include the whole of the araanded by La Couture, La Neuve Rue and
Water Lanes.

4.2.51 This would not weaken the annotation of the meatdmd adjoining La Neuve Rue
(which forms part of this block) as of Landscapduéa— there are a number of large open
areas within the Settlement Area which are sinyilddsignated. For example, in relation to
Representation 75 at Mont Arrivé | have concludeat the designation of land as both of
Landscape Value and within the Settlement Areaath lappropriate and defensible. |
conclude in relation to representation 104 that tloéation of this meadow land as of
Landscape Value is correct.

4.2.521 can understand fears that designation in this wauld risk encroachment, but
there is a clear and defensible boundary betweernrdhrs of the frontage plots and the
meadows and this could be resisted.

4.2.531 make no comment on the possible housing layoutmsiied in respect of
representations 30 and 375, as this would be anfattthe IDC in the event of a planning
application being made.

4.2.54 1 have taken careful note of the points made byheurRepresentors. The inclusion

of these areas of land within the Settlement Areald/ not necessarily or automatically

render them available for development as some @ftlfieared. Each would need to be
considered on its merits, as applications came dadwl note the assurance given at the
inquiry that there is no intention on the part lné IGuernsey Brewery to demolish the pub
and put properties on the pub site. Even so, aticbwh the Plan aims to concentrate
development within the Settlement Areas, individuaposals would still need to satisfy the
other policies of the Plan, including those aimeégratecting the privacy and amenity of

neighbouring occupiers and ensuring safe and caenemccess. Local residents would
have the opportunity to inspect proposals as tla@yecforward and to comment on them to
the IDC.

4.2.55 In conclusion, therefore, my consideration of thespresentations has led to an
appraisal of the Settlement Area boundaries whiskers a wider area of land. The change |
suggest to the Plan would be consistent with ipg@gch in other parts of the Urban Area.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that the area enclosed by La CoutumeNéuve Rue and Water Lanes is
included within the designated Settlement Area.
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Representation
26, 219 Ensign Group Limited

Summary of Representations

Representation expresses support for the inclusiaom site located between Tertre Lane,
Vale and Rue de Tertre, Vale within the Settlenfeet.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.56 Although on the northern edge of the Plan area, fttimer vinery site is within an
established residential area close to the Bridga af St Sampson and convenient for local
facilities. Its inclusion within the Settlement Arés consistent with the general approach of
the Plan to the definition of those areas.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
27 Ensign Group Limited

Summary of Representation

Representation expresses support for the inclusi@nsite located south of Rue Des Barras,
Vale in an area known as Maresquet within the Saght Area.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.57 Although on the northern edge of the Plan area ¢$ite to the rear of existing
residences in the Rue Des Barras is close to tlig®marea of St Sampson and convenient
for local facilities. Although close to the Key nstrial Area it is clearly separated from it,
and its inclusion within the Settlement Area is sistent with the general approach of the
Plan to the definition of those areas.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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Land at Le Foulon and Route Isabelle

Introduction

This site was the subject of 2 representations,app®sing its inclusion in the Settlement
Area and the other supporting it, together wittitfar representations.

Representation

33 Keith Birch

Summary of Representation

Land near the junction of Route Isabelle and Leldowshould be excluded from the
Settlement Area and included in the Conservatioeafand Area of Landscape Value to
prevent any future development. Further Represeritd8 below propose the extension of
this area to the north.

Further Representations Supporting Representation 3

128 Mr lain and Mrs Joanna Timms

291 Steve McAvoy, Sharon McAvoy

324 Mr and Mrs D Hockey

Further Representation Opposing Representation 33
149 Peter N Lihou

Representation

35 Peter N Lihou

Summary of Representation
The location of this site within the Settlement &xgas supported.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.58 The representation site is an L shaped area dfftamting Route Isabelle, St Peter
Port, at the western edge of the Plan area. Ieuhent UAP it is indicated as a Green Area,
and | can thus understand the anxiety of represefitat its inclusion in the Settlement Area
heralds pressure for its development. It is notrfer to deal in detail with the merits of

development on this site — that would be a mattertlie IDC in the event of a planning

application being made. My role is to examine whketthe policies of the Plan would

provide a suitable framework for the considerabbany proposals for the land.

4.2.59 Paragraph 2.3.2.1 of the Plan describes the Seftiewreas as covering the main
areas of urban development, which are best lodateelation to facilities. The draft Plan,
while aiming to concentrate development within Bettlement Areas by taking advantage
of underused sites and redevelopment opportuniaées a broader brush approach to the
definition of these areas than is apparent in tireeat UAP, which has much more detailed
and fine-grained policy areas.

4.2.60 Having broadly defined the Settlement Areas, thiicigs which apply to that area
protect important aspects of the environment. B@mele policy DBE5S aims to protect
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important open spaces which provide, amongst dtfiegs, a valuable contribution to the
character and visual amenity of an area, a wildlderidor or link or a link between other
open spaces.

4.2.61 Although the land the subject of these represamntatis largely undeveloped, it lies
to the east and south of established residentialdpment in Foulon Road and Clos de
Foulon and to the south and east is enclosed bygerof buildings fronting Route Isabelle
and the southern part of the eastern boundary eTdrer views across it from the higher land
at Clos de Foulon, as well as from other vantagetpoand it has an attractive open feeling,
but in my view in terms of its location and chaexdhe land is more closely related to the
Settlement Area than to the rural areas beyon@t&e boundary.

4.2.62 Further Representors drew my attention to paragr&ph3 and 2.2.4 of the current
UAP, which deal with the conservation and enhancgnw the natural and built
environment. Within the Settlement Area those ammesnot neglected in the draft Plan, and
in my view Policy DBE5 would enable those intere&isbe taken into account in any
proposals for development.

4.2.63 My attention was drawn to traffic conditions in thieinity of the representation land
and the effect of recently permitted developmentshie locality. Any traffic impacts of
development proposed for this land, together wittsé already committed, would be taken
into account before a decision was reached on daynmg application. Policy GEN7
requires regard to be had to the adequacy of raadpublic utilities to cope with increased
demand.

4.2.64 | have taken into account the comments made coimgethe drainage of the area,
the effect on the quiet enjoyment of the adjacentlén Cemetery, and other matters raised
in the representations. However | have concluded the site is appropriately included
within the Settlement Area.

4.2.651 turn to the question of whether it should be unlgd in the Conservation Area or
the Area of Landscape Value. Conservation Areasleseribed in paragraph 2.3.2.3 of the
Plan as covering parts of the Urban Area wheralistinctive character of the existing built
environment merits a special level of protectiomcg the majority of the land is not
developed, and the buildings in the south easteroare of little visual merit, that
description could not in my view be applied to thpresentation site. It should not therefore
be included in a Conservation Area, the neareds pafr which are in any event some
distance away in Rohais Road. Areas of Landscahee\éae described in paragraph 2.3.2.4
as areas of high quality landscape representindgpelse examples of the landscape types to
be found in the Plan area. Although the land prissan attractive green appearance in an
area of Valley landscape type as set out in Ann@{ the Plan, it is not in my view of
sufficient quality in isolation to merit that forin@esignation. | note however that other open
land in the vicinity is within the Rural Areas Plarea, and | do not know what approach the
IDC intends to take to landscape designations ah FHan when it is reviewed. The IDC’s
response to these representations did not spdlifazidress the question of whether Area of
Landscape Value designation was appropriate to ldmsl. While | make no formal
recommendation, they may wish to ensure that tleeo®nsistency of approach across the
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boundary of the two Plan areas.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
44 Baubigny Flowers Limited

Summary of Representations

The Plan should either 1) permit residential degedent of a site on the southern side of
Epinelle Road or 2) clarify/amend the written sta¢at and/or policy and/or key terms so
that the term “previously developed land” doesexatiude horticultural land.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.66 | have dealt with this representation in this setof the report because the effect of
the first proposal put forward would be to inclutie land within the Settlement Area. The

Settlement Area defined in the draft Urban AreamnPies at some distance from this site,
the nearest point being on the north side of Las/&gees. To extend the Settlement Area
boundary to include this site would also includarge amount of land, and would require,

in effect, a complete re-appraisal of the boundarthis area. It would be contrary to the

general aim of the plan to confine the designatetllé$nent Areas to those close to and
convenient for the main centres of St Peter Pat@trSampson.

4.2.67 It would clearly not be appropriate to designates #ite as a Settlement Area in
isolation. It has no particular features which geapart from its surroundings, and in
particular from the derelict vinery site to theteahkich is the subject of Representation 2.

4.2.68 As was pointed out at the inquiry, this site light at the edge of the area covered
by the UAP in a location described by the IDC, eotly in my view, as on the rural fringe.
On the opposite side of the road, to the north, &astsmall housing area which is notated as
Built Up Area in the Rural Area Plan (Phase 1). Hrea so notated is small, and is
surrounded by predominantly Green zoned land. ¢ tiwdt a recent residential development
has taken place on a former vinery site within tiatilt Up Area. However the
representation site lies not within, but beyond #raa, and its development would extend
built development towards open countryside. ThusneW, as the representor’'s advocate
suggested, | consider this site in the contextt®iphysical surroundings and not just its
context in the Urban Area Plan, my conclusion remmdhat it would not be appropriate to
apply policies which would permit the constructmiow density development.

4.2.69 | do not dispute the representor’s view that tfesghouses on the site are beyond
economic repair, following severe storm damage 9871and subsequent deterioration. |
deal in relation to Representations 41-43 with ghggestion that former glasshouse sites
should be brought within the ambit of Policy COJhese | recommend no change to the
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Plan.

4.2.70 The representor asked at the inquiry for clarif@matof the term “previously
developed land”. In referring to the definition mfeviously developed land at Page 150 of
the Plan he pointed to the statement at the topagfe 149 that these “are not legal
definitions and some of the terms may have othexmngs in different contexts”. | take that
to be an explanation that terms used in the spgethtontext of the Plan may be understood
differently when used in other circumstances. Ssjmécialised meanings are a normal part
of dealing with a technical subject. | accept thainy of the definitions on pages 149-151 of
the Plan might be looked on as ‘terms of art’, theet definition of previously developed land
has backing in the Island Law, to which | have mefe earlier.

4.2.71 1 accept that if the "ordinary’ meaning of previgudeveloped land were applied, a
different outcome would result. But as | explairréspect of Representations 41-43, such an
outcome would negate the aims of the Plan. In trgext of this draft Plan | consider the
definition is clear in its own terms and requiresfarther explanation.

4.2.72 Nor do | consider the Plan unfairly discriminatanythis respect. It is inevitable that
in the creation of planning policy there are sorageptial winners and some potential losers.
However | note that in the current UAP Policy HORG¢htains a presumption against any
form of development other than horticulture on site of derelict or redundant glasshouses
unless the site is identified in a Outline PlannBrief, Mixed Use Redevelopment Area or
Housing Target Area for housing or other developmenis within a MURA or Built Up
Area. The position of such buildings is thus edaéiptunchanged between the two Plans.

4.2.73 This site is not within an Area of Landscape Valuehe Plan. However the open
farmland elsewhere in this locality is so desigdaten some parts of the Plan area this
notation washes over glasshouses, in accordanbelvetstatement in paragraph 2.3.2.4 that
in some cases land may need to be reclaimed armhesdh in order to restore the visual
continuity of the underlying landscape. | dealefation to a number of representations with
the consistency of the notation, and it seems totima¢ this is a location where the
boundaries of the notation need to be examineddare consistency.

4.2.74 As to the representor’s submission that this aspiettie proposed plan is ultra vires
the powers in section 6(3)(b) of the Law, | makecoomment as this is a question of law.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
76 F Mallet & Son Ltd

Summary of Representation
Clarification was sought as to the use to whichsikes could be put.
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Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.75 The site lies within the Settlement Area, on Lesid@ges. It has been cleared, and
piles have been driven to enable future developietatke place. | understand that planning
permission has been granted for a petrol fillirgish and car showroom development, and
a start has been made on that scheme.

4.2.76 Any alternative form of development would needaket account of the full range of
policies in the Plan, and it would be inappropribde me to comment on any specific
possibilities, since these would need to be thejestibof planning applications for
determination by the IDC. | note the IDC’s commahthe inquiry that the Settlement Area
is favoured for development, but that office aniditgoroposals would need to be considered
in the light of policies EMP1 and CENZ2. They alsmmenented that in the light of the
history of the site and its filled nature an enmimental risk assessment should accompany
any application, in accordance with policy GEN1BeTproximity of surrounding housing
would also need to be taken into account.

4.2.77 The representors asked for clarification as to miethe site counted as previously
developed land. Such clarification is not for metovide, but the definition of that term on
page 150 of the Plan is in my view clear, and shpubvide the information needed.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Land at De Quetteville, St Jacques, St Peter Port
Introduction

This piece of land was the subject of a represiemtapporting the designation of the land
in the Proposals Map but seeking clarification @ghie application of certain policies. A
number of further representations were submittezpjposition. The site was also the subject
of representations opposing the designation shawtihe Proposals Map; and others seeking
various changes in the designation.

Representation
91 Mr T Hutley

Summary of Representation

The notation indicating that the site was withie tBettlement Area was supported. The
representor intended to bring forward proposals tfee development of the land for
residential purposes, and sought confirmation thatproposed access through a driveway
which was within the Conservation Area would beegtable.

Further Representations opposing Representation 91
142 Mr and Mrs R G Battersby
143 Mrs Diana Nicole
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144 Mr R Angliss

153 Elizabeth Grace Evans

156 Mrs G M Trott

160 Mr and Mrs Harold Bond

170 Mr and Mrs D Nash

173 Mr and Mrs K R Trott

175 Cdr G W Harper USN Retd
176 Martin J Storey

177 Roy and Lindley Angliss

181 David Larkin and Karynne Larkin
198 Pamela Litchfield

200 Elizabeth Grace Evans

204 Irene Morris and Myrtle Tabel
229 J W Higgs

231 Mrs Michelle Yvonne Higgs
233 Andrew Higgs

240 Mrs R N Stoakes

245 lan Smethurst

253 Sally Denton

255 Mr and Mrs F Kehoe

257 Mr John Jones

326 Mr R Green

343 Mr and Mrs S J Bearder

348 Kleinwort Benson (Guernsey) Trustees Ltd

Representations opposing the Settlement Area Desiggion in the UAP Proposals Map
169 Mr and Mrs D Nash

178 Cdr G W Harper USN Retd
179 Martin J Storey

180 Roy and Lindley Angliss
228 J W Higgs

230 Mrs Michelle Yvonne Higgs
232 Andrew Higgs

239 Mrs R N Stoakes

244 lan Smethurst

256 Mr John Jones

325 Mr R Green

342 Mr and Mrs S J Bearder

Representations proposing that Conservation Area deggnation should cover the whole
site

168 Mrs D M Nicole
172 Mr and Mrs K R Trott
193 Mr K Le Noury
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Representation proposing that the designation shodlbe changed from Conservation
Area and Settlement Area to Area of Landscape Value
254 Mr and Mrs F Kehoe

Representations proposing that the designation shtibe changed from Conservation
Area and Settlement Area to an unspecified designan

133 Mr and Mrs R G Battersby

252 Mrs Sally Denton

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.78 The representation supporting the designationfienRroposals Map indicated that
the landowner intended to bring land forward as‘@pportunity Site” at an early date,

considering it suitable for a small group of towoukes. Access would be through the
existing driveway and courtyard off St Jacques.c&iany such proposal would be the
subject of an application for planning permissiontite IDC | make no comment on its
merits.

4.2.79 A larger area of land, extending beyond the sit®Representation 91 to include the
large gardens of properties in St Jacques and Uppdscques, was indicated as Green Area
in the current UAP, and a Conservation Area covenedt of the length of St Jacques and
part of Rozel Road. Those seeking changes in the ddsignation generally referred to this
larger area of land. In the draft Plan, followirng tboroader brush approach common to this
document, the whole site falls within the Settleim&rea which covers most of the built up
area of St Peter Port, and houses fronting St &scgre included in the Conservation Area
designation which covers most of the older areabetown.

4.2.80 It should not be automatically assumed (as a nurabénose objecting seemed to
assume) that the inclusion of the land within tie¢tl&ment Area creates a presumption that
development will be permitted. Whilst it is trueaththe general thrust of the Plan, in
accordance with the requirements of the Strategit @orporate Plan, is that development
should be concentrated within the Settlement Aremsy specific proposals for the
development of this land would be assessed agaimgimber of policies of the Plan.

4.2.81 Policy DBES5 says that development will be resistdtere it would lead to the loss
of open space which, amongst other things, provédesluable contribution to the character
and visual amenity of an area, or a valuable wédhiabitat, corridor or link. Many of those
making representations to me referred to the lamsand nature conservation qualities of
this site, and | am satisfied that this policy wbehsure that any such qualities would be
properly assessed in dealing with a developmeriqsal. It would, however, be contrary to
the general approach of the plan for this landsaolation to be identified as of Landscape
Value, as some urged. That designation is reseiaethrger swathes of land. Moreover,
because of its isolation within an urban area tarsd does not readily fall within the
description of the ‘'most valuable landscapes inUHsn Area’ used in paragraph 11.2.2.2
to describe Areas of Landscape Value.
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4.2.82 Policy DBE7 relates to development within or affiegtthe setting of Conservation
Areas. While paragraph 4.2.3 says that the intaenisonot to prevent development, the
policy states that development will only be peredttif it conserves or enhances the
character and appearance of the area in termge&fferm, position, scale, materials, design
and detailing. Consideration of any developmenpgpsal for the representation site would
therefore have to take this policy into account.

4.2.83 However | do not agree with those representors suggested that the Conservation
Area boundary should be extended to include theewgidped land to the rear of buildings
fronting St Jacques, Upper St Jacques and La Ganeu@lose. Although the view of this

land from the rear of these properties is cleadlp&d by their occupants, it does not in my
view contribute in any significant way to the chaea of the Conservation Area, being
largely unseen from public vantage points.

4.2.84 Policies GEN7 and GENS refer to the adequacy afisand public utilities to cope
with increased demand, and the need to ensureasdfeonvenient access. The concerns of
local people about the adequacy of the accessidosite, and about the suitability of St
Jacques to take additional traffic would thus besodered.

4.2.85 Policy WWM4 indicates that proposals for developterich would cause or
exacerbate flooding problems will not be permittadd so the adequacy of the drainage
measures proposed as part of any application wbel@ssessed. Policy DBE10 aims to
protect areas of archaeological importance. Inghaeetteer of areas with archaeological
importance in Annex 4 the St Jacques area is nreadin the context of ecclesiastical and
hospice sites, but the text only refers to landtwésJpper St Jacques. Although a number
of representors referred to this site as being mapd, none of the documentary evidence
presented to me seems to me to be conclusive amdkter. However this is a matter which
deserves further investigation, and | make an gpate recommendation.

4.2.86 One representor referred to the land as a peskiblre sports field for the Ladies’
College, but that is a speculation which would diswe to be the subject of a planning
application, and on which | make no comment.

4.2.87 The future of this land is clearly therefore a matf deep concern to many local
residents, as well as to the owner of De Quettvillam satisfied that the policies of the
Plan provide an appropriate context for the comaitten of its future if a planning
application is submitted in the future, and for thualities described by so many residents to
be assessed. | therefore see no justificationt$aremoval from the Settlement Area, nor for
its inclusion within the neighbouring Conservatidnea or designation as of Landscape
Value.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend:

(a) no change to the notation of this land on the PsalsoMap as within the
Settlement Area;
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(b) that further investigation be made into the arclagoal potential of the land
the subject of these representations, and if aptepit be added to the
Gazetteer in Annex 4.

Representation

93 Miss R Townsley
Further Representation Supporting
320 M Hunter

Summary of Representation

The representation supports the inclusion of assitgh of Valnord Lane and north of Les
Camps Collette Nicolle in the Settlement Area andidates the intention to submit a
planning application for the erection of a dwelling

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.88 The representation site is part of the rear gaafes dwelling fronting Les Camps
Collette Nicolle in a residential area and is weilhin the Settlement Area of St Peter Port
defined in the Proposals Map. | agree with the espntor and supporter that it is
appropriately notated.

4.2.89 The representation was accompanied by a DevelopBraft submitted to the IDC
in December 2000. | make no comment either on #taildof the Brief or on the merits of
any proposal for development of the site, since iha matter for the IDC on receipt of a
planning application.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Land at la Route Du Braye
Introduction

A number of representations related to land tcstheh of Route Du Braye and proposed the
inclusion of sites within the Settlement Area.

Representations
96 Mr Hubert
103 Mr and Mrs D Finn

Summary of Representations

Land between the dwellings Braye Lodge in the waesdl Hanjan in the east should be
included in the Settlement Area to allow the lamébé¢ treated as an Opportunity Site.

Further Representation Supporting Representations ® and 103
372 Andrew Marquis
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Further Representations Opposing Representations %nd 103

362 Mr and Mrs N D Tanguy
371 Sergio and Ann Scilironi
373 Mr Paul Jackson

376 Andrew and Emma Sparks

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.90 The IDC advised me that this land, the subject Bfeiminary Declaration of 1981,
was discussed at the inquiry into the 1993 UrbagaARlan, in which it was proposed as part
of the Salt Pans HTA. As a result of the inspestadmments, the HTA was removed, and
the land in question was included in a Green Aileathe draft Plan the north western
boundary of the Settlement Area is drawn to the, easl land to the west and north of the
Salt Pans Key Industrial Area has thus been exdlfrden the Settlement Area.

4.2.91 Paragraph 2.3.2.1 of the draft Plan, in descrilitmgy Policy Areas shown on the
Proposals Map, describes the Settlement Areas\vasing the main concentrations of urban
development and being the areas that are besetbaatrelation to facilities. In looking at
the claim of any significant areas to be includedhie Settlement Area, | have examined the
extent to which it fits those criteria, which fasrovenience could be described as the urban
concentration test and the location test.

4.2.92 The facilities to which the location test relates mainly concentrated in the central
areas of St Peter Port and St Sampson, though dheref course facilities of various kinds
scattered throughout the Plan area. The areasldmegéed in relation to facilities are thus
likely to be those closest to those two centres.

4.2.93 The area either side of the Route Du Braye to tréhrof what is presently the Braye
Road Industrial Estate is at the north-westerneexér of the Plan area, and consequently is
the least able to meet the location test descritbede. Whilst its location on the Route Du
Braye make it relatively accessible to the Bridggaait is less so than other parts of the Plan
area which lie within the defined Settlement Arééhe land the subject of these
representations also fails the urban concentratest, comprising ribbon development
backing onto long gardens or former vinery siteBisTpart of the Braye Road gains a
progressively less urban character as one heatigsagds.

4.2.94 | therefore consider the IDC correct in drawing Bettlement Area boundary to

exclude this area. | do not, however, share theivhat the land should form an important
buffer for the existing and proposed industrialagréo the south. In my view as a general
rule the prevention of harm through noise, distndeaor visual appearance of any industrial
development should be achieved within the boundarfe¢he proposed development, rather
than relying on land outside the control of thealeger. To rely on land in the ownership of
others to, for example, attenuate noise from imrcalspremises would be contrary to the
“polluter pays’ principle, since the cost of attetion by distance would fall on other

landowners. The desirability of buffering the inttisd estate has thus not influenced my
recommendation. The design of any future developrorerthe Key Industrial Area should
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in my view incorporate measures to ensure that terynful effects are not experienced
beyond its boundaries.

4.2.95 The representation included reference to the neeth&é Plan to achieve sufficient
housing to meet the targets of the Strategic anp&ate Plan. | deal with this matter in the
introduction to my examination of Chapter 5 of ®lan. | am satisfied that the policies of
the Plan will enable those targets to be met witladtering its provisions in relation to this
area.

4.2.96 | have noted the comments of those who opposeddpesentations concerning

traffic and drainage matters. However the policethe Plan would require such matters to
be addressed in any event in an application farmiey permission, and they have therefore
had little influence on my recommendation since Wauld be a matter for determination by
the IDC.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation

97 Lions Table Tennis Association
Further Representation supporting

122 A and V Le Pelley

Summary of Representation

The inclusion of the Table Tennis Association’smiges of Maurepas Road in a Settlement
Area was supported. Assurance was sought that efuebrshment of the premises for
continued use as a table tennis club was acceptable

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.97 A preliminary declaration has been issued by th€ fbr the redevelopment of this

site to provide residential units. That is a mattefact and requires no comment from me.
The Table Tennis Association have been seekingnalige premises, but recognise that if
none are found their existing premises will needéorepaired and improved. If any such
proposals require planning permission an applicatidl need to be made to the IDC, and |
therefore make no comment. The Further Representaupported the Table Tennis
Association’s representation, and pointed out thatfurther representors owned additional
land to the north, also within the Settlement Area.

4.2.98 Neither the representation nor the further repragiem sought any change to the
Plan.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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Representation
98 Mr and Mrs H Vaudin

Summary of Representation

Land known as Chez Nous Vinery south of Baubigngdrand east of Les Nicolles Vinery
should be included in the Settlement Area and thacant Conservation Area designation
extended to cover it.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.99 The representation site lies immediately adjadent traditional farm complex
bounded by high granite walls, which is part of an€ervation Area designated on the
Proposals Map. By contrast this site is open ansl feamerly the site of glasshouses and is
now, | am told, contaminated with broken glass.

4.2.100 The Settlement Area defined on the Propddap is described in paragraph 2.3.2.1
as covering the main concentrations of urban deveémnt, which are best located in relation
to facilities. The representation site lies sonsatice outside the defined area, and although
there is some housing to the north west, and tiseNieolles States Prison lies to the south,
it is clearly part of a predominantly rural aredeTtarm and other buildings along Baubigny
Road which make up the Conservation Area are theaseutside the Settlement Area.

4.2.101 The large Les Nicolles Vinery to the westhe subject of a representation to the
inquiry, which | deal with elsewhere. Neither thgite nor this should in my view be
included as part of the Settlement Area, since dosd would be contrary to the whole
approach of the Plan to concentrate developmethiase areas best located for the facilities
of the main centres of St Sampson and St Peter Port

4.2.102 While the site has in the past containeggylouses, it does not fall within the
definition of previously developed land containgécpa50 of the Plan. For the purposes of
the policies of the Plan it is therefore undevetbf@nd. While land immediately to the north
has recently been developed for housing purposes hot aware of the circumstances of
that decision, and so cannot comment on it.

4.2.103 1 have noted the representor’'s interptatf the current policy of the IDC in
relation to "Other Sites’ approved in 1999 whithwas said, enabled planning permission to
be granted for sites such as this. However | hagessed this representation on the basis of
its suggested change to the proposals in the dr&R, and | make no comment on the
interpretation of current policy.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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Representation
134 Richard Collas, M Parry and M Hamilton

Summary of Representation

A triangle of land between Braye Road and MaretePglRoad should be included in the
Settlement Area.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.104 Paragraph 2.3.2.1 of the draft Plan, ircrilg@eg the Policy Areas shown on the
Proposals Map, describes the Settlement Areas\vasing the main concentrations of urban
development and being the areas that are besebtbaatelation to facilities.

4.2.105 | deal above with representations sugggsiiat land south of La Route Du Braye
should be included in the Settlement Area, and locolecthat no change should be made to
the Plan. This triangular pasture lies furtherhte west, and is thus more remote from the
centre of St Sampson. While it is opposite theaste to an industrial estate, it is open and
undeveloped, and thus does not meet either of riteria for inclusion in the Settlement
Area which | describe above as the urban concemtrégst and the proximity test.

4.2.106 | do not doubt that this land is under-usext that development could take place
without harming the trees which line the site. Hoerelt lies at a prominent position at the
road junction, and has importance in adding toféleéing of rurality as one progresses west
along La Route Du Braye. It should not in my viesvibcluded in the Settlement Area.

4.2.107 As to the merits of its development foidestial purposes which were put forward
in the representation, | make no comment, sinceetiveould be matters for the IDC to
determine in the event of an application being made

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
368 Shirley Simon

Summary of Representation

The garden of Pegal Cottage, Les Sauvagées shailden indicated as outside the
Settlement Area but should be included in it.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.108 The garden of this cottage contains a numibstructures and kennels, and a large
shed which the IDC describes as unauthorised. @hé backs onto an extensive area of
countryside included in the proposals Map as ofdsaape Value, although this site itself,
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as part of a domestic curtilage along with a srgedup of cottages is excluded from that
notation.

4.2.109 | deal in connection with Representatiowt the question of whether this part of
Les Sauvagées should be included in the Settlefeat, and conclude that it should not.
My conclusions there apply equally to this site. iMth| appreciate the personal

circumstances which the representor describes rirstagement, and her wish to provide a
building plot for her children, the inclusion ofigHand within the Settlement Area would be
inconsistent with the general approach of the Ridmch | support.

4.2.110 The question of the appropriateness ohitje wall adjoining the property, which
the representor claimed the IDC permitted, is nobater for me, nor does it affect my
judgement on the correctness of the provisionb®fian in relation to this property.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representations

380 Elizabeth Hookway

381 Mr and Mrs lles

Further Representations Supporting

382 Mr and Mrs Wegerer

383 Mr and Mrs Roger de Carteret
384 Mr Robert de Carteret
385 Mr Prowse

386 Mr and Mrs Mancini

388 Brenda and Chris Hodder
389 Mrs Breban

Summary of Representations

The area known as Les Rocquettes and Woodland$dsbewexcluded from the Settlement
Area and included in the Conservation Area.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.2.111 This Plan introduces a large number of gbsifrom the current UAP. In particular,
as paragraph 2.3.2 points out, it moves even fudlay from the tightly drawn land-use
zonings of previous plans. Instead the new poli®as are more broadly defined to offer
greater flexibility and to present a clearer pietwf the overall strategy. So while |
understand the concern of the representors thahuwbnservation area status appears to be
being withdrawn from Les Rocquettes (though untier WAP only a small area close to
Woodlands at the junction of Rocquettes Road anth&ettes Lane was designated Urban
Conservation Area), the more relevant question hether the policies of the draft Plan
provide an appropriate basis for the consideratioany development proposals which may
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come forward, whether for Woodlands or any othepprty.

4.2.112 As one of the representors pointed out,gireeral aim of the Plan is to further
concentrate development within the settlement amedgo ensure that as much new housing
as practicable is provided within the existing urlameas. However it also contains general
policies to conserve and enhance the quality obthk heritage (GEN4), and to ensure that
regard is had to locally distinctive features ahdracteristics of the environment (GENG6).
More detailed policies in Chapter 4 aim to ensuredydesign (DBE1) and protect important
open spaces (DBES5). Policy DBE4 requires landscegfeemes of good quality, and
paragraph 4.2.1.4 says that this should, amongst ¢hings, include a survey of existing
features including trees and hedges, and propfwaise retention of important features.

4.2.113 Among the further representations was gestgn that the Conservation Area on
the Proposals Map should be extended westwardshiodie the Ladies College site and the
triangle formed by Rocquettes Lane, De Beauvoir Rodquettes Road. However, while
there are within that area some buildings of chtaraand many attractive trees, much of it is
of little architectural distinction. The overall afacter and appearance of the area is not in
my view of sufficient merit to warrant recommenditige extension of the Conservation
Area to cover it.

4.2.114 At my site visit | viewed the propertiesdan construction in Courtil St Jacques to
which representors referred. It is not for me tonogent on the likelihood of success of any
proposals for development elsewhere in the areat i§ka matter for the IDC to determine in
the event of a planning application being made. él@®v | am satisfied that the above
policies, together with the other relevant polictéghe Plan, provide a suitable framework
for the consideration of any proposals, which wifisure that the characteristics of the
neighbourhood which the representors care aboubeibroperly taken into account.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

4.3 HO7 FLATS, HOUSES IN MULTIPLE OCCUPATION AND STAFF
HOSTELS

Representation
57 John Gollop

Summary of Representations

The policy was too restrictive, and was self-casittory. It could result in the rejection of
all proposals, when there was a need for more tefeease of existing properties.
Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.3.1 Strategic Policy 9 of the Strategic and Corporden 2001 indicates that priority
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should be given to making better use of the exgstiousing stock. Amongst other things it
says that proposals would be supported which edghet the environment of housing areas
is of a good quality. In my view criteria a) anddf)Policy HO7 are directly related to that
strategic policy. The representor argued that iddi@l decisions in the past had resulted
from a harsh interpretation of the policy (whicladsume to be Policy H10 of the current
Urban Area Plan).

4.3.2 A notable difference between the current policy @ndposed Policy HO7 is the
change to a negative form of wording, saying tluatversion etc “will only be acceptable”
subject to the criteria set out. Paragraph 3.5.flThe current UAP is expressed more
positively — “Also, the IDC will look favourably oproposals for the subdivision of larger
dwelling houses into smaller units provided...”.dtnot clear why the more negative tone of
the proposed policy has been adopted, and in my giemore positively phrased policy
would more accurately reflect the aims of Stratdgpticy 9. However since such a change
would have implications for other policies in théa® | make no recommendation for
change, but suggest that the IDC consider the matte

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

4.4 HO8 HOUSING TARGET AREAS

Introduction

4.4.1 Housing Target Areas are proposed by the Plan mteBlAvenue, Belgrave Vinery,
La Vrangue, Pointues Rocques, Salt Pans and Fraet Rlthough there were
representations concerning individual HTAs, noneadreslsed directly the principles
underlying the concept of HTAs or the contents ittiex paragraph 5.2.4 and Policy HO8
(the relevant policy and supporting text), or paapd 2.3.2.9 (which deals with HTAs in the
general explanation of the Written Statement ammgp@&sals Map in Chapter 2).

4.4.2 However some of the opposition to individual HTAentained expressions of
concern about the operation of this policy anduitderlying principles. | deal above in the
introduction to this chapter with the approachhaf Plan to meeting housing needs, and with
the concept of HTAs, where | conclude that the Huousarget Areas are an important
reserve, which will need to be available to be draen if monitoring reveals that
insufficient dwellings are being developed to nmibet strategic targets.. My findings below
in relation to individual HTAs take into accounb#e conclusions.
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Belgrave Vinery HTA

Representation
108 Constables and Douzaine of St Sampson

Summary of Representation

The HTA should be deleted because of housing dembiinage and traffic problems which
would be associated with it.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.4.3 A Housing Target Area at Belgrave Vinery is a prsgdoof the current UAP. The
report of the Inspector on the inquiry into thagarplindicated that the Constables and
Douzaine of St Sampson objected strenuously tanttiasion of the Belgrave Vinery HTA
at that time, and for similar reasons. His reportpdy indicated that the IDC had been put
on notice of the matters raised, and further contmeould be pointless before the
production of the Design and Development Briefnélerstand from the IDC that a Housing
Task Force has been asked to progress the implatieentof this HTA, and that a
preliminary proposal was presented in 1998.

4.4.4 My response to the representation must necesdailyomewhat similar to that of
the previous Inspector. | acknowledge the expeeemgich the parish representatives bring
to the matters of traffic and drainage within thesiea. They see the existing conditions on a
day-to-day basis. The low-lying nature of this areaeiving drainage from, | was told, 30%
of the Island, means that both foul and surfaceewatrainage proposals for any
development must be carefully examined. The bloekaigexisting douits and drains can
result in flooding, as instanced during the wirdef998.

4.4.5 Similarly any increased population as a resulhefdevelopment of Housing Target
Area at this location will affect traffic on locabads and at junctions with the main coastal
road and will place new loads on the educationesystthe refuse collection system and
other aspects of infrastructure. There is no ddhbhbt this is a large HTA, and if fully
developed will have significant impacts.

4.4.6 However the Plan provides a clear mechanism forctresideration and discussion
of these matters. It requires the production byI€ of an Outline Planning Brief (the
successor to the Design and Development Brief neddeto by the previous Inspector). This
document will give details of the type of developmenvisaged, and will assess its
implications in terms of drainage, traffic and athefrastructure provision. The IDC
indicated that the risk of flooding would be catBfiassessed with the States Water Board
and the Public Thoroughfares Committee. A Traffitphct Assessment would deal with
traffic matters. Once an Outline Planning Brief le@n prepared it would be the subject of
a public inquiry in front of an Inspector, and reiwal development could be approved until
the Outline Planning Brief had been approved byStates of Deliberation.

4.4.7 Thus while | comment on aspects of HTAs in thistisacof my report, it would be
inappropriate to comment on detailed matters wiaiah properly to be the subject of an
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Outline Planning Brief. To do so would risk prejcidg the later consideration of those
details by another Inspector at inquiry. Beforet thguiry there will be an opportunity for
all concerned to examine the details of the OPBfoton an opinion as whether they
adequately deal with their concerns and to makeesemtations in the light of what is
proposed.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
90 Mr P Brown

Summary of Representation

The representation sought the removal from the raety Vinery HTA of a small piece of
land, part of the garden of Le Villocq, Vale Roautlats inclusion in the Settlement Area to
enable the erection of a bungalow. Those opposiagépresentation were opposed to the
erection of a dwelling.

Further Representation Supporting

250 Mr & Mrs F Brehaut
Further Representations Opposing
268 P D Pattimore

269 Mrs M R Lacey

270 Mr P J Bretel

271 Mr & Mrs P Oliver
273 Caroline De Carteret
274 J H Le Blond

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.4.8 The portion of the representation site which woulthder the representor’'s
proposals, provide access to Vale Road is indicatethe current UAP Proposals Map as
included in an Urban Conservation Area, with an riaye indicating Potential for
Enhancement. The area on which it would be hopedect a dwelling is indicated as within
an existing built up area. It is not clear to meyvthe boundary of the Belgrave HTA has
been extended to include this latter garden land,re explanation is provided in the Plan,
or in the response of the IDC at the inquiry. legidhat the future development of the HTA
may possibly have implications for this land beeaa$ the proximity of the La Tonnelle
stream culvert, but that must have been known vitvetdTA boundaries were drawn on the
1995 Proposals Map, and must also be true forilatite same curtilage further to the south
east which has not been included. Although the Hag that the access, drainage and other
planning considerations for the HTA need to be aesizd in a comprehensive manner, that
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does not provide an obvious reason for this change.

4.4.9 Some of the further representors expressed coteatrthe inclusion of this land in
the Settlement Area would set a precedent for lamdediately to the west. However that
land is within the HTA on the current UAP, and &e Ssituation is unchanged. As to the
guestion of whether vehicular access to the HTAhtnige proposed through this land, the
details of development of the HTA would be the sabjof an Outline Planning Brief, on
which the public would be consulted and a publiguiny held. | do not therefore need to
speculate on that possibility.

4.4.10 1 make no comment on the proposal for the ereatfom dwelling, which at the time
of the inquiry was the subject of a current appicato the IDC, following an earlier refusal
of permission. The determination of such applice&ics a matter for them, and outside my
remit. For the same reason | make no comment omsethamspects of the further
representations which directly related to the detfasuch a proposal.

4.4.11 1 recognise that if development of this land weo¢ prejudicial to the development
of the HTA it could be permitted under policy HOB@ven if it were located within the

HTA itself. However as indicated above | see nsoeafor the Plan’s inclusion of this area
in the HTA. Since surrounding areas lie within ®Bettlement Area, the exclusion of this
land from the HTA would result in its inclusion wih the Settlement Area.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that the site be excluded from the agkg Vinery HTA and included in the
Settlement Area.

La Vrangue HTA
Representation
88 Guernsey Tobacco Company

Summary of Representation

The representation sought the incorporation of sle into the adjoining La Vrangue
Housing Target Area.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.4.12 The La Vrangue HTA lies in the north west of StéPdRort, on the urban fringe, to
the north of La Vrangue Road and east of La CouRoad. An HTA at La Vrangue was
included in the current UAP, and although its bares have been adjusted, there have
been no objections to its inclusion, and | seegason to question its continued status as an
HTA. The stated reason for the representor's rdqaesmmed from uncertainty as to
whether, since the site was included in the Sedtdgmrea, residential redevelopment would
be acceptable. The present industrial buildinghensite had been erected in 1955 but had
ceased to be used for the production of cigarattédse mid 1960s and was now subdivided
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and leased to individual companies.

4.4.13 Under the policies of the draft UAP any residentedevelopment of this site other
than as a HTA would be considered against poligi®@2 and EMP9. The former indicates
that housing development within the Settlement Araad on previously developed land
will generally be permitted provided the site iditable having regard to the existing
characteristics of the site and its relationshighwihe surrounding area; it is acceptable in
terms of design, density and amenity; and it dadscanflict with other relevant policies of
the Plan. EMP9 seeks to protect sites that aresuékd to continued industrial use.

4.4.14 1t would not be appropriate for me to indicate hitw policies of the Plan should be
applied in individual cases, and so | make no conin@n the prospect of residential
development on this site under these policies.

4.4.15 As to its incorporation into the adjacent HTA, Itedhat while, in general, HTAS
have been drawn to reserve predominantly open addweloped land for possible future
housing development, in this case it incorporatesgrounds and buildings of the College of
Further Education, which are not within the HTAnd&ed in the current UAP. The IDC
indicated that the reason for this was to enabtesscand other planning considerations to
be integrated with the future planning and develepnof that site. For similar reasons they
said that there might be some benefit in includhmg representation site, which would offer
increased road frontage for the HTA, though theinted out that bearing in mind the
scarcity of industrial premises, the provision&£MP9 would need to be taken into account.

4.4.161 am not in a position to assess the extent to vthie Guernsey Tobacco Company
premises are suited to continued industrial uséhenterms envisaged in Policy EMP9.
However from my inspection of the site it would sekighly unlikely that any access to the
HTA through this land could be achieved without déshing the existing buildings. There
would seem to me to be benefits in considerindpiatdtage where the balance of advantage
lies between retaining them in industrial use amduding the site within the La Vrangue
HTA.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that consideration be given to theability of the premises the subject of this
representation for continued industrial use, andssessment made as to whether it would
be appropriate to include them within the adjoinimgVrangue HTA.

Pointues Rocques HTA

The proposed Housing Target Area at Pointues RagteSampson on the St Clair Vinery
site generated a significant number of represamtstiThe content of representations ranged
widely, from outright opposition to the proposed AJTproposing that the land should be
included as of Landscape Value, through suggestedifitation to its boundaries, to
support and the proposal that it should be inclumhethe Settlement Area, enabling its
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immediate development. | group the representati@@v and summarise them briefly. My
conclusions and recommendation deal with the gidteomatters raised in representations.

Representations

13,171, 344 Briglea Investments Ltd.
28, 294, 338 Ensign Group Limited
100 Sarnia Seeds Limited
Summary of Representations

Support for the identification of the Pointues Raes) Housing Target Area at St Clair
Nursery, requesting that it be changed from HouSiatget Area to Settlement Area and
brought forward as an Opportunity Site (includeghfer representations in response to
representations and further representations opgpoisenHTA).

Further representation in support
321, 322 Mr R Plumley
345 Briglea Investments Ltd

Further representations opposing
223,224,226 Mr C & Mrs N Copperwaite

328 Adrian Lihou
Representation
16 Andrew Carré

Summary of Representation

Any development on the site would be contrary ® ¢brrent UAP and would cause traffic
congestion. The site should be defined as a Greea. A

Representation
40 Michelle Levrier

Summary of Representation

Pointues Rocques Housing Target Area is not seitédnl housing because of inadequate
access, risk to pedestrians from increased traffa should be rezoned “Area of Landscape
Value” or “Conservation Area”. The HTA zoning ofetrarea contravenes the policy on
roads and infrastructure; contravenes the policgadia and convenient access; and does not
comply with the criteria set out for HTAs.

Further Representations Supporting

225 Mr C and Mrs N Copperwaite

331 Adrian Lihou

352 John Gollop

Representation

110 Constables and Douzaine of St Sampson
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Summary of Representation

This HTA should be deleted from the Plan. It woollise severe traffic difficulties on a
road which was already inadequate and which se3\sahools.

Further Representation Supporting

227 Mr C and Mrs N Copperwaite
Representation
34 Dr Carmen Wheatley

Summary of Representation

The upper part of the Pointues Rocques Housingefaigea should be excluded from
development to (1) create an open green space ddfexr zone between the designated
Landscape Value Area of the quarry and fields k&nMary and St Michael’'s School and
(2) protect the historic views from Delancey. Auratreserve should be created there.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.4.17 The land included in the Pointues Rocques HTA wasncluded as an HTA in the
current UAP, where it was part of a Green Area. E\av the Inspector who held the
inquiry into the current UAP recommended at page6His report that a HTA centred on
the St Clair/Robergerie area should replace one freposed in Duveaux Lane. In the
discussion which followed the publication of hipoet the Committee conceded that the site
may have some advantages for housing, in termsa&ing the best use of land and existing
services, and agreed to review the developmennhpaltef this area at the appropriate time.

4.4.18 It occupies a sloping site which must at one tirmeehbeen fully in horticultural use.

The base map to the Proposals Map of the currenP WAows the land covered in
greenhouses. A large group of greenhouses stillpes about a third of the site, and is still
in some active use. The remainder has been laedyred of structures and apart from
some apparently temporary uses and external sttihajé saw on site it is unused. To the
south, west and east are dwellings and their agegs within the Settlement Area, while to
the north is land included in an Area of Landscdphie.

4.4.19 It is greenfield land in terms of the definitionedisin this Plan, and so it would not be
appropriate for it to be included in the Settlem&rga, which paragraph 2.3.2.1 describes as
covering the main concentrations of urban develogmEhe inclusion of this land within
the Settlement Area would also amount to a majlmase of housing land for immediate
development, putting back the development of oglites with a better claim in terms of the
Plan’s priorities. It would thus put at risk thehavement of the overall strategy. | therefore
do not support those representations which soughimmediate development. | have
concluded earlier in this chapter that the IDCriscourse to meeting the requirement of the
Strategic and Corporate Plan that provision shbelanade for an additional 250 dwellings
each year, and the Plan’s target of maintainingya&? supply of land available for housing.
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There is therefore no urgent or overriding need Housing development to be brought
forward immediately.

4.4.20 The land is surrounded on three sides by land wisieppropriately included within
the Settlement Area, and so | agree with the pusviaspector that in locational terms it is
well positioned for designation as a HTA for possifuture development for residential
purposes. Although there was debate at the in@srio how accessible the site is in terms
of current public transport provision, its proxigniio the important Route St Clair means
that even if buses do not currently run along #tiatch of road, it could be readily provided
with public transport and is therefore accessible.

4.4.21 1t is sloping land, terraced in the past to enalbéeerection of greenhouses, and part
of the hougue landscape type identified in Annexf8the Plan. Its quality has been
substantially degraded by its previous and presset and it could not be described as one
of the best examples of the landscape type — tie tla the north which is included in the
Area of Landscape Value in the Plan much bettertsribat description. The designation of
this land as HTA thus meets the criterion in pampbr5.2.4 of avoiding areas of important
landscape, conservation, wildlife or other enviremtal interest.

4.4.22 As to infrastructure provision, its location close existing development and
convenient for the centre of St Sampson would ntlag&grovision of adequate infrastructure
possible in a sustainable manner, though of cotlmsedetail of that provision would be a
matter for an Outline Planning Brief.

4.4.23 The IDC indicated that the Outline Planning Briefuld address any potential traffic
impact and any measures required to reduce thatdntp an acceptable degree. A number
of objectors, including the Constables and Douzain§t Sampson, referred to the narrow
winding nature of the road passing the site, aacdugie by schoolchildren attending local
schools. The promoters of the development of ttee muit forward a number of ways of
improving access to the site while also improvihg @alignment of Rue Des Pointues
Rocques. The detail and the acceptability of anghsproposals would be a matter for
consideration through the mechanism of the OutRtenning Brief, which would enable
their consideration at an inquiry. Annex 6 of tharPsets out the parameters of Traffic
Impact Assessment, which would, | imagine, be regsin this case, but for the purposes
of my consideration of the Plan | am satisfied ithahould be possible to devise measures,
possibly extending beyond the immediate vicinitytlud site, which could provide safe and
convenient access to the site without prejudiciregdafety and convenience of existing road
users, including schoolchildren. The policies of flan would ensure that these matters
were given full consideration before any decisiaaswaken to release the land for housing
development, and if examination of any Traffic IropaAssessment revealed that
unacceptable effects would result which could net datisfactorily mitigated, then
development could be prevented from proceeding.

4.4.24 Turning to the suggestions in Representation representor owns a large area of
garden immediately adjoining the site to the eastuipying some of the highest land in the
north of the area. The garden was in process ofgdandscaped at the time of my visit, and
the representor has mooted the possibility of ngkire land open to the public at times.
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She expressed concern not only at the loss of @ssnin relation to her property, but also
the obstruction of views. From what | saw, the dshpe away from the high wall on the
common boundary would be such that it is unlikéigttthere would be any significant
obstruction of views. However the proposers of ttgu@ent on this HTA accepted that an
element of open space within the development woeldoth necessary and desirable, and
suggested that the upper parts of the slopes raghnh appropriate place for its location.

4.4.25 Although this site adjoins an Area of Landscapeu€aio the north, it is separated

from that land by high walls, and as | have alreadted, is not itself of landscape value in
its present degraded state. Whether the upperopdine site should be set aside, and if so
whether it should form a nature reserve or somerdtind of amenity space are all matters
which would be addressed through the OPB procedure.

4.4.26 The understandable concerns of residents in hoasnsg to the site, and particularly
those on lower land in the recently constructedHoaigue St Clair, that their privacy and
outlook should be protected would also be mattdrclwan OPB would address. As with
other aspects of this site, | am satisfied thathé land were to be brought forward for
development, those interests would be properlyriaké account by the policies of the
Plan.

4.4.27 In conclusion, | consider this site is appropriat@lcluded in the reserve of possible
housing sites as a Housing Target Area, and arsfigatithat the policies of the Plan provide
adequate safeguards to ensure that detailed coasteis given to the possible effects
feared by objectors before development could prbcee

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend no change to the Plan.

Salt Pans HTA

Representation
15 Mrs M Helyer

Summary of Representation

The Salt Pans Housing Target Area between thePaals Road and Lowlands Road is not
suitable for further development for reasons obdlimg and traffic and that the effect of
nearby housing and industrial developments shoelccdnsidered when considering the
zoning.

Representation
114 Kenilworth Properties Limited

Summary of Representation
The land included in the HTA should instead beudeld in the Settlement Area.
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Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.4.28 At the inquiry the representors put forward prop®stor the comprehensive
development of 9.5 hectares of land comprising $la¢t Pans Key Industrial Area, the
majority of the designated Salt Pans HTA and theriening land. | am not concerned with
the merits of that proposal, except that it denranss that a possible access to both the KIA
and HTA areas could be achieved from La Route Day®&r| assume that proposals will in
due course be submitted to the IDC, and | theraftake no comment, to avoid prejudicing
their consideration.

4.4.29 Turning to the criteria governing the selectionHFAs in paragraph 5.2.4 of the
Plan, this land is bounded on all sides by existlegelopment, the only significant gap
being to the west where the remainder of the nurBes. It is thus well related to the
existing pattern of development and to the defiSettlement Area. It is close to the centre
of St Sampson, and to public transport routes flbimer glasshouse land, but because of its
relationship to existing housing does not have sigpificant landscape value within the
Braye Du Valle landscape type, even if it were ¢oréclaimed. | am thus satisfied that the
HTA meets the criteria for selection set out in fHan.

4.4.30 1 note the assertion made in that representdliaha comprehensive approach to
the whole land holding is necessary in order toieaehthe infrastructure improvements
contained in the proposals. | understand that foisthis reason, among others, that they
propose that the HTA designation should be remdrad the residential element of their
scheme and it be included in the Settlement Areaniable it to be brought forward for
development. However such an approach would bensistent with the approach of the
Plan as a whole. The development strategy of tla@,Rhhich | support, has aimed to
achieve as much new housing as practicable witkistieg settlements, and to avoid the
release of significant greenfield sites for devetept other than through HTA process,
which ensures that priority is given to the regatien of the main urban areas and to the use
of previously developed land.

4.4.31 It is greenfield land in terms of the definitionedisin this Plan, and so it would not be
appropriate for it to be included in the Settlem&rda, which paragraph 2.3.2.1 describes as
covering the main concentrations of urban develogmEhe inclusion of this land within
the Settlement Area would also amount to a majlmase of housing land for immediate
development, putting back the development of oglites with a better claim in terms of the
Plan’s priorities. It would thus put at risk thehaeavement of the overall strategy.

4.4.32 The retention of the land within the HTA would hate benefit of enabling the IDC

to consider the appropriateness and timing oklisase compared to others. | deal elsewhere
with the mechanism for deciding the order of ptiofor the release of HTAs. | understand
the representors’ case that delay will prolongdbeeliction of this now disused glasshouse
site, but that argument carries no more strengtihisicase than for the many other vinery
sites which have been the subject of representatmrthe inquiry. Although derelict, they
are not previously developed land within the défm in this plan, and should not have
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priority for development ahead of previously deyeld sites in the urban centres.

4.4.33 As for the effects of the development of the HTAiethwere the concern of the
representor opposing this HTA, and were also threem of others in relation to HTAS in
the north of the Plan area, my main concern inidgatith this Plan must be to ensure that
adequate policies are in place to assess the impaany proposed development, rather than
to carry out that assessment myself. While | resmgthe concerns of representors that
current drainage and traffic arrangements may adaisfactory, | am nevertheless satisfied
that the Plan incorporates satisfactory mechanmmsh can ensure that if this HTA is
brought forward for development through an Outlitianning Brief full consideration will

be given to its impacts not only on its immediatereundings but on the wider locality. In
terms of traffic this would be through a Traffic pact Assessment, as described in Annex 6
of the Plan. In terms of flood risk, paragraph 3.2ays that the States Water Board and the
Public Thoroughfares Committee will be consultedoomposals for sites that are susceptible
to flooding. Policy WWM4 says that development laittype will only be permitted where
satisfactory flood alleviation measures are incoajea in the scheme. Paragraph 9.2.4 and
Policy WWM5 promote the use of sustainable urbanndige systems, which allow surface
water to soak into the ground or gradually discedoga watercourse, minimising peak flow
and thus reducing flooding risks.

4.4.34 In conclusion, therefore, while | consider thisagpropriate site for designation as a
Housing Target Area, it is not appropriate for ustbn in the Settlement Area.
RECOMMENDATION

| recommend no change to the Plan.

Franc Fief HTA

Representation Supporting Franc Fief HTA
46 Franc Fief Vinery Limited

Summary of Representation

Development of this site should be supported. Ta#fi¢ and drainage fears expressed by
objectors can be overcome, and some NIMBY readtionevitable. Glasshouses on the site
are no longer economic to maintain.

Further Representations Supporting

234 Mr P Collins

336 F R Whalley
Representations Opposing Franc Fief HTA
20 Graham J Carré

22 Mrs M Helyer

23 Mark and Jackie Troalic
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32 Mr N S and Mrs K Jehan

70 R W Litten

80 Peter Bougourd

81 Lyndon Trott

82 RH and BA Bacchus-Robilliard

109 Constables and Douzaine of St Sampson

Summary of Representations opposing:

Developers should be forced to develop brownfigldssbefore any greenfield lands are
released. The roads serving site are inadequatealaeady used by children attending 3
schools. There would be an increase in traffichet tlangerous Salt Pans Road/Route
Militaire junction. Traffic Impact Assessments shibbe required for all developments. The
land should be designated as of LandscapeValudeutslopment would result in the loss of
fine views north from Robergerie Road, a reductiogreen space in the parish, and the loss
of a modern vinery. There was too much developrmeparish — development in rural areas
would be preferable. Development would increasetig problems of flooding. Since it
was not clear what forms of development would tpleee or their effect on neighbouring
housing Outline Planning Briefs should be prepamed. There was a need to expand
educational provision and this should be a preistiguof development.

Further Representations Opposing Franc Fief HTA

127 Mr C and Mrs P Niles
353 John Gollop
354 John Gollop

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.4.351 deal at the beginning of this chapter with thengral approach of the Plan to
housing and the identification of HTAs, includirtgetargument that the inclusion of HTAs
weakened the Plan by encouraging the developmegreehfield sites ahead of brownfield.

4.4.36 Dealing first with the criteria for the selectio HTAs in paragraph 5.2.4 of the
Plan, Franc Fief HTA is bounded to the north by dieg along Saltpans Road and to the
west by housing east of the Route St Clair/Routétdite. It is thus well related to the
western part of the urban area of St Sampson. Tikeakso housing in a ribbon to the east,
along Rue Queripel, though | am unsure as to tagorefor the exclusion of these dwellings
in almost the geographical centre of St Sampsan tre defined Settlement Area. As far as
| am aware it is not currently served by publimgport, though its proximity to Route St
Clair would make provision a straightforward matter

4.4.37 By their nature, Housing Target Areas are greahfiles, and so their development,
if that proves necessary, will involve a loss okopess and of views. In the case of the
Franc Fief HTA these areas of glasshouses and lgmehare close to existing areas of
residential development to the west and north, dadnot have the landscape qualities
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possessed by the fields to the east and southelhéed arose they would form a logical
extension of existing and proposed developmenhis part of the Island. In my view the
Franc Fief HTA meets the criteria in paragraph®.2.

4.4.38 As to the problems of traffic and drainage, ther@o doubt that the existing roads

serving this proposed HTA are narrow, single traxcglaces and the photographic evidence
presented to me shows that flooding of the Rue iQelenas taken place. What the cause is
of the flooding is less clear, and whether it tsilatitable to wider drainage problems or local

difficulties is not apparent.

4.4.39 However the Plan provides a clear mechanism forctresideration and discussion
of these matters. It requires the production byli@ of an Outline Planning Brief. This
document will give details of the type of developmenvisaged, and will assess its
implications in terms of drainage, traffic and athdrastructure provision. It would also be
able to weigh in the balance the loss of greentotséhe local economy, as raised by an
objector. A Traffic Impact Assessment would deahwraffic matters including, | assume,
material effects on roads and junctions furtheeldfiOnce an Outline Planning Brief had
been prepared it would be the subject of a publipiry in front of an Inspector, and no
actual development could be approved until the i@aitPlanning Brief had been approved
by the States of Deliberation.

4.4.40 Thus while | comment on aspects of HTAs in thistisacof my report, it would be
inappropriate to comment on detailed matters wiaiah properly to be the subject of an
Outline Planning Brief. To do so would risk prejcidg the later consideration of those
details by another Inspector at inquiry. Nor do gree with those representors who
considered that an Outline Planning Brief or Taffnpact Assessment should be produced
immediately. | understand their anxiety to know ttetails of any development proposed,
but to set out the detailed requirements beforgas known whether, or at what time the
development of this reserve of land should takeelaould involve the IDC in a substantial
amount of potentially abortive work. As to educatibprovision, this is essentially a matter
for the States Education Council, but ParagrapB.1@ and policy SCR2 of the Plan set out
the necessary planning framework for schools tprbgided where they are required.

4.4.41 Some representations were concerned at the cuwwileffect of various land
allocations in this area, including the Pointuesdres, Franc Fief and Salt Pans HTAs and
the Salt Pans Key Industrial Area. The suggestiat their impact should be assessed
cumulatively before decisions are taken on thisnHE understandable, as if all these
possible developments were to take place a comditlechange would result in this part of
the Island. However the release of HTAs is to baspld according to the need for the
release of land, a matter | deal with earlier is tieport. It would be wrong to treat them all
as firm proposals for development at this stagee Tutline Planning Brief procedure
provides a mechanism for examining the implicatiohglevelopment of whichever areas
come forward during the life of the Plan, includisigch cumulative effects. Public scrutiny
through the public inquiry and associated publinstdtation should ensure that matters of
concern such as these are addressed.

4.4.42 In conclusion, therefore, the inclusion of the fradfief HTA accords with the
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general approach of the Plan, which | support,iand my view an appropriate location for
such an allocation.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Inclusion of Additional Land in Franc Fief HTA

Representation
67 Mr Adrian Dorey

Summary of Representation

Land at the junction of Robergerie Lane and RueriQekshould be included in the Franc
Fief HTA.

Further Representations Opposing
126 Mr and Mrs P Niles
265 B A Robilliard

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.4.43 This small field is indicated on the Proposals Mapof Landscape Value and was
described by the IDC as part of a swathe of opengde landscape extending across
Robergerie Road to the south and west. The lamdas untidy condition, not least because
of the part-erected building and derelict cars t® $outh east corner, the legacy, |
understand, of a previous tenant. Its contributmthe landscape at present is primarily its
open nature.

4.4.44 The inclusion of this land within the HTA would naotecessarily threaten its
openness, or its consequent attractiveness to, lisdfis could be a matter dealt with by the
Outline Planning Brief. If in preparing the OPBas felt important to keep the land open
(and in view of its inclusion in the Area of Landpe Value | assume that would be the
case) the OPB could contain provisions which assthes. However it could, as the IDC
said, be beneficial to the overall planning of HiEA, offering additional amenity areas or
improved access.

4.4.45 The fear of the Further Representors about thectgpaf the existing lanes to deal

with additional traffic, | have dealt with above fielation to the main HTA proposal. Any

Traffic Impact Assessment prepared would coverdliditional land, and would ensure that
traffic impacts were acceptable.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that the land the subject of Repretient&7 be included in the Franc Fief
HTA.
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4.5 HO9 RETENTION OF THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK

Representation
57 John Gollop

Summary of Representations

The policy was too prescriptive. A more comprehemsaapproach was preferable, which
allowed some increase while accepting some lossafing stock.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.5.1 As the IDC pointed out, the second sentence optiiey makes it clear that it is a
net loss of accommodation which is opposed by tbkcyy and so the comprehensive
approach favoured by the representor is encourabkesvever any more permissive
approach to the loss of housing stock would in neywrisk frustrating the aims of mixed
use developments, in that developers might be eaged to leave some residential
elements unoccupied in the hope that change tora profitable commercial use might be
permitted later.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
379 Karol Crispini

Summary of Representation

More flexibility was sought in policy HO9 to enabless of residential accommodation
where a developer provided an equivalent numbenia$ on another site.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.5.2 The representation arose from a specific case oWmers of Allez House, and of the
now closed Hotel San Marco, wish to convert Alleausle from its present use as three flats
to offices. They also wish to convert the formetehd@o form nine flats. The sale of Allez
House would release capital for the conversiomefformer hotel, but permission to convert
Allez House to offices has been refused in the. past

45.3 Clearly | can make no comment on the specificshi$ tase, since that might
prejudice the consideration of an application fianping permission to the IDC. However it
is evident that preventing the loss of housing awoodation is vital to the achievement of
the targets set by the Strategic and Corporate Plaragraph 5.2.5 of the Plan sets out the
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general approach, and in my view it is a reasonaideflexible one. First, and notably in the
light of the particular scheme envisaged in thisecat says that it is important that there is
no netloss of the existing housing stock. Where livingc@mmodation is not of a
satisfactory standard it says that the aim wilttdeeek refurbishment of the property, but
goes on to say later that in exceptional circunts&arnt may be acceptable to allow the loss
of residential units that offer poor residential eamty and which are not practicable to
improve.

4.5.4 Criterion (d) of policy HO9 admits an additional gstbility, namely that loss of
housing may be acceptable where it would facilitatdevelopment with substantial and
overriding benefit to the Island and the housing] e replaced on a suitable commercial
site in the Settlement Areas. | accept that, agd@peesentors said, this is a tough test, but if
tests were not tough the overall presumption wawgitibe adequately protected. | also note
that this exception arises from a provision in 1988 Strategic and Corporate Plan which
has not been repeated in the current (2001) verSioat provision was aimed at providing
flexibility for the financial sector's demand forffices rather than at the kind of
circumstances envisaged by the representors. Neless it enables the IDC to exercise
discretion, and to weigh the circumstances of dmecAs the representative of the IDC at
the inquiry pointed out, Guernsey legislation doesinclude provision for planning gain of
the kind envisaged in this criterion, and so it Wdoteed to be based on an element of good
will, following negotiation and agreement.

4.5.5 In summary, it seems to me that the Plan is cledr @nsistent in its aims, but
contains sufficient flexibility both in policy HO@nd in its supporting text to deal with
circumstances which depart from the norm. Theseesgmtors, as others who appeared
before me, expressed the view that the IDC in esiaig its development control functions
did not show sufficient flexibility. | have no exjpence of that, and even if | had it would be
improper for me to comment. How the IDC exercigesdiscretion is a matter entirely for
that Committee.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

4.6 HO10 RESIDENTIAL DENSITY AND AMENITY

Representations
56 John Gollop
78 A D C Webber

Summary of Representations

The policy was supported but representor 56 corsiléhat "public amenity’ should be
defined.
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Representor 78 pointed to the dangers of over-deogsing. Two-thirds of the island was
restricted for building purposes, and as a resudtlrareas were stagnating.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.6.1 Representation 56 was combined with one relatingdiccy HO2, which | deal with
above, including the reference to public amenity.

4.6.2 The aim of concentrating development in the urb@asiis the subject of Strategic
Policy 3 of the Strategic and Corporate Plan. TRian is required to conform to the
Strategic and Corporate Plan, and is certifiedngyRresident of the Advisory and Finance
Committee as so conforming. To the extent that Esprtation 78 was suggesting a
departure from that aim, such an approach would tak Plan out of conformity, and | do
not support it. Nor do | accept his contention tiyaater densities necessarily lead to poorer
conditions for residents. In my experience it isf@ely possible to create excellent living
environments while building at relatively high diéies; it is equally possible to create poor
environments at comparatively low densities. Wkatmportant is the quality of the design
and the care which is given to the details of amppsal.

4.6.3 Paragraphs 8.3.10 and 8.3.12 of the Strategic amgoCate Plan encourage the
maximisation of the number of dwellings on new hogssites without detriment to the
quality of urban life, and Strategic Policy 5 mens, amongst other factors, the need for
good design and the provision of open space ardbktaping. Policy HO10 reflects these
aims in very similar terms, and | see no reasaetommend any change to it.
RECOMMENDATION

| recommend no change to the Plan.

4.7 HO14 DOWER UNITS

Representations
62 John Gollop

Summary of Representations
The following changes should be made to Policy HO14

In criterion (b) "would’ should become "might’.
An additional criterion (c) “there is the feasityilfor separate entrances and exits’.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

4.7.1 The IDC informed me that there is a long traditiorGuernsey of supporting "dower
units’, which are extensions or additions to dwejt to provide accommodation for elderly
relatives. However | agree with them that the polreeds to guard against abuse. In
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situations where an additional separate dwellingld/mot be acceptable, this policy should
not provide a loophole which could be exploiteddogating what purported to be a dower
unit, and then with minimal alteration creating eparate dwelling. The inclusion of the
suggested alterations would make it much morecdilififor the IDC to prevent the creation
of separate dwellings in undesirable situationsgesiit would permit the creation of dower
units which were effectively no different from segt@ dwellings in their layout and

arrangement.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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5. CHAPTER 6 EMPLOYMENT

5.1 EMP1 NEW OFFICE DEVELOPMENTS

Representation
58 John Gollop

Summary of Representation
Office development should be resisted.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

5.1.1 The representor was concerned that the policy wardourage further office
developments, which could result in greater massing more intensive development.
However the Strategic and Corporate Plan 2001 dussrule out additional office
development, pointing to the need for the ageirigefstock of the Town to be upgraded,
and stating that investment in new office schenmealilsl be associated with improvements
to the environment and accessibility; a greateremity of uses, including housing and
improved leisure and retail facilities; and shouatut increase traffic congestion or displace
other essential uses. Strategic Policy 10 statssthie refurbishment of the existing office
stock in the Town should be encouraged. New offiegelopment may be facilitated on
redevelopment sites to secure a more diverse minseg including housing, subject to
safeguarding the character of the Town.

5.1.2 In my view Policy EMP1 conforms to, and implemettitat strategic policy. | see no
reason to resist office development in principlartigularly in view of the role that the
office sector plays in the economy of the island.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend no change to the Plan.

5.2 EMP2 SMALL SCALE PROFESSIONAL AND SUPPORT SERVICES

Introduction

5.2.1 There were no representation in relation to thiscpoHowever during the inquiry

the IDC introduced a proposed amendment to thecypolihey pointed out that the main
centres of Town and the bridge accommodate a neixtiruses, which the Plan aims to
strengthen. As part of this general approach pdi&N3 and CEN4 facilitate a range of
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complementary uses including the development diegsional and client services within the
Central Areas.

5.2.2 They went on to say that all proposals for offieanmodation, which would
include small scale offices for professional anéntl services, would have to comply with
policy EMP12. Policy EMP1 restricts the developmaimew office accommodation to sites
in the MURAs or existing office sites in the CehtAaeas or to situations in accordance
with policy EMP2. Policy EMP2 deals specifically tivithe development of small scale
office suites for professional and support servidéswever the policy as drafted relates
only to proposals outside the Central Areas and MERnd is therefore in conflict with the
general approach for Central Areas. In order todesistent with policies CEN3 and CEN4
the IDC submitted an amendment to Policy EMP2 airtlquiry, as follows:

“Policy EMP2

Outside the Central Areas and MURAs proposals &aw office floorspace will only be
permitted where:-

a) the proposed offices are small-scale and wouldigeoa direct service to members of
the public calling at the site; and

b) the site is located within the Settlement Areasth@ proposals would result in the
retention of buildings of architectural or histornigterest in accordance with Policy
DBES;

OR
c) the proposals are for home-working in accoceamith Policy EMP11.”

5.2.3 | would suggest that the wording of b) should bgusted to accord more closely
with policy DBE8 by referring to buildings a&pecial interestbut otherwise | support this
change.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that policy EMP2 be revised in the feuggested by the IDC.

5.3 EMP4 CONVERSION OF OFFICE SITES FOR ALTERNATIVE USE

Representation
58 John Gollop

Summary of Representation

The policy seemed inflexible, placing a barrier dvef people with second-rate office
accommodation wishing to convert them to residénts&. The emphasis on marketing in
criterion b) was excessive.
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Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

5.3.1 While | agree with the representor that in isolatiBolicy EMP4 might appear
somewhat inflexible in that it would apply to aliogperty in office use, however unsuitable
that use might be, this policy needs to be readomunction with Policy HO6. This is
encouraging to the conversion of office space ésidential use, or a mix of uses including
housing provided there is no conflict with policMPB4. Paragraph 5.2.3.3 says that such
conversion of obsolete office space could helpetatalise an area. It goes on to say that
obsolescence will be judged on evidence of posditempts to seek an office occupier. The
difficulty the Plan faces is that it attempts thgbuthis policy and HO9 to prevent
unnecessary losses of both housing and office spdogever whereas there is no
encouragement at all to the loss of housing spaoffite use, this policy enables space that
is no longer suitable for modern office requirensetiat be used for residential purposes. For
this purpose there needs to be some means ofgestiether the premises are, in fact,
suitable for modern office requirements. The aliéiu@ to using attractiveness to the market
as a test would presumably be to have some spacenwenience standards measuring
suitability, and these would be bound to be arbjtta a degree, and unlikely to command
widespread agreement.

5.3.2 Some test of obsolescence seems to me to be necessd evidence of attempts to
market the property as offices is in my view anrappate test, and one of reasonable
objectivity.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

5.4 EMPS5 KEY INDUSTRIAL AREAS

Introduction

5.4.1 The concept of Key Industrial Areas is containedtlwe current UAP, where
paragraph 3.9.9 indicates that these are the avbagse the IDC wishes to consolidate
industrial activity. Policy IND3 aims to reserveeprises within these areas for industrial
activities which by their scale, form density andise should be relocated from existing
uses.

5.4.2 The draft Plan proposes one extension to thoses,aa¢&alt Pans Road. | deal first
with a representation opposing that extension,thed with other representations suggesting
changes to the policy or its application.
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Salt Pans Key Industrial Area
Representation

21 Mrs M Helyer
Further Representation Supporting
216 Mrs J M Wallis

Summary of Representations

The Key Industrial Area at the Salt Pans is notaflg for industrial development and the
effect on nearby housing of the industrial develepmand increased traffic should be
considered, as should the close proximity of twauglog Target Areas and the MURA at
Leale’s Yard.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

5.4.3 In addition to the above, Representation 114, aljhonot stated as supporting the
extension of this KIA, contained proposals for depenent which included the
implementation of this extension, together with caopanying road and access
improvements.

5.4.4 The Strategic and Corporate Plan at paragraph 8etjdires the Plan to seek to
maintain an adequate supply of local industriatiland to manage that supply effectively.
The Plan contains no specific justification for firevision of additional Key Industrial Area
space. However evidence of demand from potentiaéldpers enquiring about industrial
premises was produced in relation to another prgosextend the KIA at Pitronnerie Road
into an Area of Landscape Value (Representatiowhssh | deal with under policy CO4).

A letter from the Development Manager of the Boafrthdustry was produced in support of
the existence of such demand. | conclude in reldtiathat objection that | do not doubt that
there is some untapped demand for industrial pesnisVhile the opposition to this

extension was not related to the question of nééd, Plan in my view ought to provide
justification for the proposed extension, whichadles an incursion into greenfield land.
Such an incursion for housing purposes would nedaktjustified in housing terms, and in
equity the same should apply to an industrial psapof the Plan.

5.4.5 The representation referred to the unsuitabilityhef location at Salt Pans, its effect
on residential amenity, its appearance, traffic drainage effects, not only in isolation but
in conjunction with other proposals of the Plan FFAs in the locality. The cumulative

effect with other committed development, includiagLeale’s Yard should also in their
view be taken into account.

5.4.6 The Plan contains no justification of the selectidrihis area rather than any other,
but as an extension to an existing, relatively nmodedustrial estate, the land would in my
view be well located in relation to other indudtriaes, and could be provided with access to
the most suitable roads in this part of the Islamdeceive traffic of this nature. It would
seem to me in principle to be appropriate to exiartis fashion rather than seeking a fresh
greenfield site elsewhere. However it is essetiial the Plan contains policies which will
address the genuine and legitimate concerns agfiresentor.
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5.4.7 Policy EMP5 indicates that a Development Brief vl required for this land, and
that in addition to a mix of unit sizes a high stard of design and landscaping will be
required. In any event, the Plan contains polidiesigned to assess the effect of proposals
on residential amenity. Policy GEN 12 in particulelates to the impact of proposals on the
reasonable enjoyment of adjoining properties, paldrly in relation to overshadowing,
overlooking, emissions, noise and disturbance. Thary proposals come forward for the
development of this land this policy will ensuratithe IDC takes these factors into account.
Annex 3 of the Plan contains guidance for devel®par protecting residential amenity.
Policy GEN4 aim to ensure good design, siting, layand scale of buildings in new
development, and policies DBE1-4 expand upon tlaéses, including the need for good
quality landscaping.

5.4.8 As to the concerns over traffic, a Traffic Impagds&ssment, which | assume would
be required for a proposal of this size under #mms$ of policy GEN7 and Annex 6 of the
Plan, would enable an investigation to take plameamly of the immediate impacts of the
KIA extension, but of cumulative impacts with otlbemmitted proposals in the area.

5.4.9 The question of drainage in this low lying parttbé Island was a concern of a
number of representors in relation to differentgasals of the Plan. Paragraph 9.2.3 of the
Plan indicates that the risk of flooding in all ldying land will need to be carefully
assessed so that, where necessary, measuresddlagding can be planned and adopted at
the outset of any development proposals. This wotlkhrly be the case for any
development on this land. Thus, in considering &®svelopment Brief the IDC would
consult the States Water Board and the Public Tugirfares Committee, and the advice of
those bodies would be taken into account.

5.4.10 In conclusion, while | understand the concernshefrepresentor and her supporter, |
consider that the plan contains policies which &hemsure that the matters which she has
raised would be the subject of proper consideratiben any proposals came forward.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that the Plan should contain a justibcy of the need for additional land,
together with the reasons for selecting the SalisParea as an extension to the Key
Industrial Area.

Representation

89 Guernsey Press Ltd
Further Representation Supporting
360 John Gollop

Summary of Representation

The designation of the Salt Pans Key IndustrialaAaed its extension was supported but
clarification was sought on a number of matters.
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Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

5.4.11 The representors own land which is indicated agGAgea on the current UAP, but
is to be added to the KIA at Salt Pans under tbegigions of this Plan. They have planning
permission for the development of this land aspaaking in association with the industrial
use of their premises. They sought clarificatiorndether a Development Brief would be
required in accordance with Policy EMP5 prior te fimplementation of this permission;
whether it would be required for any other formd&velopment of the same land; and
whether other land in their ownership and currentityin an industrial designation could be
developed without the need for a Development Brief.

5.4.12 These questions are essentially matters of intexfioa of the law and of this policy,
rather than being directed to the merits of thecgatself, and it would not be appropriate
for me to offer my opinion. The questions shouldliszussed with the IDC.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Other Representations

Representation

4 Enterprise Plant and Equipment
Further Representation Supporting

378 Peter Derham

Further Representation Opposing

276 R C Johns

Summary of Representation

Land south of La Route du Braye and west of LowsaRdad should be allocated as Key
Industrial Area or Settlement Area. If allocatedkay Industrial Area Policy EMP5 should
be re-worded as follows (additional wording iniita)

“The Key Industrial Areas are reserved for the dwament of business and industrial uses
that require purpose built premis@gs which have successfully adapted non purposk-bui
premisespnd which cannot be reasonably accommodated edseivh

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

5.4.13 The representation site is an area of backlandsaedefrom the Route du Braye and
currently contains a bungalow and a number of aldimgs which were part of a former

vinery. The southern part of the site, an operdfie included within the Salt Pans HTA
designated in the draft Plan, while the remaindethe land is lies within the Residential

Area.

5.4.14 The land and buildings within the Residential Areave planning permission for
business use, the representor’'s business beingréivésion of events equipment including
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public address systems, marquees and mobile saniequipment. The area to the south is
being used without planning permission for the ootdstorage of larger items and the
parking of vehicles.

5.4.15 Whilst | understand the difficulties faced by thepresentor which have resulted

from the success of his business and the needutoloor storage of large equipment and

trailers, the planning merits of existing authadisend unauthorised uses and of any potential
planning applications are matters for developmemtrol by the IDC and are thus outside

my remit.

5.4.16 The proposed change to the Plan involves firsty eékclusion of the site from the
HTA designation, and then its designation eitheamsdditional Key Industrial Area or as
part of the adjoining Settlement Area. Althougk tBC opposed the exclusion of the site
from the HTA on the grounds that a comprehensiaa pvas needed in order to make the
best use of the land available, the land in questiould not appear likely to interfere with
any access to other land or make any other pdrtuwtfto develop. It would simply make
the total developable area smaller by about 2.5ees (about 0.4hectares). However its
inclusion within the Settlement Area would be cangrto the general approach of the Plan
to achieve as much new housing as practicable mkisting settlements and on previously
developed land. It seeks to avoid the releasegmifsiant greenfield sites for development
other than through the HTA process, which ensuraspriority is given to the regeneration
of the main urban areas and to the use of prewalsieloped land. | deal with a similar
proposal for other land within this HTA in relatitm Representation 114.

5.4.17 This small area, isolated from the present BrayadRtndustrial Estate and its

proposed extension, would not, however, be appatgfor the creation of a Key Industrial

Area. Such areas are described in paragraph 213d&1lbeing important reserves for the
development of businesses that require purpose imgilistrial premises and cannot be
accommodated elsewhere. The sole purpose of désigrtais area would seem to be to
solve the locational and development control pnmislef one business, and that would not
accord with the broader-based approach of the Plan.

5.4.18 The representation made reference to Policy EMPY it supporting text as
possibly favouring the expansion sought by theasgntor. It is not for me to judge the
acceptability of a particular proposal, but cleaHwt policy provides criteria against which
an application could be judged. In the context led tepresentor’s search for premises
elsewhere in the area, | also note that Policy EMR&es it possible for brownfield sites
within the Settlement Area to be developed, sulieateeting appropriate criteria.

5.4.19 In passing, | notice a difference of wording betwg@aragraph 6.2.2.2, which refers
to the development of sites in the Settlement Afeasidustry and storage and distribution,
and the text of policy EMP6, which refers only todustrial sites and premises. This
discrepancy has the potential to cause confusiod, larecommend below that the IDC
address this.

5.4.20 1 note the efforts which the company has madeltxate to other sites over the past
8 years, and | also note the support claimed bydpeesentors from the Board of Industry
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that there is currently little provision for locadj enterprises such as this on appropriate sites
in the developed areas. Clearly in the present @oan climate the site has little
horticultural potential, in common with many siiesthe Plan area. The fears of noise and
pollution expressed in the counter-representatauidcin my view largely be mitigated by
physical measures which could be required throughditions on a planning permission.
However none of these factors is sufficient justifion for the specific changes to the Plan
which are sought in this representation.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that the IDC addresses the discrepagivyeen paragraph 6.2.2.2 and the text
of policy EMP6 by including reference to both intlied and storage and distribution
purposes in both places.

Representation
11 Alliance Cash and Carry Limited

Summary of Representation

Two adjacent parcels of land should be changed fk@y Industrial Area to allow the
development of the premises in accordance with tigs as shopping premises.

Further Representation Opposing
355 John Gollop

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

5.4.21 The representors occupy a large warehouse on tgeBRoad industrial estate and
the adjoining car park. Their business was oridgynahtirely a wholesale operation, but as |
saw at my site visit, is now a mixture of wholesgliand retailing, with the majority of the
floorspace given over to retailing, with goods aheélves set out in the manner of a discount
operation. The IDC stated that in their view theéhaused use of the premises is as a
wholesale warehouse. The representors found, thiey some confusion in the minds of
IDC officers as evidenced in correspondence andudsons as to which Use Class the
premises and the adjacent large car park fall into.

5.4.22 What the lawful use of the premises is can onlyabmatter of law, and | do not
propose to enter into that. | note the evidencmftioe Managing Director that about 75% of
the floor area has been given over to retailingdioout 15 years, and the submissions on
behalf of the representor as to the contributianpgfemises make to the provision of choice
in shopping facilities, which is an aim of Stratedbtatement 3 of the Strategic and
Corporate Plan.

5.4.23 The representors indicated that uncertainty an¢ddgality of the present use had
caused delays in the processing of an applicabaefurbish and reconstruct the premises,
and permission had not subsequently been grantdw iterms applied for. The inclusion of
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the premises within a Key Industrial Area wouldtieir view be likely to create further
difficulties in the future, and they sought a diéfet zoning which might reflect thae facto
use of the premises as a part of Island life.

5.4.24 The zoning of individual premises for particulamposes would be contrary to the
general, criteria-based approach of the Plan, groaph | support. | therefore do not
recommend any different allocation for the représt@on site. However | have examined
whether the policies of the Plan provide an appabgrbasis for the consideration of any
planning applications which may come forward irufet

5.4.25 Paragraph 6.2.2.1 of the Plan says that Key Indiigireas represent the island’s

principal reserves of industrial land. These arages big enough to accommodate large
industrial premises and have good road acceseel gn to say that it is important that land
that is particularly suitable for large-scale mawidiring or high technology businesses is
used for those purposes. Policy EMP5 therefore shgt KIAs are reserved for the

development of business and industrial uses tloptines purpose built premises and which
cannot be reasonably accommodated elsewhere. Vithdstes not repeat the reference in
6.2.2.1 to large-scale manufacturing or high te&in businesses, its meaning is evident
from the context. Development for other businegss iadustrial uses will only be permitted

in exceptional circumstances and in accordance wiitter policies and proposals of the
Plan.

5.4.26 The intention of the Plan to reserve KIAs for useswhich they are particularly
appropriate, and to avoid their effectiveness ireting those particular needs being diluted,
is thus clear and in my view justified. What is moparagraph 6.2.2.1 has a particular
reference to uses such as the representor’s. dttbay there has been a tendency for some
wholesale operations to gradually shift towardsegehretailing. In order to ensure that
prime industrial land is safeguarded for manufantuand other appropriate business use,
any change from wholesaling to trade customers rgii@ling to the general public will be
resisted. It would be a matter for the IDC to dedil dealing with any application whether,
despite this general indication, the circumstaruédle representor were so exceptional as to
warrant consideration under policy EMP5.

5.4.27 Other policies of the Plan cater for the establishimor expansion of enterprises
outside the Key Industrial Areas, notably EMP6 &MP10. | include above in connection
with Representation 4 a recommendation that EMR#uldhbe clarified to incorporate
reference to storage and distribution uses. Ashéoprovision of retail development, the
Strategic and Corporate Plan acknowledges thabwth the plan is aiming to direct
development to the existing centres, there mayitoerastances where retail development
may be acceptable elsewhere. It points first todllecated areas at Le Bouet and Leale’s
Yard, and then at other appropriate edge of cdontiations. Following this lead policies
CEN1 and CEN2 of the draft UAP make provisiondppropriate retail development in the
Central Areas (which | assume would include edgeeotre locations) and in the Mixed Use
Redevelopment Areas at Le Bouet and Leale’s Yaohti@ry to the representor’s assertion
that there is no general prohibition outside thevif@nd the Bridge, Policy CEN2 makes it
clear that the provision generally of further near developments on sites away from the
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Central Areas will be resisted. | note that anndl&etail Strategy is in preparation, but its
completion date is not known, and this has theesfat affected my considerations.

5.4.28 The Plan thus contains clear policy guidance abaw proposals such as those
propounded by the representor will be dealt witlie Tpolicy may not be what the
representor would wish to see, but it is clear amdl justified, and | see no reason to
recommend its alteration. Indeed, | consider tbdtyt to do so through special pleading on
behalf of one particular operator would dilute tbHectiveness not only of the Key
Industrial Areas, which are a prime tool in secgrihe economic well-being of the Island,
but of the Plan as a whole.

5.4.29 One further point arises. As the representor pdimat, and as | noted on my site
visits, the Key Industrial Areas contain many ofierss which would not fall within the
ambit of policy EMP5. While the Plan will have nffeet on their continued occupation of
their existing premises, the intention of the Rlameserve the KIAs for developments with
particular locational requirements will also appdy any future planning applications by
those other operators. Many such proposals maylmlgf a minor nature, and it would in
my view be helpful if either policy EMP5 or its qugrting text gave an indication of the
criteria the IDC would apply to such minor propasal

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that the Plan should include an indinatf the criteria which will be applied
to minor proposals related to non-conforming uselimthe Key Industrial Areas.

Key Industrial Area at Bulwer Avenue

Representations
72 St Clair Products and Holdings Limited

Summary of Representation

A site on the eastern side of Les Grandes Maisared Popposite Maison Le Marchant
should be excluded from the Key Industrial Area arutluded in the Settlement Area.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

5.4.30 The site is a contractor’'s yard and store. It imiaiedy adjoins other industrial
premises in Long Hougue Lane. At first sight, tiiere, in terms of its use and its location,
it is appropriately allocated on the Proposals Mdpwever the site is divorced from the
main group of premises in Longe Hougue Lane, angl daageparate access to Grandes
Maisons Road. It immediately adjoins new residérdevelopment to the south west and
has existing residential development both oppoaitd to the north east along the road
frontage.

5.4.31 Paragraph 2.3.2.11 of the Plan describes Key IndusAreas as the principal
industrial locations and as important reservesterdevelopment of businesses that require

93




Guernsey Urban Area Plan Review No 1 - Inspeci®eport

purpose built industrial premises and which carbeaccommodated elsewhere. Paragraph
6.2.2.1 emphasises the importance, in view of itinédd number of Key Industrial Areas
and the constraints on future land supply, of enguthat land that is particularly suitable
for large scale manufacturing or high technologgibeisses is reserved for this purpose.
This site in its existing state would not appeamito be particularly well suited to either of
those purposes.

5.4.32 Both the representor’s advocate and the IDC radeiwehe possibility of a planning
application being submitted for residential purgpsend of course | can make no comment
on the merits of such an application, which wouddfbr the IDC to decide. However the
representor’s submission that a change from Kewdtical Area would enable such an
application to be made is not strictly correct. &pplication can be made at any time, and
whatever notation appears on the Proposals Map.notegion merely determines whether
certain policies will be applied to the consideratof any proposal.

5.4.33 In this case, policy EMP5, which is under the hegdf Key Industrial Areas, does
not say in terms that proposals for other purpegéde resisted, or even that they will be
subjected to any criteria. But it does say thahsareas are reserved for the development of
businesses that require purpose built industrednmses and which cannot be accommodated
elsewhere.

5.4.34 On the other hand, if this site were removed frowa Key Industrial Area notation

and placed in the Settlement Area, its developrf@many purpose other than an industrial
one would be considered against policy EMP9. Taauires it to be clearly demonstrated
that the site or premises are no longer suitedotdimued industrial use having regard to
three criteria, including the standard of and deiinBom accommodation, the suitability of
access and its potential for improvement, and tterpsial for remedying land use conflicts
such as noise, smell or traffic impacts. Redevekpnfior an industrial purpose would be
considered against the criteria in policy EMP6, ahhinclude amenity and bad neighbour
effects and access issues, as well as other mobtite Plan.

5.4.35 In summary, it seems to me that the present use@mtition of this site make it less
suitable for inclusion in the Key Industrial Areahile its exclusion would still leave in
place safeguards requiring the proper and detadedideration of any alternative proposals
for development or redevelopment.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that the site the subject of Representa2 is excluded from the Key
Industrial Area and instead included within thetl®atent Area.

94




Guernsey Urban Area Plan Review No 1 - Inspeci®eport

Representation
74 Divad Limited

Summary of Representations

Mont Crevelt House, South Side, St Sampson shoelldxgluded from the Key Industrial
Area and included in the Settlement Area.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

5.4.36 The representation site comprises a range of quaysarehouse buildings close to
the eastern end of the south quay of St SampsdoodarThe buildings contain a variety of
uses, including retail, offices, storage and indalsuses. On the Proposals Map it falls
within an area allocated as a Key Industrial Arad also within the Harbour Area where
the External Transport Links policies of Chaptesf@he Plan apply. In the current plan the
site is included within a Central Activities Areaths excluded from the Key Industrial Area
to the south.

5.4.37 The site is divorced from the main central ared, isron something of a limb at the
corner of Bulwer Avenue, and its exclusion from @entral Area in the draft Plan is in my
view correct.

5.4.38 | can understand the representor’'s concern thi@rins of its present use it does not
sit happily with the Key Industrial Area within wdhi it is included in the draft Plan. He says
that inclusion in the Settlement Area would fit malosely with the mix of uses to which
the building is currently put, and the industrigeuwvithin the buildings represent a small
fraction of the total use. However the policy areasthe Proposals Map seem to me to be
neither intended to reflect present use, nor ttatkcfuture use. They are intended to ensure
that particular policies apply to proposals withitose areas. Therefore the more relevant
guestion would seem to be whether the policiesiegly inclusion in a Key Industrial Area
and a Harbour policy area are appropriate to thielibhg and its location, or whether the
Settlement Area notation put forward by the repmemewould be preferable.

5.4.39 There can be no doubt that in this harboursidetimtahe inclusion of the site within
the Harbour area is appropriate. In this area papdg2.3.2.6 says that the attractiveness of
the quayside environment and the public enjoymdnthe area will be considered in
addition to port-related activity. The Key InduatriAreas are described as the principal
industrial locations and are particularly suitabde the development of new industrial or
high technology employment uses. The representatienis sandwiched between an area of
harbourside fenced off for port-related uses towhket and a tank farm to the east, the latter,
| understand, being a notified hazardous instaltatit is therefore located in an area where
it would be appropriate for any future proposaldé&considered against the employment
policies of the Plan. If it were to be given a stient Area notation it would be isolated as
a single site, divorced from the remainder of tle¢tl&ment Area. That would not accord
with the generally broad brush approach to thendation of policy areas on the Proposals
Map.
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5.4.40 Any proposals which came forward for the developrmanredevelopment of this
site would need to be considered not just agaiMPE but against all the other policies of
the Plan, including ETL1-4. The proximity of theeelent of the Conservation Area at the
harbourside would also be a consideration. | recendrabove that the Plan should include
an indication of the criteria which will be appliegd minor proposals related to non-
conforming uses in the Key Industrial Areas. Ifsthis done, in my view the notations
covering the representation site on the Proposals would not inhibit the uses currently
operating within the premises, and they would pfevian appropriate basis for the
consideration of any proposals which may come fodwa

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

5.5 EMP13 NEW TOURIST ACCOMMODATION

The Representations
59 John Gollop

Summary of Representations
The policy is too restrictive and not supportivelod Tourist industry.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

5.5.1 The preamble to this policy, Paragraph 6.2.5.1nieoaraging of conference and
hotel development, which contribute to the fundtignof the island as an international
financial and business centre. The reduction ielherid guest house accommodation in the
urban area, to which the representor referred,|ldhoat lead to an unquestioning approval
of further investment in this sector. The critegat out in the policy are in my view
reasonable, and should ensure that any developisenbperly planned, is satisfactorily
accessed and respects its surroundings. Whildritésthat some of the existing hotels in the
Town have restricted parking or servicing facibti¢hat is not in my view a good reason for
not testing modern proposed facilities againstctiteria of the policy.

5.5.2 I note that the States Tourist Board, while makegresentation in respect of Policy
EMP 15, did not object to this policy.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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5.6 EMP15 RATIONALISATION OF VISITOR ACCOMMODATION

Representation
79 States Tourist Board

Summary of Representation

Policy EMP15 should be amended to reflect the Beapilicy statement “Guernsey’s
Accommodation Sector — Future Profile”, used by Bmard in formulating views on
planing applications for change of use or develamnoé tourist accommodation. Criteria a)
and b) should be replaced by the following:

a) the existing premises do not form part of the idlarcore bedstock as defined by
the Tourist Board in pursuance of Policy 17(A) lné Strategic and Corporate Plan.

Further Representation Opposing
351 John Gollop

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

5.6.1 The Tourist Board generally welcomed the supporttred Plan for the tourist
industry, including Policies EMP13 and EMP14. Theincern was that EMP15 did not
reflect the Board’s policy, which focussed on sewa core bedstock of 2,700 beds/units
by 2005. This level of accommodation was felt appaie to safeguard the island’s external
transport links and to ensure profitability in taecommodation sector to secure further
investment. The aim was also to ensure that thestbekl met market demand and
expectation in terms of type, grade and quality.

5.6.2 Strategic Policy 17(A) says that Detailed Developtrfélans will include policies to
ensure that an adequate stock of visitor accomnood# maintained in the interests of
sustaining the future viability of tourism. The Tt Board has adopted a policy statement,
referred to above, the basis of which is the proomodbf Guernsey as a short break quality
destination. It indicates that the Board, when atied on planning applications by the IDC,
will not object to the change of use of certairsitvhich consist of small hotels and guest
houses which could be potentially uneconomic tq ama could not be extended; and poorer
quality self catering accommodation. They will, hewer, object to changes of use of
existing hotels and guest houses with more thahegsooms, or the potential to expand to
that size; smaller well-located premises; and witle or two exceptions, self catering sites
that have the potential to be upgraded to 3-ssandstrd.

5.6.3 Although the policy statement is not site-specifics framed in terms which suggest

that the Board has particular premises in mind. i@y the IDC cannot pre-judge the

outcome of planning applications in this way. Th@aticy must be phrased in a way which

ensures that each case is determined on its indivieherits. For example, while |1 do not

doubt that the Tourist Board has good reason $oviégw that 35 bedrooms is an appropriate
benchmark in terms of economic size, the plannolgy must leave it open to applicants to

argue their case.
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5.6.4 As | understand it, the Board was quite rightly agjuing that the projected target of
2,700 rooms/units should itself be incorporatethm policy. The question of whether this is
an appropriate target is a matter for the Boardl aot one on which | will make any
comment, despite the views expressed by the couspeesentor, who considered that
hotels should be retained in the tourism sectéh@industry would decline, to the detriment
of Guernsey.

5.6.5 In any event the target is not a firm one, andpbkcy statement recognises that in
practice only a percentage of the potential maxinmaduction of 470 rooms/units is likely
to take place in the medium term. Their overall ,agiven a reduction in poorer quality
accommodation and a corresponding encouragememgiforestment and new investment,
is to achieve sufficient roomstock to support amrease of 10-15% in visitor numbers.

5.6.6 In my view the criteria in Policy EMP15 maintaircarrect balance between the aims
of the Strategic and Corporate Plan and the neddetd each application on its merits.
Since, as the Board’s policy statement points thet determination of planning applications
is the responsibility of the IDC and a matter floeit discretion, it would be wrong to make
the policy of another arm of government the detenng factor in an application, which
would be the result if the wording suggested byThbarist Board were adopted. The views
of the Tourist Board on individual applications lwil am sure, be taken into account and
will carry appropriate weight, but as the Boardddigy statement points out, it is the IDC’s
responsibility to determine planning applicatiohgherefore do not support the changes
suggested by the Board.

5.6.7 Turning to the detail of the policy, criterion agfers to “unsatisfactory” and
“satisfactory” standards of accommodation withogfiring, either in the policy or in the
supporting text, what those terms mean. | assum@ tio incorporate such factors as size,
convenience of access, levels of available fagditetc. Potential applicants would not be
able to judge their likelihood of success from thet as its stands, and | recommend that
clarification is provided.

5.6.8 Criterion b) refers to premises which are too srmlla modern, viable operation. In
applying this criterion the IDC, as | indicated,liwiresumably require evidence from the
applicant as well as taking into account the viekthe Tourist Board. The text should
indicate what will be required of applicants.

5.6.9 In the case of criteria ¢) and d) the standardagoaimed at can be ascertained by
cross-reference to policies HO4 and HO7, whichaited in the margin. A more specific
reference in the text of paragraph 6.2.5.3 wouldéwer be helpful.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend that Policy EMP15 and its supporting tee expanded to indicate what is
meant by the terms “satisfactory” and “unsatisfagtin the criteria of the policy, and what
evidence will be expected as part of a plannindiegion to demonstrate that premises are
too small for viable operation.
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6. CHAPTER 7 CENTRES

6.1 CEN1 NEW SHOPPING FACILITIES IN THE CENTRAL AREAS

Representation
60 John Gollop

Summary of Representation

The representation stated that it was time to oppetil developments. At the inquiry the
representor suggested that Policy CEN1 should havadditional criterion that proposals
should be strongly justified on grounds of retaiéd.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

6.1.1 Strategic Statement 3 of the Strategic and Corpd?&n refers to strengthening the
role of the Town and Bridge as the principal centwhile ensuring that everyone has
convenient access to a wide choice of shoppinguieiand other facilities. Strategic Policy
18 indicates that the States will seek to instigagéasures and support projects for the Town
and Bridge that, amongst other things encourage&la range of retail uses. Neither of these
statements in my view lends support for any curtaiit of retail development in these
centres. It would not therefore be appropriate &muire retail developers, whose
development and investment in the centres wouldrimciple be welcomed, to demonstrate
a retail need for their proposals. The criteriacggtl Policy CEN1 seem to me to be apt.

6.1.2 | was advised that an Island Retail Strategy ipreparation. That will no doubt
provide more detailed information on the islandterns of retail activity which can inform
future reviews of the Plan, but the information net available to me. Although the
representor thought it premature to decide ret@ditp in the absence of the Retail Strategy,
this Plan must proceed on the information availadhel | see no objection to this policy.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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6.2 CEN4 COMPLEMENTING THE RETAIL FUNCTION

Representation
78 A D C Webber

Summary of Representation
There should be flexibility so that shops can bedusr other purposes.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

6.2.1 The representor referred specifically to the Milie®t area of St Peter Port, where he
considered that empty shop units could be betted usr other purposes and avoid
stagnation. As the IDC pointed out, the Plan aiina diverse mix of uses within the main
centres. Policies CEN3-CEN5 within section 7.2.2hef Plan aim, by different means, to
achieve this end. Mill Street is one of a numberstkets specifically mentioned in
paragraph 7.2.2.3 as providing for niche retail apélcialist uses outside the main stream of
large retail chains. Policy CEN4, and its suppartiext in paragraph 7.2.2.2, provide criteria
against which proposals for the change of use dewelopment of retail units at ground
floor will be considered. In my view these policipsovide a flexible basis for the
consideration of proposals which should be supporte

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan

6.3 CENG6 PARKING IN THE CENTRAL AREAS

Representation

3 Mr F X Paul
Further Representation

60 John Gollop

Summary of Representations

The representor considered that CEN6 should be @dedemo read "Proposals for the
provision of parking will only be consideradhere...’

The further representation expressed the view @EN6 should be deleted, as parking
provision was not the job of the IDC but of the flimCommittee.
Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

6.3.1 At the root of this representation was a concermhatdegradation of the island,
particularly as a result of the growth of the motar. The representation also referred to
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Policy CEN7, and | deal under that policy with b@ncern over the overall strategy of the
Plan in relation to the reduction of car dependency

6.3.2 Although Mr Paul considered that his proposed ckamgs only a matter of the use
of plain English, in fact it would significantly tal the meaning of the policy, taking it
outside the law. The IDC is bound to consider adippsals put forward, and could not bind
itself through a policy teonsiderparking proposals only under certain conditionshdugh
the representor’'s aim was to stiffen the policymp view the policy as written is perfectly
plain in its meaning. Only proposals for parkingysion which meet the conditions set out
in the policy will bepermitted

6.3.3 Whilst the provision of public parking is also an@tion of a different arm of the

States, as the IDC pointed out, a 1998 Statesutesolmakes the IDC and STC jointly
responsible for working towards car parking, arehping control has a clear role to play in
ensuring satisfactory provision. | consider thatidoCENG6 is therefore appropriately
included in the Plan.

6.3.4 At my request the States Traffic Committee appeatdde inquiry represented by its
President, Deputy Peter Bougourd, its Deputy Chiedcutive Alistair Ford and its Director
of Transport Peter Tidd. They confirmed that theapnble associated with CEN6 (para
7.2.3.1) was consistent with the views of the Tcafommittee, and with the approach
taken by the Committee in the policy letter it gneted to the States in June 2001 concerning
proposals for the construction of two additionadl @ablic car parks.

6.3.5 The Committee was of the view that the second papdgof 7.2.3.1 should say “that
some additional parking provision is (rather thaayrbe) required”. However with regard to
the policy itself the Committee was of the viewtttias provided the correct approach.

6.3.6 As | understand it, the position is that the questof car parking is still under
discussion by the States. | have been suppliedavithpy of the 9 January 2002 concerning
Billet D’Etat No XXIV dated 23 November 2001. Thislated, briefly, to the employment of
consultants to provide parking feasibility studaesl directed the Board of Administration to
consider and report on parking needs statisticl these matters have been clarified by the
time the IDC presents my report to the States, oabt they will make appropriate
amendments to the second paragraph of 7.2.3.1.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend no change to Policy CENG, but that @mpte amendment be made to 7.2.3.1
to reflect the up-to-date position on car parkingvsion.
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6.4 CEN7 TEMPORARY CAR PARKS

Representation
3 Mr F X Paul

Summary of Representation

The representor felt that the implied intentiorptovide large amounts of additional parking
in the long term contradicted the statement in3712that the IDC supports the principle that
parking requirements are kept to the operationairmam and alternatives to the car are
encouraged. CEN7 should be deleted.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

6.4.1 The representor pointed to the lack of an integrataffic strategy for the island, and
to the investigations being carried out by the Adwy and Finance Committee into
indicators of sustainable development. He commentadourably on the recent
improvements to the public transport system. Hetedi to the increase in vehicles on the
island from 40,753 in 1995 to 43,707 in 1999 evah by the 2001 Economics and
Statistics Review. The need to reduce car depenpderas recognised by the Plan at
paragraph 7.2.3.1. However | do not agree with that the right approach for this Plan
would be to prevent any further expansion of cakipg. Paragraph 7.2.3.1 of the Plan says
there is a balance to be struck between providiagerparking spaces in centres to deal with
increasing demand and the need to reduce car depeyndnd achieve a shift towards more
sustainable modes. That seems to me the right agprand such a balance requires a more
subtle policy than a simple ban on further parkingvision.

6.4.2 In any event the identification of sites for pubiarking is the responsibility of the
States through the Traffic Committee, and thus idetgshe remit of this Plan. As |
understand it, the aim of this policy is to enat@mporary provision to be made, until the
identified need for parking can be met. Such piioaisvould be subject to strict conditions
ensuring its temporary nature. The representorghibthat this was evidence of a lack of
joined-up government. There was a lack of an itiegl transport strategy, which was long
overdue. There were hopeful signs in the currevestigation by the Advisory and Finance
Committee of indicators of sustainable developméntt at present the welcome
improvement in the public transport system recemityigated was being frustrated by the
lack of effort to reduce car use. More parking psmn would lead to more cars, which in
turn would create more problems for public transpor

6.4.3 It is not for me to comment on States policy. Hoereit is important to note that the
Advisory and Finance Committee has formally conédhthat the Plan conforms with the
objectives of the Strategic and Corporate Plan 2@@ich sets out the strategic objectives
to be followed by the IDC in implementing the Islladevelopment (Guernsey ) Laws 1966-
1990. Further, in preparing the Plan the IDC haasatied closely with the Traffic
Committee, in accordance with the States resolutibo©992 concerning Billet d’Etat No
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XX. It is now a commonly held view that the availdap of car parking has a major
influence on the means of transport people choasthéir journeys and | note that the Plan
has not taken the step of moving to maximum rath&n minimum car parking standards.
However Paragraph 7.2.3.1 provides a clear statethahthe IDC supports the principle
that parking requirements are kept to the operationinimum and alternatives to the car are
encouraged.

6.4.4 At my request the States Traffic Committee appeatdde inquiry represented by its
President, Deputy Peter Bougourd, its Deputy Chiedcutive Alistair Ford and its Director
of Transport Peter Tidd. They confirmed that thaffict Committee had no difficulties with
Policy CEN7 as expressed in the current draft we\aéthe Urban Area Plan. They pointed
out that in formulating its advice to the Islandvelpment Committee on site specific
proposals involving temporary car parks the Traffiommittee would want to take into
consideration any significant traffic managemerstués which might accompany such a
usage.

6.4.5 In one respect | consider that Policy CEN7 couldsbengthened. | note that at
present nothing in the policy would enable the @dimit the overall amount of temporary

parking provided in the centres. Once the amouneqtired additional parking has been
identified by the States it would seem sensiblg, timline with the aims of the plan to

achieve the balance described above, the amouatmgforary parking permitted at any one
time should not exceed the identified need.

6.4.6 In response to my questions about the enforceabdft temporary conditions
reference was made by the IDC to the support peavigy policy DBE9. That enables the
IDC to prevent demolition until a contract for aptable new work had been made, to
prevent the creation of ‘gap’ sites harmful to dteracter or appearance of an area.
However it seems to me unlikely that temporary paykvould be permitted at all on a site
where a gap site resulting from demolition wouldHaemful to the area’s character. The
preparation of a site for car parking use and lieparation for early redevelopment would
seem likely to be incompatible. The additionalenin | suggest below would enable the
IDC to resist the perpetuation of car parking beyots temporary limit if permanent
provision meeting or contributing towards the ideed need had been made in the interim.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend that an additional criterion be adde@EN7 as follows:

“c) the total amount of parking provided in anytcemoes not exceed the amount identified
by the States as necessary’.
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6.5 CEN11 SHOPFRONTS

Representation
60 John Gollop

Summary of Representation

The policy is too restrictive, and should be amendg the inclusion of an additional
criterion as follows:

“(d) the shop front would enhance the retail enwin@nt and amenity”

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

6.5.1 Since the UAP is a tool of planning control, it#emia must be related to land use
planning matters. Thus | agree with the IDC that éimhancement of the street scene is an
appropriate aim of this policy, while the enhancemaf the retail environment, however
that might be defined, would not be. Of course auld be counter-productive if the policy
were so restrictive as to constrain the retail theal the central area. But | do not consider
this to be the case. No evidence was presentedetdhat retail investment was being
inhibited by the need to meet the current standagisired by the IDC.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

6.6 CEN12 SIGNS

Representation
60 John Gollop

Summary of Representations

The policy is too prescriptive, and should permgtvnneon signs provided they are not
inappropriate.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

6.6.1 This is a strict policy, but as can be seen froendtiractiveness of the Central Areas,
and the relative absence of garish or unsuitableréiding, the policy currently operated by
the IDC has been successful in protecting thesasateunderstand the point made by the
representor that, for example, well-designed nemgmsscan add variety in the right
circumstances. However the policy is phrased witlegree of flexibility, and would enable
the IDC to permit signs which were satisfactorysicale and appearance. Any further
relaxation would in my view be undesirable.
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RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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7. CHAPTER 8 EXTERNAL TRANSPORT LINKS

7.1 ETL3 QUAYSIDE DEVELOPMENT

Representation
63 John Gollop

Summary of Representation

The policy on Quayside development was supported, tbe perspective should be
broadened.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

7.1.1 The representor suggested that the Harbour Areatation on the Proposals Map
should be extended beyond its current southerlit,litm include the South Esplanade area.
The suggestion was made in the context of condidaraf Representation 106.

7.1.2 Paragraph 2.3.2.6 says that the Harbour Areas ¢bednarbours and their quayside
environment including areas of port-related develept. As the representor pointed out, the
buildings along the South Esplanade have an atteaquayside character, and are part of
the unique atmosphere of St Peter Port.

7.1.3 However | do not see the prime purpose of the @aicn Chapter 8 of the Plan as
the conservation of this character. All four pagiin this chapter should be read together,
and balance the need to safeguard sites whichelldowsated for port-related activities with
the encouragement of opportunities for new and avgad harbour facilities, while taking
into account the quayside’s distinctive characted grasping opportunities to enhance
public use and enjoyment of the areas.

7.1.4 These aims do not apply to the South Esplanadehwkwbile part of the historic
port, is no longer in active port use, and thefdoes not need to be protected by these
policies. It is however included within the Consaren Area, where the policies of Chapter
4 of the Plan in my view provide appropriate satggs for its character.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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8. CHAPTER 10 SOCIAL, COMMUNITY, RECREATION

8.1 SCR1 COMMUNITY SERVICES AND EDUCATION FACILITIES

Representations
71 Les Cotils Christian Centre

Summary of Representation

An area at the north west of the estate of the Cesls Christian Centre should be re-
allocated to enable facilities to be provided f@&@mmunity Mental Health Resource Centre
and a Day Centre for mentally infirm old peoples@omodating the existing Day Centre.

Further Representation Supporting
357 John Gollop

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

Les Cotils is a popular and attractive centre, mdicated in the supporting further
representation. | understand the management’s kesrio develop the centre in the way
described in this representation. However in mywie® change is needed to the Plan to
enable that to be considered. As the Representatthoates, any proposal of this nature,
wherever it might be situated within the groundd.e$ Cotils, would be considered against
the relevant policies of the Plan. The proposaites to an area of the grounds adjacent to
the boundary with Beau Sejour which the Plan ingsas an Area of Landscape Value.

8.1.1 In the schedule of landscape types associated withex 8 to the Plan the
representation site is described as part of thehSBastern Plateau, which has a wooded
parkland character which is owed to the originsmafch of the land as private gardens
around grand houses. That description is in my \@esirely appropriate to the grounds of
Les Caotils, which although containing car parkingas and various buildings is still
recognisably the grounds of a large house.

8.1.2 Both this plan and the previous Urban Area Plamesgnt a movement away from
specific zonings and towards policies based orertait against which proposals for
development should be considered. | support thatement, and in my view to provide a
specific zoning for Les Cotils’ proposal would beappropriate. Since a decision on any
specific proposal would be a matter for the IDC &k& no comment on the possible
development of the particular location within Lestds’ grounds which was the subject of
the representation.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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8.2 SCR5 THE ESTABLISHMENT OF SPORTS PERFORMANCE CENHRE

Representation
7 Amalgamated Football Club

Summary of Representation

The representation supports but seeks furthefficltion and interpretation of policy SCR5,
which covers the establishment of sports perforreaentres.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

8.2.1 The representors are located at The Track, whighpcses playing fields with
spectator grandstand and associated facilitiesariaw-lying Marais area between St Peter
Port and St Sampson.

8.2.2 Paragraph 10.2.2.3 of the Plan says that in omlenprove the attractiveness of the

major sporting and recreational venues at The Teauk Beau Sejour there is a need to
provide high quality sports facilities that mees theeds of participants and which will offer

improved spectator opportunities and attract visito the Island. Policy SCR5 states that
these venues will be retained as major sportingranckational centres, and that the IDC
will support proposals for improvements to the #mg playing and spectator facilities and

other related uses provided they are not detrinhémtthe amenities of the local area. Any
proposals will also, of course, need to be conedién the light of the other policies of the

Plan, in view of the site’s rural location.

8.2.3 The representors described their ambition to repthe Grandstand and changing
rooms and to develop areas behind the Grandstashdoathe west. They were concerned
that the wording of SCR5 appeared to preclude dichdiommercial development, which they
felt was necessary in order to fund the improvesémey sought. They indicated that they
have in mind a sports hall and associated developmvkich could have a dual use as a
disaster recovery area.

8.2.4 They asked me to include in my report a recommemnaldhat, in the light of the
events of September 11 2001, and the terroristksttan the world financial institutions in
the Twin Towers of the World Trade centre, theres waneed for a number of dual use or
dedicated disaster recovery areas outside the Musel Redevelopment Areas. While |
admire their enterprise in spotting this possitpeartunity, | have no evidence of the need
for such facilities which would justify my makingich a recommendation. Such a change to
the Plan, if it were appropriate, would need tocheefully researched before a suitable
policy were inserted. A change of this nature noould in my view be premature.

8.2.5 | recognise that the funds available to the remtese are limited, and that sports
facilities generally need financial support, oftdra substantial nature. However it is not for
me to judge whether any particular proposals wdaildwithin the ambit of policy SCR5. |
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am, however, satisfied that the wording of the goland its supporting text gives
appropriate recognition to the need to allow thertspg facilities here to develop, while
respecting the constraints of the location.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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9. CHAPTER 11 COUNTRYSIDE POLICIES

9.1 CO1 RURAL DEVELOPMENT

Policy Representation
43 P A C Falla

Summary of Representation

Representation 43 sought to widen the types of &misites on which infill development
can occur outside the Settlement Areas. It propts@dd the following words (in italics) to
the second paragraph.Within an existing group of buildings, infill dedopment may be
acceptable on previously developed lahdill development may also be acceptable on
disused glasshouse sites within the white areashatithed in green and therefore not of
Landscape Valuddowever not all previously developed land is appedp for infill...”. It
proposed to add the following words to the listtive policy that details the forms of
development which may be acceptable:

“Infill development on derelict land and disusedsghouse sites within an existing group of
buildings in white areas which are not hatched rieeg and therefore not designated as
Areas of Landscape Value.”

Further Representations Opposing Representation 43

136 Victor and Jill Froome
333 Peter and Jacqueline Joy
Representation

61 John Gollop

The representation considered the policy too vaguemade a number of criticisms of the
detail of the policy.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.1.1 Representation 43 was the subject of a joint ptasen in respect of representations
41, 42 and 43. The changes proposed in relatiahisopolicy parallel those proposed in
relation to the Housing chapter, and are intendetekax the approach of the Plan to the
development of derelict glasshouse sites. My canafuon the arguments raised both by the
representation and the further representationdaseain relation to Policy HO2, where |
recommend no change to the Plan. My conclusiongesammendation there apply equally
to this representation.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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Site Specific Representations

Representation
2 Mr & Mrs M A Le Poidevin

Summary of Representations
Land at Brooklands Vinery should be consideredifoited residential development.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.1.2 The representors appeared in person at the induityalso wrote to me after their
appearance, setting out additional matters whigy thad intended to include in their
response to the IDC’s comments. | have taken #tisr] which was copied to the IDC, into
account. The site, a former vinery now disuseds bae the south side of Epinelle Road,
immediately adjacent to another vinery the subpé@®epresentation 44.

9.1.3 These sites lie right at the edge of the area eavédry the UAP in a location
described by the IDC, correctly in my view, as ba tural fringe. On the opposite side of
the road, to the north east, is a small housing att@ch is notated as Built Up Area in the
Rural Area Plan (Phase 1). The area so notateda#i, and is surrounded by predominantly
Green zoned land. | note that a recent residedéaélopment has taken place on a former
vinery site within that Built Up Area. However thepresentation site lies not within, but
beyond that area, and its development would extemtt development towards open
countryside. In my view it would not be appropriate apply policies which would
automatically permit the construction of low depslevelopment, though the determination
of any specific application would be a matter fog tDC.

9.1.4 | recognise that the glasshouses on the site eyenbl economic repair, and are
likely be of little interest to the horticulturaindustry. | deal above in relation to
Representations 41-43 with the suggestion thatcydlirelation to the development of
former glasshouse sites should be relaxed.

9.1.5 The representors rightly point out that this sgenot within an Area of Landscape
Value in the Plan. However open farmland elsewlerthis locality is so designated. In
some parts of the Plan area the Area of Landscapee\hotation washes over glasshouses,
in accordance with the statement in paragraph 2.312t in some cases land may need to be
reclaimed and enhanced in order to restore theah@ntinuity of the underlying landscape.

| deal in relation to a number of representatioits whe consistency of this notation, and it
seems to me that this is a location where the bangglof the notation need to be examined
to ensure consistency.

9.1.6 The representors referred to the fact that glassheites were included in the Plan as
Housing Target Areas. Whilst that is true, the ®obithe Plan does not give first priority to
Housing Target Areas for development. The firsbity is to sites within the Settlement
Areas and to previously developed land. For tresoe the release of HTAs is to be phased,
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and to follow the preparation of an Outline PlamgnBrief. Furthermore, the selected HTAs
are in locations which are closely associated théhSettlement Areas, and therefore accord
with the general strategy of the Plan to conceatdatvelopment in those areas. The release
of other vinery sites, small or large, in the waggested by this representor, would result in
an unplanned spread of development across the partd of the Plan area. Although the
representors asked me to apply common sense toettenent of their site, | find that the
general approach of the Plan is indeed a commosesene. | understand the difficulties
faced by the owners of the many disused vinerighanPlan area, and indeed on the island
as a whole, and | sympathise with the position tirey themselves in. But the Urban Area
Plan, as a land use plan, is not the correct faimmeal with those difficulties. To allow
each of them to develop for residential purposeslavbe extremely harmful.

9.1.7 | therefore conclude that no change to the Planldvba appropriate in response to
this representation.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
38 Marc Collas

Summary of Representations

Land at Oakfield Vinery, Les Osmonds Lane whicllésignated as outside the Settlement
Area should allow for some limited development, aa individual dwelling and amenity
next to owner’s existing horticultural operation.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.1.8 The representation site is a working vinery, in abhil was told major capital
investment had been made for the growing of rosetuding the installation of hi-tech
equipment and environmental systems. It lies aetiteof Les Osmonds Lane, in an area of
countryside. Land immediately to the north and lsost designated in the Plan as of
Landscape Value. | deal in relation to a numberepfesentations with the consistency of
this notation, and make appropriate recommendatiand it seems to me that this is a
location where the boundaries of the notation riedzk examined to ensure consistency.

9.1.9 It was said at the inquiry that the representati@md the full support of the
Committee for Horticulture, and references were endStrategic Policies 11 and 14. It is
clear from the context of the Strategic and CorfRlan that the reference in Strategic
Policy 11 to accommodation is to premises suitdbteoffice based industry rather than
residential accommodation. Strategic Policy 14rsefe development or redevelopment on
existing holdings for horticultural or related demment, but makes no reference to the
provision of dwellings. In my view they do not siypphe support for this representation
claimed for them.

112




Guernsey Urban Area Plan Review No 1 - Inspeci®eport

9.1.10 Policy COL1 includes, as one of the forms of develept which may be acceptable
subject to the criteria of the Plan, developmenictviis essential to the efficient running of
existing agricultural holdings. It was argued bg tlepresentor that the holding was in need
of constant attention, and a dwelling immediateljaeent to the site was therefore essential.
It is not for me to judge whether or not that clasrwell-merited. That is a matter for the
IDC to consider when an application for planningnpssion is submitted. However it is
clear that policy CO1 contains provisions whichldasuch a claim to be considered, and
there is therefore no need to alter the policyhenway suggested in the representation.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
39 Millennium Roses

Summary of Representations

The representation objected to the site being atdit as outside the Settlement Area, as the
policies applying in such areas were too restrgcnd might prevent the regeneration of a
site where the use was no longer viable. The mdiapplying to it should be amended to

allow greater flexibility.

Further Representations Opposing

288 Paul and Yasmin Mariess
289 Richard and Sarah Searle
332 Peter and Jacqueline Joy

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.1.11 The site comprises two large multispan greenhowsils water reservoir and
associated outbuildings on about 8.9 hectaresu{di®vergees). On the north and eastern
sides is residential development on Les EffardsdRba Bordage Road and Baubigny Road.
To the south east is the States prison. Despit@rtnamity of development the site has a
rural feel, and is in a countryside location toveatide western edge of the Plan area.

9.1.12 The representation did not object to the generatesjy of the Plan in concentrating
development within the Settlement Areas, but exy@@soncern about the Plan’s failure to
make practical provision for the future of horticwbl operations which were no longer
viable. Despite the size and relative modernititobuildings, this business had not escaped
the effects of the general decline in the indusang could not continue to operate without
incurring ongoing losses. It would therefore cdasgness.

9.1.13 This is symptomatic of a general decline, and gxpected that in the next 5 years
the number of horticultural businesses will decliren 209 in 2000 (from a peak of 2,432
in 1976) to between 30 and 50, with the greatepgrtion of the industry in 10 or 12
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businesses. | do not underestimate the costs wrati®n of such sites as this, and see no
reason to doubt the representor’s estimate of afiz2@,000.

9.1.14 Reference was made at the inquiry to the creatiothé United Kingdom of an
Urban Regeneration Agency to address the problerdeetlict land. | have concluded
elsewhere in this report that while the disuse ereliction of former horticultural
glasshouses is clearly a significant problem fa iland, its solution does not lie in the
relaxation of planning controls over developmentthie countryside. The representation
suggested that Policy CO1 be amended to providerhexceptional cases, and where the
IDC was satisfied that benefit would accrue as sulteof the enhancement of the
environmental and visual quality of the area, sal@eelopment would be permitted on part
of the site.

9.1.15 However there is no need for the policy to dealcBpally with exceptional
circumstances. The policies of the Plan are nottewiin stone. They must always be
interpreted in the light of the circumstances ofliwdual cases, and in exceptional
circumstances the policy could be outweighed byphsiculars of the case. However the
number of disused vineries across the Plan areis im@ to suspect that disuse would not in
itself be an exceptional circumstance. Moreoverittbkision of such a clause in Policy CO1
would create pressure for applications from largenbers of sites, each claiming that
benefit would accrue from the environmental enharesd resulting from the removal of
areas of unused glass.

9.1.16 The representation also stated that there was mparapt connection between
different areas designated as outside the SettleAr®a. This is not surprising, since the
Settlement Area notation covers only those corasasgound St Peter Port and St Sampson
where development is to be concentrated. Everywledse is, inevitably, outside the
Settlement Area, and that includes hamlets, seaktgroupings of houses, and the full
variety of commercial, agricultural and horticuliliractivity which takes place in the
countryside. It is not intended to be a homogenemmsng — in fact | do not see it as a
zoning at all.

9.1.171 recognise that the owners of this site may nathwio develop all or even a
substantial part of the site. They may, for exampbere in mind a small extension to the
residential development which already exists alivegroads close to the site. However even
changes to the Plan of such restraint, applied Iggt@ all the vinery owners who have
made representations to this inquiry (together wittse who have not), would still threaten
the construction of a significant number of housetside the Settlement Area, and thus be
in conflict with the aims both of this Plan andtleé Strategic and Corporate Plan.

9.1.18 1 have note the claims of further representors spppthis representation that even
limited development of this site would conflict withe main thrust of Policy CO1 in that it
would detract from the openness of the countrysigsult in unacceptable loss of
agricultural land and be incompatible with its sumdings and with other policies in the
Plan. They also referred to the inadequacy of dass around the site to accept further
traffic, and pointed to a fatal accident in 199@. 1A its more detailed impacts they referred
to, such as on neighbouring properties, on couidigyand ecology, and drainage, these
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would be factors to be taken into account by th€ iDa planning application were made,
but have not been compelling in my conclusionglation to the policy itself.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representations
45 R & A Le Page

Summary of Representations

The representation related to Ravenswood Vinenmeshe southern side of Les Osmonds
Lane which lies outside the Settlement Area, anayisb alteration of the Plan to allow
commercial development of the existing store bodgdor residential development.

Further Representations Opposing
159 Mr Luke Allen
292 G H Kendrick

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.1.19 The site comprises a former greenhouse site fronchatine structures have been
substantially cleared. The storage building on sitel understand part of a former
greenhouse which has been covered. Although tlseszattered development along Les
Osmonds Lane, and a dwelling of some substanckeoadjacent plot, the area as a whole is
in my view appropriately excluded from the SettletnAreas based on the main centres of
St Sampson and St Peter Port.

9.1.20 The representor argued that policy CO1 effectiy@lyvents the regeneration of the
site because no development will be permitted. dimpose of policy CO1 as | see it is to
ensure that any development which takes place dautdie defined Settlement Areas is
appropriate to a rural setting. Its criteria areréfiore understandably limiting, but correctly
SO.

9.1.21 The suggestion at the inquiry that the current afspart of the land as a builder’s
yard may not have planning permission is not aendtir me. | note that paragraph 6.2.2.3
the Plan recognises that in very limited and speaircumstances the use of redundant
horticultural sites to provide small scale accomatmoh for service trades may be
acceptable, but | make no comment as to its agpligain this case.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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Representation
68 P A C Falla and heirs of the late F E Falla

Summary of Representation

The representation relates to the southern paat ©ife known as Marette de Haut on La
Route des Capelles. The policies of the Plan shalltiv the construction of a single
dwelling with amenities.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.1.22 This representation relates to the site of a forgk@sshouse, now demolished on the
western side of La Route des Capelles. It is omgbstern fringe of the Plan area.

9.1.231 have concluded elsewhere that in the light of dima of the Plan to concentrate
development in the existing settlements, and theqaacy of the Plan’s provision for
housing, there is no need to designate additiotiset&ettlement Area. Although the site lies
between existing dwellings within a small grouphafuses, the group is remote from the
main settlements and in my view is correctly inthchas outside the Settlement Area. The
site provides views to the open countryside beybrsdloose grouping.

9.1.24 1 have concluded in relation to Representationg3ihat no change should be made
to the policy of the Plan in relation to former @iy sites outside the Settlement Areas. | can
see no reasons to adjust my view in relation tq#récular circumstances of this site.

9.1.25 The merits of any proposal to develop the site wdad a matter for the IDC in the
event of a planning application being made. | atsfad that the Plan contains policies
which would enable such a proposal to be consideatsistently with other similar

properties in the Plan area.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
94 Fernvale Plants Ltd (now Davallia Ltd)

Summary of Representations

The representors supported the indication on tlopdals Map that the former vinery of

Fernvale Plants Ltd in Les Effards, St Sampsonauaside the Settlement Area on the basis
that the policy for such areas would permit limitkelvelopment. They wished to carry out

limited development at the northern end of the site
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Further Representation Opposing
335 Peter and Jacqueline Joy

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.1.26 This former vinery site lies on the south side asLEffards between existing
dwellings, and extends to the rear. The land tcstheh, though also containing disused and
derelict greenhouses, is indicated on the Propddals as an Area of Landscape Value,
while to the south east is the large glasshouseplonowned by Millennium Roses. Much
of this land is the subject of other representation

9.1.27 | deal in relation to a number of representatioith whe consistency of the Area of
Landscape Value notation, and it seems to me higig a location where the boundaries of
the notation need to be examined to ensure consiste

9.1.28 This site is close to the western extremity of fthen area, and is some distance from
the Settlement Area defined in the Proposals Mapeiiefore agree with the representors
that it is appropriately notated on that Map. Oh¢he categories of development which is
indicated in Policy CO1 as possibly acceptable exttbjo the criteria it sets out is infill
development on previously developed land withineaisting group of buildings. Whilst |
note that former vineries do not fall with the atfion of previously developed land at Page
150 of the Plan, the question of whether develognoenthis site would be acceptable,
together with the question of traffic safety raidgdthe opposing representors, is a matter
for the IDC on receipt of an application for plamgpipermission, and | therefore make no
comment on them.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
95 Mr H Whitchurch

Summary of Representation

The indication on the Plan that the site was oat$ig Settlement Area was supported, and
it was indicated that a proposal for a dwelling Vdooe brought forward.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.1.29 The representor owns a Victorian house on the Lat&kR®u Coutanchez together
with a large grassed area to the rear. Althougkecto other rural dwellings and groups of
scattered housing, the site is some distance frmretige of the defined Settlement Area,
and | agree with the representors that it is apjeitgdy notated on the Proposals Map.

9.1.30 It was proposed to bring forward a planning appiccafor a bungalow to be erected
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on this rear land, designed for special needs atidwheelchair access. The IDC pointed
out that policies CO1 and HO2 of the Plan wouldtddesn into account in relation to any
proposal. Since such an application would be aanéit the decision of the IDC, | make no
comment on it.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan

9.2 AREAS OF LANDSCAPE VALUE

Introduction

9.2.1 This section of the Plan includes policy CO3, whiatroduces the concept of
Landscape Character Areas covering the whole Remand indicates that full account will
be taken of their distinctive features, and pol4 which aims to protect defined Areas of
Landscape Value. No representations were madesipece of policy CO3, and all the
representations reported below relate to policy CDdnderstand from the IDC that a
Landscape Character Assessment Map showing thestaped Character Areas should have
been included in the published Plan. That Plansuagplied to me, and was referred to at the
inquiry, notably in relation to objections to thepéication of policy CO4. | assume that the
omission will be rectified in the final version dhe Plan, as it is important to an
understanding of the categories described in Afthand referred to in policy CO3.

9.2.2 In dealing with representations relating to thistiem of the Plan a number of
representors have expressed doubts about the emtsiof the Area of Landscape Value
notation. In some cases this related to difficuttyestablishing the boundary of the area, as
the notation consists of a green cross-hatchingowit a boundary delineation. | would
suggest that, to clarify this, in the final prirgirof the Proposals Map some means of
identifying the boundary of the Areas is used.

9.2.3 In other cases it was felt that there was incoesdt in the application of the
notation. This seemed to be particularly so intbegh west part of the Plan area, from the
area of Hougue Nicolle and Les Osmonds Lane nortfisv&ome existing glasshouses were
excluded from the Area of Landscape Value notatiaile others were included,
presumably on the basis set out in paragraph 2.8at the land needed to be reclaimed and
enhanced in order to restore the integrity andalisontinuity of the underlying landscape.
Some open land is excluded (such as the land waatillow Ranch, Les Osmonds Lane)
while immediately adjoining land, of very similgp@earance, is included.

9.2.4 | am sure that, before presenting the Plan withrepprt to the States the IDC will
review the areas which were the subject of thesanments and make any necessary
changes. | have noted in my report areas which Wexen to my attention, but of course
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there may be other areas which were not the subjempresentations. It would also be
helpful for readers of the Plan if a fuller explaaa of the rationale behind the delineation
of the area were provided, either at paragrap22.3r in the preamble to this policy in
paragraph 11.2.2.2.

RECOMMENDATIONS

| recommend that

a) the consistency of application of the Area of Laragt® Value notation be examined,
particularly in relation to derelict glasshouses;

b) that a fuller explanation of the rationale behihé tlelineation of this notation be
provided; and

C) the edge of the Areas be more clearly delineateth@iProposals Map.
Representations
6 Jurat S W J Jehan

Summary of Representations

A site on the northern side of Colborne Road shdutd excluded from the Area of
Landscape Value and included in the Settlement Aoeas to have less restriction on future
development.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.5 The representation made it clear that that the owhthe site wishes to use the land
for vehicle parking. Having had an earlier propasdlised planning permission for reasons
which related to the impact of the proposal onlmelscape and on traffic safety, he sought
the removal of the Area of Landscape Value designdtom this small site.

9.2.6 | have referred elsewhere in my report to the fhat the draft UAP represents a
further welcome step away from the “zoning” appfoaé earlier documents, being more
policy-based than previous plans, building on thecess of the 1995 UAP in helping to
meet the objectives of the Island’s land-use gjsate

9.2.7 The Area of Landscape Value designation is desgribeparagraph 2.3.2.4 of the
Plan as representing the best examples of thedapdsypes to be found in the Plan area.
Annex 8 of the Plan presents a Landscape CharAssassment of the Urban Area, which
underpins the notation, and justifies the inclusafnparticular areas of land. However
paragraph 2.3.2.4 points out that in some casedatiee may need to be reclaimed and
enhanced, thus recognising that within a designated not every inch will reach the same
high quality.

9.2.8 However as | see it the purpose of the green hajcbin the Proposals Map is not
simply to define the landscape quality of everyt phithe area it covers, but to apply Policy
CO4. The policy says that development in Areasarfidscape Value will only be permitted
where the need for the development in the locgtimposed has been clearly demonstrated;
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the proposals would not adversely affect the laapsacharacter and visual quality of the
area; and proposals to rebuild, extend or altestiexg buildings respect the size, form and
bulk of the original building.

9.2.9 Thus in each case the effect of proposals on thdstape character and visual
guality of the area will be taken into accountdialing with any future application the IDC
would include in its assessment amongst other shihg present appearance of the site, its
planning history, and the nature of the proposat|uding any measures to mitigate the
effects of the appearance of the proposal on it®sndings, such as the possible increases
in the height of the boundary wall to increase egcieg mentioned in the representation.
However the decision on any application will be atter for the IDC, and | make no
comments on the merits of individual proposals.

9.2.10 This former quarry containing a small corrugate@ethbuilding is set into the
hillside on the north side of Colborne Road, whighds down the side of an undeveloped
and attractive valley with open meadows below. élih leading towards the developed
area at the head of La Charroterie, at this pdiet duarry is a small interruption in an
otherwise undeveloped stretch of road on the furaje of St Peter Port. Although no doubt
when in use it had more impact on the appearands stirroundings than at present, it is
nevertheless a small site within an overall ativactalley landscape. It would be contrary to
the general approach of the Plan for sites as samlthis to be given an individual
designation in the Plan. Even if that were notc¢hse, | do not agree with the representor
that Settlement Area would be an appropriate desigm The site is physically detached
from the core of the urban area where the Settleryera designation is concentrated. The
developed plateau above and to the east of thegeptation site is in my view correctly
excluded from that designation. | am thereforeardoubt that in this attractive location it is
appropriate that proposals should be considereidstdaolicy CO4.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
9 Michael and Heather Fattorini

Summary of Representation

La Tourelle, Prince Albert Road and its curtilageowd be excluded from the Area of
Landscape Value.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.11 The reasons behind the representation relatedeéonéled of the landowners for
additional buildings within their curtilage relatedd the maintenance of their garden,
improved vehicular access to the house and thevaocalation of their collection of historic
vehicles. The question of whether further buildivithin the curtilage should be permitted is
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a matter for the IDC. | have, however, considerdtbtiver the Area of Landscape Value
notation which covers this property, and which dieaffects the criteria to be applied to
any development proposals, is appropriate.

9.2.12 The garden of La Tourelle is at the foot of theeptsided tributary of the Charotterie
valley. The plan associated with Annex 8 of thenRlaows the landscape in this part of the
Plan area as including both Valley and South Eadtateau types. The plateau landscape
was generally developed as private gardens, pmyigenerous space around grand houses.
The valleys below are described as a significagmeht within the Town landscape, and of
great value offering a unique and pleasant sensncdbsure. The two types combine to
create a most attractive environment to the outskif the Town. The garden of La Tourelle
is clearly a part of that environment, and is in vigw correctly included within the Area of
Landscape Value in order that the criteria of po@®©4 should apply. Although, as the IDC
pointed out, there are some scattered buildingkarvalley, trees and roadside walls reduce
their impact and predominate in the view.

9.2.13 The representor expressed concern at apparenepiswies in the way different
properties in the same locality had been treategnms of the application of the Area of
Landscape Value notation. The IDC indicated thatdhly neighbouring property excluded
from the notation is located on the higher plate@lie parts of its grounds which are
excluded are not readily seen from public vantagatp, other than from the access road of
the adjacent suburban housing estate. | see norréagjuestion the appropriateness of its
exclusion from the Area of Landscape Value notation

9.2.14 1 have noted the apparent discrepancies in the fdaseon which the Proposals Map
is based which the representor drew to my attenaiad no doubt the IDC will take these
into account when reviewing the Plan. However noh¢hese seem to me to materially
affect the policies of the Plan which the Propod&ds illustrates.

9.2.15In addition to the alteration to the Area of Larajse Value boundary, it was
suggested in the representor’s statement thatyPGIxl, which would apply to this property
which is outside the Settlement Area, should inelag one of the forms of development
which may be acceptable “development which is d@sddo the efficient running of existing
gardens”. However limited ancillary or incidentalildings within a curtilage (which could
include garden sheds and the like) are alreadwdiecl, and so the change is unnecessary.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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Les Godios Vinery
Introduction

9.2.16 | have grouped together here 3 representationsmgl land formerly forming part
of Les Godios Vinery.

Representations

14 Ernest H Noyon

105 Frank and Eileen Mace
117 Eileen B Falla

Summary of Representations

Each of the representations relates to a partefdmer Les Godios Vinery, Marette de
Bas, St Sampson and seeks its removal from the éfréamndscape Value designation to
allow for building.

Further Representations Opposing Representations 50and 117
150 Mr and Mrs de Vial
151 Mr G Bouwmeester

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.17 These representations relate to parts of a fornmery, now split into different
ownerships, and unused. Some greenhouses remadirngtabut in other areas they have
been removed. The land is designated as GreeniArdg current UAP, but | understand
that it has in the past been considered for devedop as a Housing Target Area. The land is
close to the western extremity of the Plan areayafnom the urban areas of St Sampson
and St Peter Port. In my view its designation agable for housing development would be
inconsistent with the general approach of the Rbaachieve as much housing as practical
within existing settlements and on previously deped land. | have found no evidence that
more land needs to be included in HTAs to meethitigsing aims of the Plan, and in any
event this land is considerably less well locatedelation to the Settlement Area than the
designated HTAs. Land formerly or currently occupiey greenhouses is in the Plan
excluded from the definition of previously develddand, a matter | deal with elsewhere.

9.2.18 As with many owners of former vineries who have madpresentations on this
Plan, | understand their frustration at their imgbto utilise glasshouses which were once
productive horticultural units. However the apptoad the plan | describe above is in my
view correct. | therefore consider that this areaarrectly excluded from the Settlement
Area.

9.2.191 deal in relation to a number of representatioiith Whe consistency of the Area of
Landscape Value notation, and make appropriatememndations, but it seems to me that
this is a location where the boundaries of the trmianeed to be examined to ensure
consistency. The IDC commented in relation to Regmeation 14 that the removal of
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former glasshouses is beginning to restore thenyiag landscape value of the area. That
may well be true, but | do not entirely understavity the notation overlays the disused
greenhouses the subject of Representations 109 Bndbut is omitted in relation to the

greenhouses immediately to the north, the subjeRepresentation 94.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
19 Swallow Services Limited

Summary of Representations

A site south of Salt Pans Road and north of Gréssegues Quarry should be excluded
from the Area of Landscape Value and included witthie Settlement Area so as to allow
residential development.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.20 The Grosse Hougues quarry is a water-filled quaegr the junction of Salt Pans
Road and Rue Queripel. The representation sitedes| gorse and scrub in an area north of
the quarry, while to the east, closer to the hoadasg Salt Pans Road, part has been used
for the dumping of builder's materials. There am® tdwellings within the site, one in the
north western extremity and the other at the neatstern corner of the quarry.

9.2.21 The land is included in a large swathe of open ldedignated as of Landscape
Value, stretching from Delancey Park to the Route Braye. While, because of its

topography, this area is not seen as a whole framymaantage points, it forms an important
corridor through the Settlement Area and its infetion would be unfortunate. Although it

is bounded to east and west by land within theledeé&nt Area (as well as the Franc Fief
HTA) This swathe of land is generally of a rurabdhcter, and, unlike certain parts of St
Peter Port which are Areas of Landscape Valua my view appropriately excluded from

the Settlement Area.

9.2.22 In terms of its landscape type, the plan attaclbednnex 8 of the Plan shows this
representation site as marking the northern edgleeoHougue or Lowland Hills landscape,
bordering the flatter Braye Du Valle type. It imithat an important transitional point.

9.2.23 The representors queried the basis on which thet ilumcluded in Annex 5 of the

Plan as a Site of Nature Conservation Importannetd that in The Importance of Guernsey
Quarries for Conservation by J Gilmour, D Thoumared P Vaudin, published by the

Société Guernesiaise in 1991, although this quappears not to have been included in the
survey, the importance of such areas as wildlifieitaiis acknowledged. In this case the
IDC in their response referred to the variety cdttered trees, scrub, grassland, tall herb,
rock face and soft cliff habitats as forming a rexd diverse habitat around the standing
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water of the quarry. The harm caused by the presBlynaauthorised use for dumping of
building materials does not in my view significanttliminish the importance of the
remainder.

9.2.24 The part of the site which is to the south of prtpe in Nocq Road, which is the
main area on which dumping has taken place, isf@utard by the representors as a
separate area for development if the whole areatiacceptable. Whether that area could be
developed unobtrusively without damaging the Areaamdscape Value would be a matter
for the IDC on receipt of an application for plamgipermission. However | do not consider
it should be excluded from the Area of Landscap&u&/aesignation, which is generally
broadly drawn, including land of varying quality.

9.2.251 accept that the development of a Key Industriedadand (if it proves necessary) a
Housing Target Area at Salt Pans will alter theespance of this part of the urban area.
However the Proposals Map in my view rightly maimsaan open swathe between those
two areas of development, to which the represamtatite would relate visually.

9.2.26 1 conclude that the representation site is appabgly included within the Area of
Landscape Value.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representations

29, 218 Ensign Group Limited

Summary of Representations

Dise Nursery, Les Sauvagees, St Sampson shoulgdheled from the Area of Landscape
Value notation and included in the Settlement Area.

Further Representations Supporting

85 David Jackson

367 Shirley Simon

Further Representations Opposing

113 Mr and Mrs A S Fallaize
140 Mr and Mrs N Robert
174 Mr and Mrs P R Harris

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.27 The site of this representation is a disused vimgryes Sauvageées. It is variously
referred to in representations as Dix, Dice or Digsgery. | have opted for the spelling used
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by the main representor. To the north, on the adppagde of the lane is an area of housing
which is shown on the Proposals Map as part ofS#tlement Area. To the south is open
countryside which is notated as within an Area @ndscape Value. The Landscape
Character Assessment Map associated with AnnextBeoPlan shows the northern part of
the countryside area as part of the Braye Du Vdaimlar to the Marais, with marine
origins. Further to the south are the lowland roli$Hougues.

9.2.28 The site itself in its existing state has little commend it in landscape terms,
containing derelict glasshouses and associatedtstes. Paragraph 2.3.2.4 of the Plan in
describing the Areas of Landscape Value says thabime cases the land may need to be
reclaimed and enhanced in order to restore thegniyeand visual continuity of the
underlying landscape. | can thus understand whydi&ion washes over this site.

9.2.29 The consistency with which this notation has begpliad to vinery sites has been
challenged in a number of cases at the inquiryhis case | agree with the IDC that if the
glasshouses were cleared and the land restoregtitnléure it would be a natural adjunct to
the extensive area of open landscape to the south.

9.2.30 Although in the representation to the inquiry thte svas described as part of a solid
and not sporadic frontage development of predontiypaesidential properties on the south
side of Les Sauvageées, | do not agree with thedrg#ion. There is residential development
on this side of the road, but it is not continucausg the greatest interruption is provided by
the Dise Nurseries site itself, which is plainlyt noresidential use.

9.2.31 Just as disused vinery sites should not be regasiguieviously developed land, for
reasons | enlarge upon elsewhere in this reporit, would be a mistake to regard vineries
which are still standing as developed sites in shene sense as areas of residential
development. Quite apart from the need for conststevith the approach to disused sites, if
sites such as these were regarded as equival@aliay terms to developed land it would
make the prevention of the unplanned sporadic dpoéaevelopment across the Plan area
virtually impossible.

9.2.32 Nor do | agree with the representors that this @separt of the urban area of St

Sampson. It is true that the housing to the nofthes Sauvagées and west of the Route
Militaire is fairly closely developed, and is inded within the designated Settlement Area
on the Proposals Map. But this is a relativelyasad limb of the Settlement Area, and in

relation to other representations in the Routetbdie area | have suggested that the IDC
should re-examine the Settlement Area boundarkigvicinity. | certainly see no reason to

recommend its extension to include houses sucdhose teither side of this site.

9.2.33 The general approach of the Plan, which | supp®ty concentrate development in

existing settlements and on previously developed.l&his site does not fall into either

category. | have noted the objections from furtle@resentors based on flooding risk, traffic
conditions and the appearance of modern housese $bthese are matters of detail which
might be overcome in a detailed application, buany event they are not as compelling as
the policy considerations which have led me to mryatusion in relation to this site.

9.2.341 do not support either the removal of the Ared_ahdscape Value notation from
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this site or its inclusion in the Settlement Area.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
37 Mrs J Way and Miss J Underdown

Summary of Representation

Land south of Robergerie Road should be excludeu the Area of Landscape Value and
included within the Settlement Area or designated &lousing Target Area.

Further Representation Opposing
125 P A De Carteret and B J De Carteret

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.35 This land lies to the north of the designated R@stRocques HTA, and south east
of existing housing on the Robergerie Road frontége separated from the HTA and from

land to the east by high stone walls. It has littkual connection with either piece of land. |

am advised that it once housed two greenhouses;kang shed and a boiler pit.

9.2.36 On the Proposals Map the land is included in aelangathe of open land designated
as of Landscape Value, stretching from Delancek Rathe Route Du Braye. | indicate in
relation to another representation that while, beeaof its topography, this area is not seen
as a whole from many vantage points, it forms apartant corridor through the Settlement
Area. Although it is bounded to east and west logl lavithin the Settlement Area the main
swathe of land is generally of a rural characted, ainlike certain parts of St Peter Port
which are Areas of Landscape Value, is in my viepprapriately excluded from the
Settlement Area.

9.2.37 This land exhibits characteristics of the Houguel&rape type described in Annex 8
to the Plan, and so, despite its relatively unkeaympearance is appropriately included
within the Area of Landscape Value notation. Itaggely shielded from view public view,
and is separated from the more rural land to tisé lsaa high wall. Similarly because of its
physical separation it would not be suitable farusion in the adjacent HTA. However at
present it equally has little in common with thdteenent Area which abuts it to the north
and west. The situation may be different if at samme in the future the HTA is developed,
but in present circumstances | consider that orartw& it should remain outside the
Settlement Area.

9.2.381 make no comment on the representors’ claim thiit development on the land
would be appropriate, since that would be a mdttethe IDC in the event of a planning
application being made. However in my view it wold right for any proposals for this

126




Guernsey Urban Area Plan Review No 1 - Inspeci®eport

land to be judged against the criteria of poli@pgplicable to land outside Settlement Area
and to an Area of Landscape Value. | have notedotijections contained in the further

representation, but these primarily related tosihecific impacts of development of the land
on its surroundings, which would be matters to desth into account in dealing with any

application.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation

64 Swallow Services Limited
Further Representation Opposing
339 Mr and Mrs Chubb

Summary of Representations

Norwood Vinery, Duveaux Lane should be excludednftbe Area of Landscape Value and
included in the Settlement Area or alternativelgigeated as a Housing Target Area so as to
allow development.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.39 The site is a former vinery from which most of steuctures have been cleared. A
former packing shed stands in the north east colhdies on the edge of the Hougue
landscape type identified in Annex 8 to the Pldrha point of transition to the flatter Braye
Du Valle type to the north. Its openness and agpear contribute to the attractiveness of
the surrounding countryside, and it is in my vigepm@priately included within the Area of
Landscape Value.

9.2.40 As the representor points out, land in this vigiriias in the past been considered for
inclusion in a Housing Target Area, though the entrfUAP Proposals Map shows it as a
Green Area. In any event, the general approachhefdraft Plan in concentrating the
Settlement Areas around the main centres of St Sampnd St Peter Port is in my view
correct. Immediately to the east the SettlementaAreundary lies to the east of Route
Militaire. While there is scattered housing alongvPaux Lane, together with some more
consolidated groups, it would be contrary to theugh of the Plan either to extend to
Settlement Area boundary to include this land asdparately identify additional Settlement
Area in this vicinity.

9.2.41 | have concluded elsewhere that it is unnecessaigentify further Housing Target
Areas in the Plan, and the rural location of thie B1akes it less suitable than those already
identified, which are generally closely relatecetasting development and to the Settlement
Area.

9.2.421 conclude therefore that the representation sheulsl not be identified for
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development either by inclusion in the Settlemergafor as a Housing Target Area.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

The Representations
67 Mr Adrian Dorey

Summary of Representations

A site at the junction of Robergerie Land and Rueipel (also known as Franc Fief Lane)
should be excluded from the Area of Landscape Vatuéorm part of the Franc Fief
Housing Target Area to the north.

Further Representations Opposing
126 Mr and Mrs P Niles
265 B A Robilliard

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.43 This small field is indicated on the Proposals Mapof Landscape Value and was
described by the IDC as part of a swathe of opengde landscape extending across
Robergerie Road to the south and west. The lamdas untidy condition, not least because
of the part-erected building and derelict cars t® $outh east corner, the legacy, |
understand, of a previous tenant. Its contributmthe landscape at present is primarily its
open nature. | conclude in relation to policy H®&ttthe inclusion of this land within the
HTA would not necessarily threaten its opennesgsaonsequent attractiveness to birds, as
this could be a matter dealt with by the OutlinarfPing Brief. However it could be
beneficial to the overall planning of the HTA, affey additional amenity areas or improved
access.

9.2.441f the land is included in the HTA, then, considtenth the approach elsewhere in
the Plan, it would be excluded from the Area of dscape Value.

RECOMMENDATION
My recommendation is made in relation to Policy H&b®ve.
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Representation

73 Pitronnerie Properties Limited
Further Representation Opposing

358 John Gollop

Summary of Representations

A field at the corner of Pitronnerie Road and RalgeCoutanchez from should be removed
from the Area of Landscape Value and added todiecant Key Industrial Area.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.45 Paragraph 8.4.4 of the Strategic and Corporate Ptants out that the general
industrial land supply represents an important faseconomic development, and Strategic
Policy says that Detailed Development Plans wi#niify a range of opportunities for
industrial development to ensure an adequate sugphdustrial land in terms of location,
size and quantity. The IDC considered that thipirement had been met in the draft Plan
through policies EMP5, EMP6, EMP7, EMP8 and EMPQaddition to the established Key
Industrial Areas they pointed to the proposal enitfy a new area of about 6.1hectares (37
vergees).

9.2.46 In support of their case for the allocation of aidaial land for industrial purposes as
an extension of the Pitronnerie Road estate theeseptors referred to demand from
potential developers enquiring about industriahpees. Whilst such enquiries can only be
an indicator and not an accurate barometer of dpuatnt pressure, | do not doubt that
there is some untapped demand. The representodsiqed a letter from the Business
Development Manager for the Board of Industry. Heevealthough that letter concurred
with the view that lack of suitable accommodati@a lbeen a constraint on expansion of the
manufacturing and financial services sectors, aditated that the expansion of this estate
was the type of development the Board was keemdowgrage, it also drew attention to the
concerns that other States Committees might have.

9.2.47 Contrary to the representors’ view expressed airteiry, the land subject of this
representation is prominent and important in thel$gape. Even if | accepted (which | do
not) that it might not be readily seen by motortsl other passers-by, it is highly visible
from the higher land to the south. From La Vrangear its junction with the Rue Thomas
there is a striking view across open countrysidewincludes the field between Pitronnerie
and La Vrangue in the foreground, the represemtagite in the middle distance and the
wider landscape of the Marais beyond.

9.2.48 The IDC’s response to the representation desctiusdsite as an intrinsic part of the

strategically valuable Marais landscape. Howevdesm| am mistaken, the Landscape
Character Assessment Map associated with Annex BeoPlan includes this corner site

within an area of Central Plain, with the Maraisdacape type approaching only to a point
close to its northern boundary. | am not able tolsaw this discrepancy has arisen. It may
be that there is a drafting error. However in tightl of this | have been able to give less
weight to their description of the nature consaoraimportance of the site as part of the
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Marais. That discrepancy does not, however, altgropinion of the visual importance of
the site as expressed above.

9.2.49 This site, while no doubt well located to draw twe urban labour force of St Peter
Port and St Sampson, is thus not in my view a klatbbcation in environmental terms for
any expansion of the Pitronnerie estate, and i&iody not to be preferred to the more
damaged landscape of the identified new Key Inchidirea at Salt Pans.

9.2.501 have elsewhere recommended that a small partk@#fyalndustrial Area at Bulwer
Avenue should be deleted. However that minor ditaradoes not alter my view of the
undesirability of releasing this site.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
75 ComProp Limited

Summary of Representations

Two fields at Mont Arrivé south of Arculon Lane foshould be excluded from the Area of
Landscape Value but included in the Settlement Area

Further Representations Opposing Representation 75

124 Rev'd Peter Lane and Mrs Wendy Lane
132 Margaret Mollet

139 Matthew Paul Hobbs

152 John Francis Bishop and Gail Bishop
155 F S Leale

157 Mr Leon Gallienne and Mrs Jacqueline Gallienne
158 Mrs L J Spafford

161 R Pizzuti and Mrs P A Pizzuti

162 Ken Birch

163 Mrs Beryl Rodgers

165 Mrs Jane Tramontano

167 Jean M Lees

199 Mr T Cleveland

201 Paul Gaudion

202 Mr Craig Marsh

210 Peter Journeaux

278 Richard Le Bargy

279 Mr & Mrs AEW Rumens

290 Gervase Ashton

359 John Gollop

387 Robert Le Bargy

130




Guernsey Urban Area Plan Review No 1 - Inspeci®eport

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.51 Areas of Landscape Value are described in paragzépB.4 of the Plan as areas of
high quality landscape, representing the best elesmgd the landscape types to be found in
the Plan area. Paragraph 11.2.2.2 says that tleeabp@alities of these landscapes could
easily be destroyed or damaged by insensitive dpwant. In order to preserve the
landscape character of these areas it says thatdaeglopment will be restricted to cases
where they are unobtrusive and the need for dem@op in the proposed location has been
established.

9.2.52 Although Policy CO4 is one of the Countryside pelscof the Plan, there are Areas
of Landscape Value designated in the Plan withenSbkttlement Areas. The main examples
other than the representation site include landiradcand including Delancey Park, land
either side of Fosse Andre, at Beau Sejour, LetlsCand Cambridge Park, and in the
vicinity of Government House. In the schedule afdscape types associated with Annex 8
to the Plan most of these urban landscapes areluggas part of the South Eastern Plateau,
with a wooded parkland character which they owthé&ir origins as private gardens around
grand houses. Although the representors criticitleel consistency with which the
designation had been applied, particularly in refato areas around Beau Sejour, those
preparing the Proposals Map appear to have beefutém exclude only those areas (such
as enclosed all-weather pitches) where the lanésdagcription could no longer apply.

9.2.53 The representation site, however, lies within d&ed#nt landscape type. It is part of
the Inland Scarp type, which is described as angttandscape feature (being a high cliff),
with small areas of woodland and the overall impi@s of a wooded hillside. In the vicinity
of the representation site the steepest partseaschrp lie to the east, facing out to the coast.
The two agricultural fields which are the specsiubject of the representation run back from
the edge of the scarp towards Mont Arrivé. Whilst strictly scarps in themselves, their
open appearance, fringed with hedges and trees enakeng contribution to the character
of the landscape, and they are in my view corraatjuded within the Area of Landscape
Value designation. | accept that the most promineaws of the fields are obtained from the
road passing the site but their open surface isedmble from the coast and, | am told,
(although | did not experience this myself) fromaftin the bay. The larger of the fields is
domed, and slopes down towards the top of the cliff

9.2.54 Just as the representors pointed out that inclusitime Settlement Area did not give
a carte blanche for development of any site, egualtlusion in an Area of Landscape
Value does not prohibit development. It does, havensure that only development which
can be justified and which will be unobtrusive Wbk permitted. | am satisfied from my
consideration of the representation and my inspeaf the site and its surroundings that the
inclusion of the land in the Area of Landscape “ala consistent with other similar
designations in the Plan and is appropriate far skie.

9.2.55 Many of the issues raised by further representatiware specifically addressed to
the threat of development. They included trafficl anad safety effects, impact on views
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from neighbouring houses, effects on wildlife, #adstence of German tunnels under the
fields, the potential loss of the educational amdeity benefits of having agriculture
practised within the urban area, and cumulativeot$f with other developments in the area.
Although | have noted these comments, most woulchbee appropriately dealt with by the
IDC in the event of an application being made.

9.2.56 Similarly, while 1 have examined the sketch plaovided at the inquiry showing
how development might take place on the site, & mat had any significant weight in my
conclusions concerning the appropriateness of trea Af Landscape Value designation.
Certainly | do not agree with the possible impiigatin that sketch that only those parts of
the site closest to public vantage points in Moniv& are of landscape value.

9.2.57 A number of further representations were apparemiygle on the assumption that
Representation 75 proposed, in addition to the wanof the Area of Landscape Value
notation, the inclusion of the site within a Settent Area. However the Proposals Map
shows the land as being already within the widebweh Settlement Area of St Peter Port. |
have taken into account that those representorsitnpigefer to see it removed from the
designation. However that would not in my view lmeagppropriate course. The Settlement
Area is widely drawn, and covers both open and ldgeel areas within the urban area. It
would be inconsistent with the general approachhefPlan to create a "hole’ within the
urban area by excluding it, and | do not recomntéis]

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
83 Mrs A Robert and Mr R Payne

Summary of Representation

Land at the junction of La Route du Braye and @agriLane should be excluded from the
Area of Landscape Value and included in the Setdl@mrea.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.58 This wedge shaped area of land on the north sidead®oute Du Braye is a small
undeveloped field. The representors said that afthdhey keep the land tidy on a regular
basis, it is unsuitable for agriculture, and noeiast has been shown in it by farmers,
possibly as a result of its location close to aylnosd.

9.2.59 The land is included in the Proposals Map as plath® large swathe of landscape
extending from Delancey Park to the north of théddr Area, separating the westerly and
easterly parts of St Sampson. | support the inatuef this large designation, which is in my
view an important one. The role played by this oartongue of land is relatively small, the

open space broadening on the south side of La HRawt®raye and extending to the hougue
landscape in the middle distance. Neverthelegsyiniew it is appropriately included.
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9.2.601 make no comment on the representors’ proposaldévelopment of the land,
which would be a matter for the IDC on receipt ofy afurther planning application.
However | am satisfied that any such proposal otwliie considered against the criteria in
policy COA4.

RECOMMENDATION

| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
87 Mr and Mrs K Toomey

Summary of Representation

Land bounded by the Route Militaire to the westnikeorth Vineries to the east, Doyle
Clos in the north and the dwelling Burnham in tbeth should be included in the Area of
Landscape Value.

Representations Supporting Representation 87

185 Mr and Mrs Brian Dyke
186 Miss J Dyke

187 Marie Jones

297 Mr and Mrs L J Allen
301 Mrs N Allen

310 J L E Waters

314 M E Le Maitre

Representation Opposing Representation 87
283 Mr and Mrs B J F Flock

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.611 deal elsewhere under Policy HO2 with proposaét tand in this vicinity east of
Route Militaire should be included in the SettlemArea, and | recommend that no change
be made to the Plan. The suggestion in this reptasen was made, | suspect, primarily to
defend the land from those who sought its inclugiotiie Settlement Area.

9.2.62 The approach to the designation of Areas of Lanusa&&lue is set out in paragraph
2.3.2.4 of the Plan. They are areas of high quéitglscape representing the best examples
of the landscape types to be found in the Plan, aed the intention is to protect and
enhance the landscape character and visual qudlithie area. In this case the land in
qguestion, though undeveloped, comprises mainly lbadkformer vinery sites, largely
hidden from public view by the ribbon development Route Militaire. To the north and
south are developed areas, while to the east idv@th Vinery, which the Plan proposes
should become a Key Industrial Area.
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9.2.63 In my view this land could not be described eitasrhigh quality landscape in its
own right, or as representing the best exampléhefBraye Du Valle landscape type into
which it falls in the classification in Annex 8 tife Plan. | accept that its openness provides
pleasant views from surrounding dwellings, but otpelicies of the Plan, notably policy
CO1, would ensure that its openness was propekntanto account if any development
proposals were to come forward.

9.2.64 | therefore do not find there to be adequate jastiion for the change to the Plan
which is sought.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation

92 Mrs K Brehaut

Further Representations opposing

286 Mike Alisette and Caroline Alisette

Summary of Representation

The Area of Landscape Value notation should be wemioirom land adjacent to Les
Amballes to enable the site to be developed witbllings.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.65 The representation site is a gap in the developeddge of Les Amballes, which is
part of the St Peter Port Conservation Area. Froenhtigh granite wall at the roadside the
land rises steeply and is part of the large opeddeaped area surrounding Beau Sejour and
Les Cotils. This wooded scarp hillside is prominenviews from the coast and, no doubt,
(although 1 did not go to sea) from the waters e&she Island. The Inland Scarp of which
this forms a part is identified in Annex 8 of thiaPas one of the notable landscape types of
the upper parishes.

9.2.66 The land has been the subject of planning appdicatin the past, which were
refused permission by the IDC in 1995 and 1996. &l@x my concern is not with the
merits of those applications, or of any others Wwhitight be made, but with the merits of
the inclusion of this site in the Area of Landscadue. Both from closer and more distant
views the site forms an integral part of the wigslearp landscape. While | appreciate that the
site itself may be untidy and contain fallen tredst fact is not sufficient to warrant its
removal from the Area of Landscape Value notatiaritee Plan. | do not accept the view
put forward at the inquiry that a distinction imtiscape terms should be made between the
land at the roadside and that further up the sldpe.whole area in my view contributes to
the landscape.

9.2.67 Policy CO4 does not rule out development, but sdekensure that the special
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gualities of these landscapes are not destroyethmaged by insensitive development. In
my view it is appropriately applied to the represéion site.

9.2.68 The representation included reference to the neethé Plan to achieve sufficient
housing to meet the targets of the Strategic anp&ate Plan. | deal with this matter in the
introduction to my examination of Chapter 5 of ®lan. | am satisfied that the policies of
the Plan will enable those targets to be met witladtering its provisions in relation to this
site.

9.2.69 | have taken into account the concerns about flogpdind traffic danger which were
put forward by the objectors in their further regmetation, though these are matters more
relevant to a planning application than to the remhamf the Area of Landscape Value
notation sought by this representation.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
101 Mrs B Harrison

Summary of Representation

The site, which is off Rue Des Grandes Capellesulshbe excluded from the Area of
Landscape Value to enable a proposal to be brdoglard for the development of a small
group of dwellings.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.70 This representation relates to a former vinery idiaiely to the east of the group of
representations relating to Les Godios Vinery. §heenhouses formerly on the site have
been removed. This area, although previously censefor housing purposes as part of a
Housing Target Area, is indicated on the currenPUss within a Green Area.

9.2.71 1 have concluded in relation to a number of repnegens in this vicinity that the
Area of Landscape Value notation is appropriatgipliad to this land, though in doing so |
have queried the consistency within which it hasnbapplied to some former vinery sites.
My findings apply equally to this land, from whithe greenhouses have been removed. It
lies in a predominantly open landscape, with ordgttered housing, on the edge of the
Marais landscape identified in Annex 8 of the PI#s. openness contributes to the
landscape. | therefore consider it should remaithiwithe Area of Landscape Value
notation.

9.2.72 | have noted the intention of the representor olyafor permission to build on this
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land, and their comments on the application ofcttiteria of Policy CO1 to their proposal. |
make no comment on these matters, since a deamiosuch an application would be a
matter for the IDC.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
102 Mr and Mrs W M Collins

Summary of Representation

The western part of the field, adjoining Franc Hiahe (Rue Queripel), should be excluded
from the Area of Landscape Value to permit limitevelopment.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.73 The representation site is part of a group of dieds to the east of Rue Queripel.

The lane itself is narrow, and flanked on its wessde by the greenhouses which form part
of the proposed Franc Fief HTA together with a grod existing dwellings. On its eastern

side there is a ribbon of development at the sontbad, which breaks down into sporadic
development along the rest of its length. The fialduestion provides views from the road

into the wider open land beyond.

9.2.74 The Area of Landscape Value of which this formsast gtretches from Route Du
Braye in the north to Delancey Park in the soutid, forms an important strategic wedge of
open land which divides the built up areas of Shson. Its importance is emphasised by
the positioning of proposed HTAs east and westhif space, which if developed will
consolidate the urban character of the settlement.

9.2.75 The representation site is thus itself importanpriaviding glimpses into the larger
open space. The representation expressed sometaumnizeias to whether the land was
included in the Area of Landscape Value designatimtause of the lack of a boundary
delineation on the green Area of Landscape Valuehihay on the Proposals Map. My
reading of the plan is that it was the IDC’s intentto include this field within the
designation, and correctly so in the light of myntnents above.

9.2.76 | make no comment on the suggestion by the repr@sehan infill development on
the road frontage, since detailed proposals of tlature would be a matter for the
determination of the IDC following the submissidnagplanning application. However | see
no justification to remove this land from the Ai@a_andscape Value.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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Representation
119 R & J Humphries

Summary of Representation

This representation concerns an area of fields Witidings stretching from Les Effards
Road, southwards alongside Les Grandes Capelles hast Marette De Bas Estate towards
Les Osmonds Lane. The representation propose®theval of the designation of Area of
Landscape Value leaving it indicated as outsideStlement Area, to make provision for
some limited forms of development

Further Representations Opposing

194 Mr & Mrs A J Bray
287 Dr B L Parkin
334 Peter and Jacqueline Joy

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.77 | have dealt with this representation on the bttt seeks the removal of the Area
of Landscape Value notation from the fields indechton the plan accompanying the
representation. | make no comment on whether thatref that removal would render the
land suitable for any limited form of developmesitice that would be a matter for the IDC
to consider following the submission of a plannapgplication.

9.2.78 As | have made clear elsewhere, | support the bamguioach of the Plan to move
away from the tightly-drawn land-use zonings ofliearPlans, and to rely primarily on
criteria-based policies. Any proposal will be subj a number of relevant policies in the
Plan, and it is necessary to look at all. While th®posals Map may indicate that a
particular policy is applicable to the site (ingtwase CO4), that is not the complete picture.
Paragraph 2.4 of the Plan says that the Policiesr supporting text and the Annexes,
together with the Proposals Map are all integratspaf the Plan. It describes a four step
process as a recommended way of working with tleeisbent, and | would recommend that
to all users of the Plan.

9.2.79 Paragraph 11.2.2.2 of the Plan describes the lanered by the Areas of Landscape
Value designation as the most valuable landscapg®iUrban Area. It says that the special
qualities of these landscapes could easily be aesdr or damaged by insensitive

development. In the Landscape Character Assessmhdirinex 8 of the Plan the fields the

subject of this representation are at the edgehefGentral Plain where the broad and
shallow valleys run into the Marais. This is notdacape of spectacular beauty, but it is
attractive countryside, and important in the conté#XGuernsey’s landscape and topography.

9.2.80 Not all the surrounding countryside is of equaluealand this is recognised in the
Plan. | can understand why the representors hawe slifficulty understanding the reasons
behind the drawing of certain boundaries, partitylsince some areas of glasshouses in the
landscape around this representation site have bwdided within Area of Landscape
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Value notation, while others have been excludechaVe noted what appear to be
inconsistencies in relation to a number of repregems in various parts of my report.

9.2.81 However in relation to the representors’ land | satisfied that it has been correctly
notated. | am satisfied that Annex 8 of the Plaavigles a broad justification for the
approach to landscape assessment used in drawihg dpea of Landscape Value notation,
and | consider it correctly applied in the cas¢heke fields. | accept that much of the land is
poorly drained and has thin topsoil. | do not dotifat the former is related to the wider
guestion of drainage of this low-lying land, ane ttlegree to which streams, drains and
douits are maintained. The lack of topsolil is, | totd by the representors, the result of
works carried out during the German Occupation. elmv these are factors which affect
the agricultural value of the land, rather tharaitsactiveness in landscape terms.

9.2.82 This area may, as the representors assert, hanepheteof a Housing Target Area in

previous planning policies. However in the curreltban Area Plan it is within a Green

Area, which the Plan identifies as including bo#tune conservation importance and high
landscape value. The protection of these areas the current plan, accorded a very high
priority. A similar degree of protection would rigy apply under the policies of the draft

Plan.

9.2.83 The representors have referred specifically to gragzh 8.3.9 of the Strategic and
Corporate Plan, and consider that this land woeldnbfull accord with its criteria. These
criteria relate to new Housing Target Areas, amplire sites to be well related to the pattern
of development, with access to local facilitiegaale of being served by public transport as
an alternative to the private car; having no degntal effect on important landscape,
conservation and other concerns; and capable ofgbgrovided with appropriate
infrastructure in a sustainable manner. | am nothis representation being invited to
designate the land as a Housing Target Area, barhyrevent in my view the land would fail
all of these criteria. It is situated at the westextreme of the Plan area, in an area where
there is only scattered housing. It is thereforerjyorelated to the pattern of development
which centres on the urban areas of St Peter PdrtSa Sampson. Its relative remoteness
makes it a less sustainable location both in tevhpmiblic transport provision and access to
infrastructure. Finally, it is of landscape imparta and, | am advised by the IDC, the
northernmost field is identified in Annex 5 of tlikan as an important wetland meadow
habitat.

9.2.84 In conclusion, in my view this land is approprigt@hcluded in an area to which
Policy CO4 applies. The IDC in their response tis tlepresentation indicated that any
proposals for limited development would be consdein the light of Policies CO1 and
CO4. The northernmost part of the site would alsssume, be subject to CO5 as a Site of
Nature Conservation Importance. None of these igglicules out development in principle,
though there are clearly strong constraints.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.
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Representation
104 Brian R Lowe

Summary of Objections

Land adjacent to La Neuve Rue should be excludech fihe Area of Landscape Value
notation and designated either Housing Target Aregettlement Area.

Further Representations Opposing

130 Sylvia Bennett

145 Mr D Le Page

146 Hugh N L Chivers
147 John & Annette Hare
213 Rosemary Duport
327 Mr and Mrs P Archer
349 Mrs J G Leadbeater

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.85 The representation site is one of a group of afitial fields between La Neuve
Rue and the rear of properties in La Couture anteYWaanes. It is part of an area identified
as Central Plain on the Landscape Character Assesdviap associated with Annex 8 of
the Plan. The Central Plain is described as a highently undulating area, with broad
shallow valleys running eastwards into the MarAs.one of two such areas on the edge of
the Plan area, it provides a valuable open spaend the Settlement Area to the rural area
beyond.

9.2.86 | understand from the representations that thesebegn development pressure on
this land in the past. Some development has talere n its periphery, and additionally a
frontage gap to La Couture has been closed by ¢welopbment of cottages on a former
vinery site. The surrounding area is describedrsy af the further representors as a heavily
built up area, although its character is probahlpusban rather than urban. The land
however retains an attractive open appearance wibered from La Neuve Rue.

9.2.87 Additionally Annex 5 of the Plan identifies NeuveidRkas a marshy grassland Site of
Nature Conservation Importance to which the pratacdf Policy CO5 would apply. | note
that it is crossed by La Vrangue stream. Theretlaeeefore good landscape and nature
conservation reasons for protecting this land.

9.2.88 Although the representor sought to deal with tiis & isolation, in my view it is
strongly linked visually with the other open fields this parcel. Whilst he envisaged the
development of the land for sale to first time bsyegossibly with States involvement, |
have concluded in relation to the Housing chaptéh® Plan that the land releases proposed
in the Plan should be sufficient to meet the rezugnt set out in the Strategic and
Corporate Plan. Thus there is no need to idertifyland as a Housing Target Area.
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9.2.89 1 have concluded in relation to representationdtaeith in the Housing chapter that

the area bounded by La Couture, La Neuve Rue artdrlanes should be included within

the Settlement Area defined in the Plan. Howevé toes not alter my view that the

inclusion of these fields as an Area of Landscapt& is correct. Although | recommend
this site’s inclusion along with the remainder, theognition of its landscape importance is
a separate matter, using different criteria. ThenRtlentifies a number of sites within the
Settlement Area as of landscape importance, amdyifrecommendation is adopted that
would also be the case here.

9.2.90 Other matters raised by those opposing the repiasamincluded traffic conditions
in the area, the overloading of local schools, @hd adequacy of drainage. If the
development of the land for housing purposes weiagocontemplated either through the
consideration of a Development Brief or in the estitof an application for planning
permission, these would be matters which would riedek taken into account by the IDC.
However they do not affect my consideration of tiejsresentation.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
118 Sean and John Slattery

Summary of Representation

La Neuf Courtil Vinery, east of Rue de Coutanch&@muld be removed from the Area of
Landscape Value notation and include in the Se#fgmArea to allow residential
development of one property with stables.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.91 This is a large and relatively modern vinery in th&ldle of open countryside and

approached by a narrow access from the Rue de @w#a. The surrounding landscape is
described in Annex 8 to the Plan as Marais typsemsally a freshwater marshland, still

occasionally flooded but increasingly drained.

9.2.92 The site itself has little to commend it in landseaterms, containing disused
glasshouses and associated structures. Parag@aghi 2f the Plan in describing the Areas
of Landscape Value says that in some cases thanagdeed to be reclaimed and enhanced
in order to restore the integrity and visual comitiyr of the underlying landscape. | can thus
understand why the Area of Landscape Value notat@shes over this site.

9.2.93 The consistency with which this notation has begpliad to vinery sites has been
challenged in a number of cases at the inquiryhils case | agree with the IDC that if the
glasshouses were cleared and the land restoregitmléure it would be a natural adjunct to
the extensive area of surrounding open landscape.
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9.2.94 The site is remote and isolated, and is some ceraite distance from the edge of
the Settlement Area defined in the Plan. The amprad the Plan, which | support, is to

concentrate development in Settlement Areas clmsket main centres of St Peter Port and
St Sampson, and it would be illogical to createnalk isolated settlement area in this

location.

9.2.95 Any proposals for the replacement of these glasstouy stables or a dwelling
would need to be the subject of a planning apptioator determination by the IDC, and |
make no comment on their merits.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
120 Miss M Mauger

Summary of Objection

Part of the land close to Grandes Maisons Roadldhoe excluded from the Area of
Landscape Value designation, to permit the deveéopiraf one unit of accommodation.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.96 Although the representor owned about 0.6 hectare®igees) of land at the rear of
properties in Grandes Maisons Road, the removahefdesignation was only sought in
respect of a small portion of the land. This ighe north eastern corner, and adjoins the
tennis courts of Delancey Park.

9.2.97 The current inclusion of the site within an areaated on the Proposals Map as of
landscape value does not of itself rule out devalaqt. As | have indicated in response to a
number of representations, the notation resultherncriteria of policy CO4 being applied to
any development proposal, along with the otheweaiepolicies of the Plan.

9.2.98 The land in the representor's ownership is partthef Hougues landscape type
described in Annex 8 of the Plan. It is slopingd @ne upper part of the slope is elevated,
and while the land itself may not be visible fronose by, for example from Grandes

Maisons Road, that is not a good argument for remgoNs designation. In Guernsey many
areas of attractive landscape are hidden from someediate views by walls, buildings or

other features. In any event the hougue of whidgh kind forms a part is a significant

landscape feature. The houses on the upper pMbot Morin close to the site are clearly

visible from vantage points to the north. In mywié is right that open and undeveloped
land on this hill should be given the Area of Lacaj®e Value notation.

9.2.99 The land in the north east corner is on the higpasdt of the site, and therefore the
most prominent, and the most deserving of protadtidandscape terms.

9.2.100At the inquiry the purpose of including tlaed both in a Settlement Area and in an
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Area of Landscape Value was questioned. Howevertwte notations are not, as the
representor’s advocate submitted, at odds with esdbRr. They result in different and
additional criteria being attached to any developimproposals. Not all land in the
Settlement Area will be developed, nor will all tam Areas of Landscape Value remain
undeveloped. Both are broad brush notations, applsespectively policies HO1 and CO4
to any development proposals which arise in thosasa

9.2.101Since any specific proposal will be a mdtiethe decision of the IDC following the
submission of a planning application, | make no ownts on the merits of such a proposal.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation
364 Miss J Marquis and Mrs M Millman

Summary of Representation

An area of land between Grandes Maisons Road atah@sy Park should be excluded
from the Settlement Area and included in the Areaamdscape Value.

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.102 This large, relatively level former quamyea is clearly visible from Grandes
Maisons Road. It contains a single dwelling, in tioethern corner. The representors, who
live locally, wish to see its openness protected, @evelopment prevented.

9.2.103 The inclusion of the land within the Setidmt Area is in my view entirely logical,
since with the exception of the Key Industrial Aralh the immediate surroundings are
included in that notation, including Delancey Patkbwever inclusion within the Settlement
Area does not automatically mean that the land vigil@ble for development, as the
representors fear. Any development proposals wda@dconsidered against all relevant
policies of the Plan, and in this case the opeareaif the site would require its importance
to be assessed against policy DBES, the suppamixtgfor which at paragraph 4.2.2.1 says
that it is essential that open spaces should nateke just as sites for development. The
policy itself says that development will be resistehere it would lead to the loss of open
space which provides a valuable contribution todh&racter and visual amenity of an area;
a valuable wildlife corridor or link; an importaapportunity for public access or enjoyment;
or a buffer between incompatible uses or a linkvieen other open spaces.

9.2.104 The representation questioned whetherntinasiructure was capable of sustaining
the additional traffic which would be generatedniralevelopment of the site. That is a
matter which would need to be considered if anyliegipon came forward, and Policies

GEN7 and GEN 8, relating respectively to roads iafrdstructure and safe and convenient
access, would be relevant.
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9.2.105 I have no information concerning the tuaralthe back of the site, referred to by
the representors, which apparently run under DelarRark. They are not mentioned in
Annex 4 of the Plan as of archaeological importativeugh if they were discovered to be
so, Policy DBE10 would come into play. If they afehistoric importance then no doubt the
Heritage Committee will take an interest in therheif existence does not however affect
the provisions of the Plan for this land.

9.2.106 | am therefore satisfied that the Settldmdeea notation is appropriate, and that the
policies of the Plan provide for the protectionaofy special qualities the open nature of the
site may provide.

9.2.107 As to its inclusion in the Area of Landseafalue, | note that in the current UAP
the land is, together with Delancey Park, included Green Area. Paragraph 3.1.5 of that
Plan describes such areas as being of strategioriamze in terms of preventing St Peter
Port and St Sampson from merging into one anothethech is of importance as open space
in the urban areas. The Areas of Landscape Valuthendraft Plan have a different
emphasis. They are described in paragraph 2.32répmesenting the best examples of the
landscape types to be found in the Plan area. Fhasnl take it that, perhaps particularly
within the urban areas, a more selective approashbleen taken to the inclusion of land.
Certainly | am satisfied that land which is “of iorpance as open space in the urban areas”
would be protected by Policy DBE5 whether or nowvis identified as within an Area of
Landscape Value.

9.2.108 The higher land of Delancey Park is cleaflgtrategic importance as a backdrop to
extensive built up areas. This site representsaag#hin character from Delancey Park, and
is not generally seen in conjunction with it, eadefrom Grandes Maisons Road, though of
course | accept that parts of Delancey Park aiblgiabove the quarry across this land. That
is not of itself justification for excluding it fra the Area of Landscape Value, but on
balance | agree with the IDC that it is of locatdacape value, particularly the overgrown
guarry face to the west of the site, but not satsgically important as to rank with other

areas included in the Area of Landscape Value ootat

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan.

Representation

365 Steve and Wendy de Vial
366 Mr G Bouwmeester
Further Representation Opposing

374 R and J Humphries

Summary of Representation

Land east of Grandes Capelles Lane should be iedlud the designation Area of
Landscape Value.
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Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.2.109 This piece of land lies to the north of kee leading to Les Godios Vinery, the
subject of Representations 14, 105 and 117. Ibithé ownership of the representors of
Representation 119, who are also the further reptess in this case.

9.2.110 The land is covered in sand and is usethéoschooling of horses. It thus does not
possess the landscape qualities which are attdbiatesurrounding areas of land. Whilst
elsewhere in this section of the report | have tjoesd the consistency of the Proposals
Map in the delineation of the Area of Landscapeu¢ain this case | consider its omission
to be correct.

9.2.111 The representors’ reasons for proposing désignation included a fear that
development might be permitted on land which watsida the Settlement Area but not
protected by any other designation. However theegdnapproach of the Plan is to
concentrate development within the Settlement Aogaan previously developed land. Any
proposals for development of this land would neeohéet the criteria of Policy COL1.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend no change to the Plan

9.3 POLICY CO5 WILDLIFE AND NATURE CONSERVATION

Representation

66 La Société Guernesiaise
Further Representation Supporting

363 The National Trust of Guernsey

Summary of Representations

Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI) &hoe:

(1) defined with criteria for selection and

(2) delineated; and

(3) in order to avoid confusion the list of recatd®abitat types should reflect the agreed list
that was used in the Phase 1 habitat survey thatoamied out in conjunction with La
Société Guernesiaise.

If necessary there should be two categories of SNCI

Inspector's Reasoning and Conclusions

9.3.1 The IDC tabled a correction to paragraph 11.2.3ckvishould indicate in the first
sentence that existing SNCIs and other importagssaof wildlife habitat are identified in
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Annex 5 (rather than Table 1 as printed). They aigicated that on the map on page 130
the number 12 (Delancey Lane) should relate tatka to the west of number 13 (Delancey
Park). | assume that this correction will be in@rgted in the final Plan.

9.3.2 Annex 5 of the Plan provides information on nataomservation, and provides a

range of the recorded habitats on the island, agazatteer of Sites of Nature Conservation
Importance, with an indication of the habitat typleich they contain. However neither the

Proposals Map nor the small plan on page 130 dwskiseany of the sites. There must
therefore be many areas at or close to the pegpbfieENCIs where a potential developer
would not be able to find out for certain from tReoposals Map whether a particular
proposal would physically affect an SNCI. The St&Eg suggestion that these should be
delineated thus seems to me to have some for@epesans of providing greater certainty in
the Plan.

9.3.3 | understand the caution of the IDC that the latistatutory protection for SNCls
might lead to the malicious destruction of impottéeatures. However that would be an
argument for keeping the location of SNCIs seaaher than for merely not defining their
boundaries. | recognise that habitats are not psenta and their extent may change in
response to seasonal or land management change®velothe Plan is only intended to
cover a five year period, and its next review wopildvide an opportunity for any necessary
adjustment of boundaries.

9.3.4 | recognise that precise definition of boundariesynm some cases depend upon the
outcome of the Phase 2 Habitat Survey which isrdestin Annex 5. However even where
boundaries can be defined the effects of developneumside the boundary on the SNCI
will need to be assessed.

9.3.5 Although 11.2.3 refers to the carrying out of anlegical appraisal, it only does so
in the context of a comparison of those findingghwihe economic benefits of the
development, and it gives no indication as to whesponsibility it would be to carry out
such an appraisal. | suggest, therefore, thatreithiae policy itself or in paragraph 11.2.3 it
should be made clear that where a development ¢tose physically within a SNCI is
proposed, it will be the responsibility of the deper to demonstrate as part of the
application for planning permission the effect be hature conservation interest of the site
of the proposed development.

9.3.6 In Annex 5 the final paragraph of page 127 saysttte@SNClIs identified include the

most important and irreplaceable habitats, but alstude examples of habitats across the
range found within the Urban Area. This seems tplymas suggested by the Société, that
some SNCIs are more important and irreplaceable tithers. Some may be important as
being representative of the range of habitats fagrdss the island, while others may be of
international significance. Nothing in the Plan lelea a potential developer (or the IDC as
decision-maker) to know the relative level of imganice attributed to a particular site. While
| understand the concern of the representors higgpdlicy does not recognise this diversity,
there are also dangers in over-complicating thécpgicture and making the Plan more

difficult to understand for members of the publi@gotential developers. In policy terms

all SNCls have the same criteria applied to prolsdea their development. On balance, and
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given the size of the Urban Area | consider thisareptable approach.

9.3.7 | do not share the alarm expressed by the repm@msanthe growing number of such

sites. It seems to me likely that as further rede# done, the number of sites which merit
protection will increase as knowledge increasesi®s within the area of the UAP does not
seem to me an excessive number. Nor do | condidmssential that the list of habitat types
in Annex 5 should reflect exactly those used in Eiese 1 Survey. After all, the two

documents are intended to serve different purp@sebsthe purposes of scientific study and
understanding and the purposes of the control eéldpment are likely to require different

degrees of precision in the tools used.

9.3.8 It seems likely that the Phase 2 Surveys will pilevinformation which provide more
detailed justification for the identification of &Nk which the representor sought. Of course,
if as a result of survey it was found that anyssdel not merit SNCI status, then they could
be deleted in the next review of the Plan. PhaSereys may also enable a differentiation
to be made between sites of national and intemnaltisnportance, which would presumably
call for different levels of protection. The iddidation of a site as of international
importance would, for example, be likely to altae tweight which would be attached to
economic considerations in the balance of any aetis

9.3.9 However the Phase 2 information is not, as | urtdadsit, currently available, and
therefore does not justify alteration to this PI&nch matters are likely to be relevant to the
next Review.

9.3.10 The policy refers not only to SNCIs, but also tmfiortant areas of wildlife habitat”.

It is not evident from the text how these are talsinguished, nor why they are subject to
the same considerations as identified SNCIs. It fecagraph 11.2.3 says that existing
SNClIs and other important areas of wildlife habéteg shown on Figure 1 (now corrected to
Annex 5). This lack of distinction between the tmay be confusing, and contrasts with the
approach to landscape in the Plan. Paragraph 11.&fers to the Landscape Character
Areas described in Annex 8, and policy COS3 indisdleat they will be conserved by taking

full account of their distinctive features. Poli®04 gives particular protection to defined

Areas of Landscape Value.

9.3.11 1 would suggest that a similar approach to natuweservation interests would be
beneficial, with a general policy indicating thaildkife habitats and the interests of nature
conservation will be taken into account in dealvith development proposals, followed by
a policy relating specifically to the protectionidéntified SNClIs.

9.3.121 have a further reservation about policy CO5 is fresent form. Although
paragraph 11.2.3 is helpful in indicating what egatal factors are likely to be considered
in comparing the nature conservation value of a sitth the community benefits of
development, it gives no indication of the scaleaimunity benefit which is likely to be
necessary to outweigh nature conservation interd$ts may give rise to attempts by
developers to demonstrate the overriding benefitssay a small housing development.
Since the first sentence of policy CO5 says cledibt development adversely affecting
SNCls and wildlife habitats will not normally berpatted, it would be helpful if paragraph
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11.2.3 made it clearer that the circumstances wbememunity benefits are overriding will
be exceptional, and that those benefits will needb¢ commensurate with the identified
harm to a finite nature conservation resourcengakito account any mitigation measures.

9.3.13 The Further Representation questioned the protediven by the Plan to areas
adjoining SNClIs through drainage destroying havimtlow lying areas. To the extent that
such measures fall within the control of plannirgiges, | am satisfied that policy CO5
could deal with those matters. However many dranageasures will be taken without
reference to the planning system, but may be tlsporesibility of other branches of
government. Whilst | understand the concern offtinéner representors, the achievement of
biodiversity aims across government is outside emgit, and a matter for the Strategic and
Corporate Plan rather than this Plan.

RECOMMENDATION
| recommend that:
a) The corrections to paragraph 11.2.3 and the mapage 130 be incorporated in the

Plan.
b) Further consideration be given to identifying boamels for SNCIs.
C) It be made clear that the responsibility for idiiig the effect on nature

conservation interests of any proposed developnliesat with the applicant for
planning permission.

d) Consideration be given to splitting the policy irsianilar manner to policies CO3
and CO4.

e) The subsequent text and policies make it cleardhitin exceptional circumstances
will community benefits override harm to nature servation interests, taking into
account any mitigation measures.
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APPENDIX 1

DRAFT URBAN AREA PLAN REVIEW NO. 1

Alphabetical List of Representors

Name of Representor Reference Withdrawn or
Number Date Heard

A

Mr Luke Allen 159. 22/1/02

Mr & Mrs L J Allen 295. 17/1/02

Mr & Mrs L J Allen 296. 17/1/02

Mr & Mrs L J Allen 297. 17/1/02

Mr & Mrs L J Allen 298. 17/1/02

Mrs N Allen 299. 17/1/02

Mrs N Allen 300. 17/1/02

Mrs N Allen 301. 17/1/02

Mrs N Allen 302. 17/1/02

Alliance Cash and Carry Limited 11. 18/1/02

Mrs J Alp 248. 9/1/02Absent

Mike Allisette/Caroline Allisette 286. 10/1/02

Amalgamated Football Club 7. 10/1/02

Mr R Angliss 144, 9/1/02

Roy & Lindsey Angliss 177. 9/1/02

Roy & Lindsey Angliss 180. 9/1/02

Mr and Mrs P Archer 327. 18/1/02

JR & M Ash 214. 18/1/02 Absent

Gervase Ashton 290. 28/1/02

B

R H and B A Bacchus-Robilliard 82. 15/1/02

Mr and Mrs R G Battersby 133. 9/1/02

Mrs and Mrs R G Battershy 142. 9/1/02

Baubigny Flowers Limited 44, 3/1/02

Mr & Mrs S J Bearder 342. 9/1/02

Mr & Mrs S J Bearder 343. 9/1/02

William B Bell 31. Withdrawn

Sylvia Bennett 129. 18/1/02

Sylvia Bennett 130. 18/1/02

Sylvia Bennett 131. 18/1/02

Keith Birch 33. 17/1/02

Ken Birch 162. 28/1/02

John Francis Bishop and Gail Bishop 152. 28/1/02

Board of Governors, Ladies’ College 77. 22/1/02

Mr Andrew Bodsworth 258. 9/1/02 Absent

Mr and Mrs Harold Bond 160. 9/1/02
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Peter Bougourd 80.
Mr & Mrs S Bougourd 293.
Mr G Bouwmeester 151.
Mr G Bouwmeester 366.
Mr and Mrs A J Bray 194.
Mrs Breban 389.
Mr & Mrs A F Brehaut 250.
Miss S M Brehaut 212
Mrs S Brehaut 92.
Mr P J Bretel 270.
Briglea Investments Ltd 171.
Briglea Investments Ltd 344.
Briglea Investments Ltd 345.
Mr P Brown 90.
Peter B Brown 166.
Mrs W Brown 2009.
Cathryn Bush 115.
C

Robert Cable 259.
Andrew Carré 16.
Graham J Carré 20.
Pauline Chandler 266.
Pauline Chandler 267.
H N L Chivers 135.
H N L Chivers 137.
Hugh N L Chivers 146.
Mr Dominic Chubb & Mrs Denise Chubb 339.
Mr T Cleveland 199.
Marc Collas 38.
Richard Collas, M Parry and M Hamilton 134.
J E Collins 237.
Mr P Collins 234.
Mr and Mrs W M Collins 102.
Mr & Mrs Terry and Edwina Collinson 323.
ComProp Guernsey Limited 75.
Constables and Douzaine of St Sampson 108.
Constables and Douzaine of St Sampson 109.
Constables and Douzaine of St Sampson 110.
Mr C and Mrs N Copperwaite 223.
Mr C and Mrs N Copperwaite 224.
Mr C and Mrs N Copperwaite 225.
Mr C and Mrs N Copperwaite 226.
Mr C and Mrs N Copperwaite 2217.
Miss Alison Coubrough & Mr Mark Barnett 208.
Albert and Phyllis Coutanche 241.
Mrs Crispini 379

149

15/1/02
18/1/02 Absent
16/1/02
16/1/02

4/1/02

28/1/02
11/1/02
28/1/02 Absent
10/1/02
11/1/02

8/1/02

8/1/02

8/1/02
11/1/02
Withdrawn
28/1/02 Absent
Withdrawn

9/1/02 Absent
8/1/02
15/1/02
9/1/02 Absent
9/1/02 Absent
10/1/02
18/1/02
18/1/02
28/1/02
28/1/02
10/1/02
15/1/02
28/1/02 Absent
15/1/02
17/1/02
28/1/02 gemt
28/1/02
11/1/02
15/1/02
16/1/02
16/1/02
16/1/02
16/1/02
16/1/02
16/1/02
Witlaalvn
Withdrawn
22/1/02



D

Davallia Limited

Caroline De Carteret

P A De Carteret and B J De Carteret
Mr Robert de Carteret

Mr and Mrs Roger de Carteret
Sally Denton

Mrs Sally Denton

Mrs de Garis

Peter Derham

Mr and Mrs De Vial
Steve and Wendy de Vial
Divad Limited

Mrs Domaille

Mr Adrian Dorey

Mrs J Downes
Rosemary Duport, Mrs
Mr and Mrs Brian Dyke
Mr and Mrs Brian Dyke
Miss J Dyke

Miss J Dyke

E

L Eker

Mr and Mrs J Elliott

Mr and Mrs J Elliott
Ensign Group Limited
Ensign Group Limited
Ensign Group Limited
Ensign Group Limited
Ensign Group Limited
Ensign Group Limited
Ensign Group Limited
Ensign Group Limited
Ensign Group Limited
Enterprise Plant and Equipment Ltd
Elizabeth Grace Evans
Elizabeth Grace Evans
Paul Everitt

F

Mrs Eileen B Falla
P A C Falla

P A C Falla

P A C Falla

P A C Falla and heirs of the late F E Falla

Mr and Mrs P L O Falla
150

369.
273.

125.

384.
383.
253.
252.
377.
378.
150
365.
74.
86.
67.
347.
213.
184.
185.
186.
188.

121.
235.
236.

26.
27.
28.
29.
217.
218.
219.
294,
338.
4.
153.
200
337.

117.
41.
42.
43.

68.

330.

Withdrawn
11/1/02
22/1/02
28/1/02
28/1/02
9/1/02
9/1/02
17/1/02
28/1/02
16/1/02
16/1/02
10/1/02
Withdrawn
15/1/02
18/1/02 Absent
18/1/02
17/1/02
17/1/02
17/1/02
Withdrawn

Withdrawn
9/1/02 Absent
9/1/02 Absent
16/1/02
16/1/02
8/1/02
16/1/02
Withdrawn
16/1/02
16/1/02
8/1/02
8/1/02

8/1/02
10/1/02
10/1/02

18/1/02 Absent

16/1/02
3/1/02
3/1/02
3/1/02

/&1

Withdrawn



Mr and Mrs P L O Falla 329. Withdrawn

Mr and Mrs A S Fallaize 113. 16/1/02
Michael and Heather Fattorini 9. 10/1/02 and
28/1/02
Fernvale Plants Ltd. 94. 11/1/02
Amended to Davallia Ltd w.e.f.17/12/01
Mr and Mrs D Finn 103. 17/1/02
Mr & Mrs G Fitchet 220. 9/1/02 Absent
Mr and Mrs G Fitchet 141. 9/1/02 Absent
Franc Fief Vinery Ltd 46. 15/1/02
Mr Victor E Froome 1. 27/11/01
Victor & Jill Froome 136. 8/01/02
G
Leon Gallienne and Mrs Jacqueline 157. 28/1/02
Gallienne
Ms L M Gaudion 243. 9/1/02 Absent
Mrs L M Gaudion 206. 9/1/02 Absent
Paul Gaudion 201. 28/1/02
John and Marilyn Gill 275. Withdrawn
Mrs and Mrs M A Gillson 192. Withdrawn
John Gollop 47. 27/11/01
John Gollop 48. 27/11/01
John Gollop 49. 27/11/01
John Gollop 50. 27/11/01
John Gollop 51. 27/11/01
John Gollop 52. 27/11/01
John Gollop 53. 27/11/01
John Gollop 54. 27/11/01
John Gollop 55. 27/11/01
John Gollop 56. 27/11/01
John Gollop 57. 27/11/01
John Gollop 58. 27/11/01
John Gollop 59. 27/11/01
John Gollop 60. 27/11/01
John Gollop 61. 4/1/02
John Gollop 62. 27/11/01
John Gollop 63. 3/1/02
John Gollop 350. 27/11/01
John Gollop 351. 3/01/02
John Gollop 352. 8/1/02
John Gollop 353. 15/1/02
John Gollop 354. 15/1/02
John Gollop 355. 18/1/02
John Gollop 356. 3/1/02
John Gollop 357. 27/11/01
John Gollop 358. 11/1/02
John Gollop 359. 28/1/02
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John Gollop

John Gollop

B W Green

Mr R Green

Mr R Green

Guernsey Brewery Company (1920)
Limited

Guernsey Brewery Company (1920)
Limited

Guernsey Press Co Ltd

Guernsey Tobacco Company Limited

H

R G Haines

Mr and Mrs M Hamel
John & Annette Hare
John and Annette Hare
John and Annette Hare
Cdr G W Harper USN Ret.
Cdr G W Harper USN Ret.
Mr and Mrs P R Harris
Mrs B Harrison

Mr S G and Mrs V Heaume
Mrs M Helyer

Mrs M Helyer

Mrs M Helyer

Andrew Higgs

Andrew Higgs

J W Higgs

J W Higgs

Mrs Michelle Yvonne Higgs
Mrs Michelle Yvonne Higgs
J C & S J Hillman
Matthew Paul Hobbs

Mr and Mrs D Hockey
Brenda and Chris Hodder
Mrs Radmilla A Holbrook
Mrs R A Holbrook
Elizabeth Hookway

Mr Hubert

Tobias John Hughes

R & J Humphries

R & J Humphries

M Hunter

Mr T Hutley

I
Mr and Mrs lles
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360.
361.
272.
325.
326.
25.

106.
89.
88.
30

207.
147.

111.
112.

175.
178.
174.
101.
84.
15.
21.
22.
232.
233.
228.
229.
230.
231.
238.
139.
324.

388.

303.
304.

380.
96

242.

119.

374.
320.
91.

381.

15/1/02
8/1/02
Withdrawn
9/1/02
9/1/02
10/1/02

8/01/02

15/1/02
8/1/02

18/1/02
Withdrawn
18/1/02
18/1/02
18/1/02
9/1/02
9/1/02
16/1/02
22/1/02
Withdrawn
15/1/02
15/1/02
15/1/02
9/1/02
9/1/02
9/1/02
9/1/02
9/1/02
9/1/02
28/1/02 Absent
28/1/02
17/1/01
28/1/02
17/1/02
17/1/02
28/1/02
17/1/02
9/1/02 Absent
4/1/02
16/1/02
11/1/02
9/1/02

28/1/02



J

David Jackson 85. 16/1/02
Mr Paul Jackson 373. 17/1/02
Mr N S and Mrs K Jehan 32. 15/1/02
Jurat S W J Jehan 6. 8/01/02

R C Johns 276. 8/1/02

Mr John Jones 256. 9/1/02

Mr John Jones 257. 9/1/02
Marie Jones 187. 17/1/02
Marie Jones 190. Withdrawn
Peter Journeaux 210. 28/1/02
Peter and Jacqueline Joy 332. 4/1/02
Peter and Jacqueline Joy 333. 3/1/02
Peter and Jacqueline Joy 334. 4/1/02
Peter and Jacqueline Joy 335. 4/1/02

K

G H Kendrick 292. 22/1/02
Kenilworth Properties Limited 114. 15/1/02
Mr and Mrs F Kehoe 254, 9/1/02

Mr and Mrs F Kehoe 255. 9/1/02
Kleinwort Benson (Guernsey) Trustees Ltd  348. @1/0

L

Ms M R Lacey 2609. 11/1/02
Rev'd Peter Lane and Mrs Wendy Lane 124. 22/1/02
David Larkin and Karynne Larkin 181. 9/1/02
Mrs J G Leadbeater 349. 18/1/02

F S Leale 155. 28/1/02
Jean M Lees 167. 28/1/02
Richard Le Bargy 278. 28/1/02
Robert Le Bargy 387. 28/1/02

J H Le Blond 274. 11/1/02
Mr and Mrs B J F Le Flock 283. 17/1/02

M E Le Maitre 312. 17/1/02

M E Le Maitre 313. 17/1/02

M E Le Maitre 314. 17/1/02

M E Le Maitre 315. 17/1/02

Mr K Le Noury 193. 9/1/02

Mr K Le Noury 195. Withdrawn
Mrs A B Le Page 285. 28/1/02
Mr and Mrs A D Le Page 221 Withdrawn
Mr D Le Page 145. 18/1/02
Mrs M C Le Page 340. 9/1/02 Absent
Mrs M C Le Page 341. 9/1/02 Absent
R & A Le Page 45. 22/1/02

W K Le Page 191. Withdrawn
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A Le Pelley and V J Le Pelley
Mr and Mrs M A Le Poidevin
Darroll Le Prevost

Darroll Le Prevost

Darroll Le Prevost

Darroll Le Prevost

Mrs Stephanie Le Tissier
Adrian Lihou

Adrian Lihou

Peter N Lihou

Peter N Lihou

The Lions Table Tennis Association
Pamela Litchfield

R W Litten

Brian R Lowe

M

Frank and Eileen Mace

F Mallet & Son Limited

- Mr and Mrs Mancini

Paul and Yasmin Mariess
Andrew Marquis

Miss J Marquis & Mrs M Millman
Mr Craig Marsh

Mr J H Martel-Dunn and Mrs S Martel-

Dunn

Charles Matheson

Miss M Mauger

Steve McAvoy, Sharon McAvoy
Patricia McDermott

MCT Investments Ltd
Millennium Roses

Margaret Mollet

N

Mr and Mrs D Nash

Mr and Mrs D Nash

Mrs D M Nicole

Mrs Diana Nicole

Mr C and Mrs P Niles

Mr C and Mrs P Niles

D O Norman and Sons Limited
George E Norman

Ernest H Noyon

(@)
Roland Ogier
Mr & Mrs P Oliver
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122.

261.
262.
263.
264.

247.

328.
331.
35.
149.
97.
198.
70.
104.

105.

76.
386.

288.

372.
364.
202.

5.

260.
120.
291.
138.
282.
39.
132.

169.
170.
143.
168.
126.
127.
24,
251.
14.

36.
271.

10/1/02
10/1/02
Withdrawn
Withdrawn
Withdrawn
4/1/02 Absent

9/1/02 Absent

8/1/02 Absent
16/1/02
17/1/02
17/1/02

10/1/02

9/1/02
15/2/01
18/1/02

16/1/02
10/1/02
28/1/02

16/1/02
17/1/02
11/1/02
28/1/02

17/1/02

9/1/02 Absent
10/1/02

17/1/02
28/1/02 Absent
9/1/02
16/1/01
28/1/02

9/1/02
9/1/02
9/1/02
9/1/02
15/1/02
15/2/02
22/1/02
Withdrawn
16/1/02

10/1/02
11/1/02



P

P D Pattimore

B L Parkin

G Payne

Mr Pierre Payne

Mr Francis Xavier Paul

Piette Limited

Pitronnerie Properties Limited

Mr and Mrs Pizzuti
“Mr R Plumley

Mr R Plumley

Mr & Mrs J Pommier

Mr J V Pouteaux

Mr Prowse

‘R

Brian Rabey

. Brian Rabey

lan Richards / Theresa Richards
Anne Robert and Richard Payne
Mr and Mrs N Robert

Mrs Beryl Rodgers

Mr & Mrs Michael Rolls

B A Rouillard

John Rowe

Mr & Mrs A E W Rumens

S

Sarnia Developments Ltd
Sarnia Seeds Ltd

Sergio & Ann Scilironi
Mr | A Scott

Richard and Sarah Searle
Mrs M Simon

Shirley Simon

Shirley Simon

Sean and John Slattery
Mrs D Smethurst

Mrs D Smethurst

lan Smethurst

lan Smethurst

Mr and Mrs C Smith

La Société Guernesiaise

Mrs L J Spafford
Andrew & Emma Sparks
M Stacey
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268.
287.

277.

346.
73.
161.
321.
322.
370.
18.
385.

148.
375.

203.

83.
140.
163.

196.

265.
69.
279.

99.

100.
371.
65

289.

211.
367.
368.
118.
246.
249.
244,
245.
154.
66.

158.
376.
215.

11/1/02
4/1/02
17/1/02
9/1/02
27/11/01
8/1/02
11/1/02
28/1/02
8/1/02
8/1/02
Withdrawn
22/1/02
28/1/02

18/1/02 Absent
18/1/02
Withdrawn
15/1/02
16/1/02
28/1/02
18/1/02 Absent
15/1/02
10/1/02
28/1/02

16/1/02
8/1/02
17/1/02
9/1/02
16/1/02
Withdrawn
16/1/02
16/1/02
10/1/02
9/1/02 Absent
9/1/02 Absent
9/1/02
9/1/02
Withdrawn
3/01/02 and
22/1/02
28/1/02
17/1/02
Withdrawn



Mr and Mrs M E Stanford

States Tourist Board

St Clair Products and Holdings Limited
Mrs R N Stoakes

Mrs R N Stoakes

Martin J Storey

Martin J Storey

Swallow Services Limited

Swallow Services Ltd

Betty Antoinette Monsell Symons

T
Irene Morris & Myrtle Tabel
Mr & Mrs N D Tanguy
Mr K Taylor
Mr K Taylor
Mr N C Teers
Neil Colin Teers and Jane Wendy Teers
Mr & Mrs R E Tickner
Mr & Mrs R E Tickner
Mr lain and Mrs Joanna Timms

. Mr and Mrs K Toomey
Mr and Mrs K R Toomey
Mr and Mrs K R Toomey
Mr and Mrs K R Toomey
Mr and Mrs M & J Topp
Mr K Tostevin
Mr K Tostevin
Total Channel Islands Limited
Miss R Townsley
Mrs Jane Tramontano
Mark and Jackie Troalic
Mrs G M Trott
Mr and Mrs K R Trott
Mr and Mrs K R Trott
Lyndon Trott
Trustees of Les Cotils Christian Centre

U
Mrs J Way and Miss J Underdown

V
Mr and Mrs H Vaudin
- Raymond Vokes

W
Mrs J M Wallis
J L E Waters

156

164.
79.
72.
239.
240.
176.
179.
19.
64.
205.

204.
362.
182.
183.

116.

123.

280.
281.
128.
87.
305.
306.
307.
197.
10.
12.
17.
93.
165.
23.
156.
172.
173.
81.
71.

37.

98.
189.

216.
308.

18/1/02 Absent
3/01/02
10/1/02
9/1/02
9/1/02
9/1/02
9/1/02
22/1/02
22/1/02
9/1/02 Absent

9/1/02
17/1/02
17/1/02
17/1/02
17/1/02
17/1/02
9/1/02 Absent
9/1/02 Absent
17/1/02
17/1/02
17/1/02
17/1/02
17/1/02
Withdrawn
16/1/02
16/1/02
16/1/02
11/10/02
28/1/02
8/1/02
9/1/02
9/1/02
9/1/02
15/1/02
27/11/0

22/1/02

22/1/02
Withdrawn

15/1/02
17/1/02



J L E Waters

J L E Waters

J L E Waters

A D C Webber

Mr and Mrs Wegerer

F R Whalley

Dr Carmen Wheatley

Mr H Whitchurch

Mrs C O Whittam

Mr and Mrs S J Willcocks

Y
Rob Yeates

Z

Caleb Zunino
Caleb Zunino
Mary Zunino
Mary Zunino

Additional Appearances at Inquiry (not
related to specific Representations)

Island Development Committee

. States Traffic Committee

157

309.
310.
311.

78

382.

336.
34.

95.

107.

222.

284.

316.
317.
318.
319.

17/1/02
17/1/02
17/1/02
3/01/02
28/1/02
15/1/02
16/1/02
10/1/02
28/1/02
28/1/02

28/1/02

9/1/02 Absent
9/1/02 Absent
9/1/02 Absent
9/1/02 Absent

3/1/02
17/1/02



APPENDIX 2

DRAFT URBAN AREA PLAN REVIEW NO. 1

REPRESENTATIONS MADE TO THE URBAN AREA PLAN PLANNIN G INQUIRY

Ref | Repor Name Related Location Perry’s Professional Guide | Advocate Additional Documents Report
No Further Reps and | (PPG) or Urban Area Plan Review (If Any) Submitted Page No
Rep Further No. 1 paragraph number
R/FR Reps
1. R Mr Victor E Froome - Plans Showing Possible 9
Routes And Paths
Photograph Of Woodland
2. R Mr and Mrs M A Le PPG 10B3 Letter 17.1.02 Commenting | 111
Poidevin On IDC Response At Inquiry
3. R Mr Francis Xavier UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 7.2.3.1 Tabled By IDC: 100, 102
Paul UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 7.2.3.2 Letter 25.9.92 Review Of
Current States Policy On
Transport In The Context Of
The Urban Area Plan
4. R Enterprise Plant and 276, 378 PPG 11E2 Advocate Photographs Of 41, 89
Equipment Ltd UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 6.2.2.1| Perrot Representation Site
5. R Mr J H Martel-Dunn 183, 184, PPG 10C2 Advocate | Extract From Inspector’'s 41
and Mrs S Martel- | 284, 295, Ferbrache | Report On UAP Inquiry
Dunn 299, 305, Extract From 2001 Strategic
308, 312, And Corporate Plan
377 Plans Showing Ownership Of
Land In Relation To
Settlement Area Of Draft Plan
6. R Jurat S W J Jehan PPG 25E3 Advocate Photographs Of 119
Perrot Representation Site And Other
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Sites In Vicinity

7. Amalgamated PPG 10B5 and UAP Review No. 1 Aerial Photo Of Site 108
Football Club paragraph 10.2.2.3
8. G Payne 116, 182, | PPG 10C2 42
296, 300,
303, 306,
309, 313
9 Michael and PPG 4E11/4F11 Plans Showing Representati®n 120
Heather Fattorini Site And Existing And
Previously Existing Features,
Land Ownership And Plan
Proposals.
Traced Overlay For UAP
Photo Annotated To Indicate
Vehicle Garaging
Requirements.
Photos Of Representation
Property, With Annotations
10. Mr K Tostevin PPG Mostly on pages 9, 10 and Plan Showing Area Covered | 36
UAP Review No. 1 paragraphs 3.3.1 {o By Representation
3.3.12
11. Alliance Cash and | 355 PPG 10C2 Advocate | Letter 17.1.2002 From 91
Carry Limited Ferbrache | Managing Director, Alliance

Re Past Use Of Premises
Letter From IDC 22.11.2000
Rejecting Proposals For
Alliance Building
Permission In Principle
17.8.2001

Plans Showing Building
Proposals

Report Of Denys Franzini,
Consultant Planning Group
Plan And Aerial Photo Of
Representation Site

Letter 21.11.2001 From IDC
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12. R Mr K Tostevin PPG 10A4 44
13. R Briglea Investmentg 171, 223, | PPG 10D3 and 10D4 Advocate | Extract From 2001 Economic| 71
Ltd 294, 322 Perrot And Statistics Review Re
Housing Completions
Letter 11.1.2002 Re
Affordable Housing, With
Photos And Copy Letter From
Housing Authority 19.12.2001
Extract From Guernsey Press
11.1.2002
Submitted By IDC: Housing
Land Availability Study 2001
14, R Ernest H Noyon PPG 9H4 122
15. R Mrs M Helyer PPG 11E4 74
16. R Andrew Carré 171, 321, | PPG 10D3 and 10D4 71
338
17. R Total Channel Area not identified with a map Photos Of Site 17
Islands Limited
18. R Mr J V Pouteaux 107 PPG 5H7 18
19. R Swallow Services PPG 10D2 Advocate 123
Limited Ogier
20. R Graham J Carré PPG 10C3 and 10D3 Photdoddlirg In Franc 76
Fief Lane
21. R Mrs M Helyer 216 PPG 10C2, 10C3 and 10D2 87
22. R Mrs M Helyer 234 PPG 10C3 and 10D3 76
23. R Mark and Jackie 171,321, | PPG 10C3 and 10D3 76
Troalic 338 UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 2.3.2.9
3.3.12 Policy GEN 12, 4.2.1.3 Policy
DBE3, 5.2.5,5.2.2, 5.2.4 Policy HO8,
9.1, 10.2.1.2 and Annex 6.
24, R D O Norman and | 222, 285 PPG 10C2 Advocate | Extract From Inspector’s 45
Sons Limited Denziloe Report, 1993uap Inquiry

Extract From Inspector’s
Report, 1984 Inquiry
Plans Showing Possible
Development Of Site
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25. Guernsey Brewery | 111, 129, PPG 2D1 Advocate | Extract From Inspector’'s 47
Company (1920) 135 Perrot Report, UAP Inquiry
Limited
26. Ensign Group PPG 11E1 and 11E2 Advocate 50
Limited Ogier
27. Ensign Group PPG 11F2 and 11G2 Advocate 50
Limited Ogier
28. Ensign Group 224,322, | PPG 10D3 and 10D4 Advocate | Extract From Inspector’s 71
Limited 344 Ogier Report UAP Inquiry
Plans Showing Possible
Access Options
Additional Comment Re IDC
Housing Land Availability
Figures (See Rep 13)
29. Ensign Group 85, 113, PPG 10C3 Advocate 124
Limited 140, 174, Ogier
218, 367
30. R G Haines 112,131, | PPG 2D1 Advocate | Extract From Inspector’'s a7
137 Strappini Report
6 Photos With Key Plan
Plan Showing Possible
Development
31. William B Bell UAP Review No. 1 paragrapl2.B.1 Withdrawn
Policy CEN6 and UAP Review No. 1
paragraph 7.2.3.2 Policy CEN7
32. MrN S and Mrs K | 127 PPG 10C3 and 10D3 76
Jehan
33. Keith Birch 128, 149, | PPG 4A6 Advocate | Set Of 7 Photos 51
291, 324 Robilliard Extract From Current UAP
34. Dr Carmen 171,321, | PPG 10D3 and 10D4 Photos Of Representor’s 72
Wheatley 338 PPG 10D3 and 10D4 Property And Surroundings
35. Peter N Lihou PPG 4A6 51
36. Roland Ogier PPG 11E2, 11F2,11G2, 11E3311F Written Response To IDC 16
and 11G3 Comments
37. Mrs J Way and Miss 125 PPG 10D3 Advocate 126
J Underdown Green
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38. R Marc Collas PPG 10A5 112
39. R Millennium Roses 288, 289, | PPG 10A3, 10A4, 10B3 and 10B4 Advocate 113
332 UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 2.3.2.2| Ogier
UAP Review No. 1 Policy CO1
40. R Michelle Levrier 171, 225, | PPG 10D3 and 10D4 Photos Of Road Conditions In 71
321, 331, | UAP Review No. 1 Policy GEN7 Vicinity Of Pointues Rocques
338, 352 UAP Review No. 1 Policy GEN8
UAP Review No. 1 paragraphs 5.2.4
41. R P A C Falla 136, 333, | UAP Review No. 1 paragraphs 5.2.2 37
356 UAP Review No. 1 paragraphs 5.2.2.1
UAP Review No. 1 Policy HO2
42, R P A C Falla 136. 333, | UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 5.2.1 37
356
43. R P A C Falla 136, 333, | UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 11.2 110
356 UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 11.2.1.1
UAP Review No. 1 Policy CO1
44, R Baubigny Flowers PPG 10B3 Advocate 53
Limited AP Review No. 1 paragraph 5.2.2.1, | Collas
Policy HO2 and Key terms (page 150
45, R R & A Le Page 159, 292 PPG 9H4 115
Also referred to Policy CO1 during the
Inquiry.
46. R Franc Fief Vinery PPG 10C3 and 10D3 Advocate | Written Statement By J 76
Ltd Beattie Woodward 15.1.2002 Re
Flooding
47, R John Gollop UAP Review No. 1 Policy GEN2 5
48. R John Gollop UAP Review No. 1 Policy GEN3 5
49, R John Gollop UAP Review No. 1 Policy GEN4 6
50. R John Gollop UAP Review No. 1 Policy GEN6 7
51. R John Gollop UAP Review No. 1 Policy GEN9 01
52. R John Gollop UAP Review No. 1 Policy GEN11 12
53. R John Gollop UAP Review No. 1 Policy GEN12 13
54, R John Gollop UAP Review No. 1 Policies DBE2 a 14
DBE3
55. R John Gollop UAP Review No. 1 Policy DBE7 51

162




56. R John Gollop UAP Review No. 1 Policies HO®# an 40, 81
HO10
57. R John Gollop UAP Review No. 1 Policies HOd an 65, 80
HO9
58. R John Gollop UAP Review No. 1 Policies EMpt & 84, 85
EMP4
59. R John Gollop UAP Review No. 1 Policy EMP13 96
60. R John Gollop UAP Review No. 1 Policies CEN1, 99, 100,
CEN6, CEN11 and CEN12 104
61. R John Gollop UAP Review No. 1 Policy CO1 011
62. R John Gollop UAP Review No. 1 Policy HO14 28
63. R John Gollop UAP Review No. 1 Policy ETL3 061
64. R Swallow Services | 339 PPG 10D2 Advocate 127
Ltd Ogier
65. R Mr | A Scott 282 PPG 5H11 19
66. R La Société 363 UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 1.3 and Table Of Guernsey Habitats | 3, 27, 29,
Guernesiaise Proposals Map The Importance Of Guernsey| 144
UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 4.2.4 ahd Quarries For Conservation: La
Policy DBE5 Société Guernesiaise Report
UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 4.2.4 ahd And Transactions 1991
Policy DBE5
Annex 4
Annex 5
67. R Mr Adrian Dorey 126, 265 PPG 10D3 Advocate| Aerial Photo And Photos Of | 79, 128
White Site
68. R P A C Falla and 136, 333 PPG 9H4 Sketch Scheme Of Possible 116
heirs of the late F E Development
Falla Photos Of Site
69. R John Rowe PPG 11E3 Scheme Design Of Pessihl 21
Development
70. R R W Litten PPG 10C3 and 10D3 77
71. R Trustees of Les 357 PPG 3J3 and UAP Review No. 1 Policy Extracts From Draft UAP And 107
Cotils Christian SCR1 Plan Showing Proposed Siting

Centre
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72. St Clair Products PPG11E4 Advocate 93
and Holdings Beattie
Limited
73. Pitronnerie 358 PPG 17E2 Advocate | Letter 9.1.02 From Business | 129
Properties Limited Beattie Development Manager, Board
Of Industry
74. Divad Limited PPG 11F3 Advocate | Schedule Of Areas And Uses, 95
Beattie Mont Crevelt House
75. ComProp Guernsey 124, 132, | PPG 17F2 and 17F3 Advocate | Aerial Photos 130
Limited 139, 152, Beattie, Sketch Layout For 20 Units
155, 157,
158, 161,
162, 163,
165, 167,
199, 201,
202, 209,
210, 212,
278, 279,
290, 323,
359, 387
76. F Mallet & Son PPG 10D5 Advocate 54
Limited Beattie
77. Board of Governors, PPG 4D7, 4E6 and 4E7 Advocate | Aerial Photo 21
Ladies’ College Collas
78. Deputy ADC UAP Review No. 1 and Proposals Map Guernsey Acoodation 10, 100
Webber Sector: Future Profile
Statement
The Visitor Economy — A
Statistical Guide To
Guernsey’s Tourism Industry
Tourism — Creating The Righ
Environment: Strategy
Document
79. States Tourist Board 351 UAP Review No. idydMP15 97
80. Peter Bougourd 353 UAP Review No. 1 and &sals Map 77

PPG 10C3, 10D3 and 11E4
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81. R Lyndon Trott 354 UAP Review No. 1 and Profodéap 77
82. R RHandBA PPG 10C3 and 10D3 77
Bacchus-Robilliard
83. R Anne Kneller PPG 10D2 132
Robert and Richard
Payne
84. R Mr S G and Mrs V PPG 10C3 and 10D3 Withdraw
Heaume
85. FR David Jackson 29, 113, | PPG 10C3 124
140, 174,
218, 367
86. R Mrs Domaille Mrs Domaile Withdraw
87. Mr and Mrs K 185,186, | PPG 10C2 Plans Showing Present And 133
Toomey 187, 283, Past Land Ownerships
297, 301,
310, 314
88. R Guernsey Tobacco PPG 16D2 Advocate 69
Company Limited Perrot
11.01.02-
20.01.02
89. R Guernsey Press Cgd 360 PPG 10C2, 10C3 and 10D2 Plan Showing Land 88
Ltd Ownerships
Planning Permission And
Building Regulations Licence
For Car Park
Plans Showing Car Park
90. R Mr P Brown 250, 268, | PPG 10C5 and 10D5 Application Letter To IDC | 68
269, 270, 10.11.2000
271, 273, Rejection Letter From IDC
274 17.1.2001

Further Application Letter
20.12.2001

Sketch Scheme Drawings Fo
Development Of Site

Set Of Photos Of Site And

Surroundings
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91. Mr T Hutley 142,143, | PPG 2E4 Plan Showing Site Proposed 55
144,153, For Development
156, 160, Extract From Guernsey House
170, 173, Book And 1787 Map
175, 176,
177, 181,
198, 200,
204, 229,
231, 233,
236, 240,
245, 253,
255, 257,
326, 343,
348
92. Mrs S Brehaut 286 PPG 3K3 and 3L3 ExtractF2001 Economicg 134
And Statistics Review
Extracts From 2001 Policy
And Resource Planning
Report
Original Application Letter To
IDC 3.11.1995
Photographs
Rejection Letter From IDC
28.12.1995
Further Application Letter
26.4 1996 With Attachments
Further Rejection Letter Fron
IDC 29.5.1996
Sketch Plans
93. Miss R Townsley 320 PPG 2C3 Design Brief 59
94, Fernvale Plants Ltd, 335 PPG 10A3 and 10A4 Plan Showing Possible Argall6
Amended to For Development
Davallia Ltd
w.e.f.17/12/01
95. Mr H Whitchurch PPG 9H5 Plan Showing Pdessite Of | 117

A Dwelling
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Photographs Of Site

96.

Mr Hubert

103, 362,
371, 372,
373, 376

PPG 10D2
PPG 10D2

Advocate
Barnes

Extract From 2001 Economic
And Statistics Review
Extracts From 2001 Policy
And Resource Planning
Report

Preliminary Declaration For
Dwelling 1.8 1981

559

97.

The Lions Table
Tennis Association

122

PPG 2E1 and 2E2

Application For Preliminary
Declaration 20.4.2001 And
Plans
Preliminary Declaration
31.7.2001

61

98.

Mr and Mrs H
Vaudin

PPG 10B4

Plans Showing Site Position
And Relationship To
Consolidation Of Built Form

62

99.

Sarnia
Developments Ltd

PPG 4D7

Advocate
Roland

Development Brief
Permission In Principle
12.12.2001

Plans And Elevations Of
Proposed Development

22

100.

Sarnia Seeds Ltd

226, 294
345

PPG 10D3 and 10D4

Extract From 2001 Economidd

And Statistics Review
Extracts From 2001 Policy
And Resource Planning
Report

Guernsey Press Cutting
13.1.1997

Guernsey Press Cutting
30.9.1997

101.

Mrs B Harrison

PPG 10A4

Plan Of PrevioTsA\M
Grandes Capelles
Photographs With Key Plan

135

102.

Mr and Mrs W M
Collins

PPG 10D3

Photographs Showing Site |
Relation To Franc Fief Lane

n136

103.

Mr and Mrs D Finn

362, 371,

PPG 10D2

ExttFaom 2001 Economics

59
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372, 373,
376

PPG 10D2

And Statistics Review
Extracts From 2001 Policy
And Resource Planning

Report
Plan Of Previous HTA1
Saltpans
104. | R Brian R Lowe 130, 145, | PPG 2C0, 2C1, 2D0 and 2D1 Advocate | Aerial Photograph 139
146, 147, Ferbrache, | Extract From 2001 Strategic
213, 327, And Corporate Plan
349
105. | R Frank and Eileen | 150, 151, PPG 9H3 and 9H4 122
Mace
106. | R Guernsey Brewery | 361 PPG 5L10 and 5L11 Advocate | Letter 23.11.2001 From 23
Company (1920) Perrot Stephen Black
Limited
107. | FR Mrs C O Whittam | 18 PPG 5H7 Advocate 18
Merrien
108. | R Constables and PPG 10C4 Represented 67
Douzaine of St By Deputy
Sampson Peter
Bougourd
109. | R Constables and PPG 10C3 and 10D3 Represented 77
Douzaine of St By Deputy
Sampson Peter
Bougourd
110. | R Constables and 171,227, | PPG 10D3 and 10D4 Represented 71
Douzaine of St 338 By Deputy
Sampson Peter
Bougourd
111. | FR John and Annette | 25 PPG 2D1 47
Hare
112. | FR John and Annette | 30 PPG 2D1 47
Hare
113. | FR Mrand Mrs A S 29, 85,218| PPG 10C3 Photograph Of Garden And 124

Fallaize

Fields At Lyle Cottage, Les

Sauvageées
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114. | R Kenilworth PPG 10D2 Advocate | Letter 14 January 2002 From| 74
Properties Limited Ogier Public Thoroughfares
Committee Re Drainage
Extract From Current UAP
Proposals Map
Plans Showing Draft Up
Provisions, Existing
Conditions And Proposed
Development Concept Layout
Aerial Photo
115. | R Cathryn Bush PPG 11F2 Withdray
116. | FR Mr N C Teers 8 PPG 10C2 42
117. | R Mrs Eileen B Falla 150, 151 PPG 9H3 and 9H4 122
118. | R Sean and John PPG 9H5, 10A5 and 17E1 140
Slattery
119. | R R & J Humphries 194, 287,| PPG 9H3, 9H4, 10A3 and 10A4 Set Of Photographé& Wity | 137
334 Plan And Descriptions
120. | R Miss M Mauger PPG 11E4 Advocate | Plan Showing Possible 141
Green Development Area
Photograph Of Site
121. | FR L Eker 26 PPG 11E1 and 11E2 Withdra
122. | FR A Le Pelley and V J 97 PPG 2E1 and 2E2 61
Le Pelley
123. | R Neil Colin Teers and298, 302, | PPG 10C2 Aerial Photo Showing 42
Jane Wendy Teers | 304, 307, Ownerships Of Dalton And
311, 315 Beachgrove
124. | FR Rev'd Peter Lane | 75 PPG 17F2 and 17f3 130
and Mrs Wendy
Lane
125. | FR P A De Carteret and37 PPG 10D3 126
B J De Carteret
126. | FR Mr C and Mrs P 67 PPG 10D3 79, 128
Niles
127. | FR Mr C and Mrs P 32 PPG 10C3 and 10D3 77
Niles
128. | FR Mr lain and Mrs 33, 149 PPG 4A6 PPG 4A6 4Bd 2A5 Digimap Aerial Photo And 51
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Joanna Timms

Plan Showing Watercourses

129. | FR Sylvia Bennett 25 PPG 2D1 47
130. | FR Sylvia Bennett 104 PPG 2CO0, 2C1, 2D0 ant 2D 139
131. | FR Sylvia Bennett 30 PPG 2D1 47
132. | FR Margaret Mollet 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 130
133. | R Mr and Mrs R G PPG 2D4 and 2E4 57
Battersby
134. | R Richard Collas, M PPG 10D2 63
Parry and M
Hamilton
135. | FR H N L Chivers 25 PPG 2D1 47
136. | FR Victor & Jill 41, 42, 43, | UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 5.2.2 38, 110
Froome 68 UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 5.2.2.1
UAP Review No. 1 Policy HO2
UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 5.2.1
UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 11.2.1.1
UAP Review No. 1 Policy CO1
PPG 9H4
137. | FR H N L Chivers 30 PPG 2D1 47
138. | FR Patricia McDermott| 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 bseft
139. | FR Matthew Paul 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 130
Hobbs
140. | FR Mr and Mrs N 29, 85 PPG 10C3 124
Robert
141. | FR Mr and Mrs G 91 PPG 2E4 Absent
Fitchet
142. | FR Mrsand MrsRG | 91 PPG 2E4 55
Battersby
143. | FR Mrs Diana Nicole 91 PPG 2E4 55
144. | FR Mr R Angliss 91 PPG 2E4 56
145. | FR Mr D Le Page 104 PPG 2CO0, 2C1, 2D0 and 2D1 139
146. | FR Hugh N L Chivers 104 PPG 2CO0, 2C1, 2D02Dbd 139
147. | FR John & Annette 104 PPG 2C0, 2C1, 2D0 and 2D1 139

Hare
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148. | FR Brian Rabey 104 PPG 2C0, 2C1, 2D0 and 2D1 Absent
149. | FR Peter N Lihou 33,128 PPG 4A6 51
PPG 4A6, 2B6 and 2A5
150 | FR Mr and Mrs De Vial 105, 117 PPG 9H3 and 9H4 122
151. | FR Mr G Bouwmeesterf 105, 117 PPG 9H3 and 9H4 122
152. | FR John Francis Bishop75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 Photographs Of Mont Arrivé130
and Gail Bishop Fields
153. | FR Elizabeth Grace 91 PPG 2E4 56
Evans
154. | FR Mr and Mrs C Smith 83 PPG 10D2 Withdra
155. | FR F S Leale 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 130
156. | FR Mrs G M Trott 91 PPG 2E4 56
157. | FR Deputy Leon 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 130
Gallienne and Mrs
Jacqueline Gallienne
158. | FR Mrs L J Spafford 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 130
159. | FR Mr Luke Allen 45 PPG 9H4 115
160. | FR Mr and Mrs Harold | 91 PPG 2E4 56
Bond
161. | FR Mr and Mrs Pizzuti| 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 130
162. | FR Ken Birch 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 130
163. | FR Mrs Beryl Rodgers 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 0 13
164. | FR Mr and Mrs M E 104 PPG 2C0, 2C1, 2D0 and 2D1 Absent
Stanford
165. | FR Mrs Jane 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 130
Tramontano
166. | FR Peter B Brown 26 PPG 11E1 and 11E2 \\athdr
167. | FR Jean M Lees 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 130
168. | R Mrs D M Nicole PPG 2D4 and 2E4 56
169. | R Mr and Mrs D Nash PPG 2D4 and 2E4 3 Aétaitos 56
Extracts From UAP
170. | FR Mr and Mrs D Nashy 91 PPG 2E4 56
171. | FR Briglea Investments 13, 16, 23, | PPG 10D4 Advocate 71
Ltd 34,40, 110| PPG 10D3 & 10D4 Perrot
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PPG 10D3 & 10D4

wn

172. | R Mr and Mrs K R PPG 2D4 & 2E4 56
Trott
173. | FR Mr and Mrs K R 91 PPG 2E4 56
Trott
174. | FR Mr and Mrs P R 29, 85 PPG 10C3 124
Harris
175. | FR Cdr G W Harper 91 PPG 2E4 56
USN Ret.
176. | FR Martin J Storey 91 PPG 2E4 56
177. | FR Roy & Lindsey 91 PPG 2E4 56
Angliss
178. | R Cdr G W Harper PPG 2D4 & 2E4 56
USN Ret.
179. | R Martin J Storey PPG 2D4 & 2E4 56
180. | R Roy & Lindsey PPG 2D4 & 2E4 56
Angliss
181. | FR David Larkinand | 91 PPG 2E4 56
Karynne Larkin
182. | FR Mr K Taylor 8 PPG 10C2 42
183. | FR Mr K Taylor 5 PPG 10C2 41
184. | FR Mr and Mrs Brian | 5 PPG 10C2 41
Dyke
185. | FR Mr and Mrs Brian | 87 PPG 10C2 133
Dyke
186. | FR Miss J Dyke 87 PPG 10C2 133
187. | FR Marie Jones 87 PPG 10C2 133
188. | FR Miss J Dyke 24 PPG 10C2 Withdrawr]
189. | FR Raymond Vokes | 24 PPG 10C2 Withdrawr]
190. | FR Marie Jones 24 PPG 10C2 Withdra
191. | FR W K Le Page 24 PPG 10C2 Withdrawr]
192. | FR Mrsand Mrs M A | 24 PPG 10C2 Withdrawr]

Gillson
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193. | R Mr K Le Noury PPG 2D4 and 2E4 56
194. | FR Mr and Mrs A J 119 PPG 9H3, 9H4, 10A3 and 10A4 137
Bray
195. | FR Mr K Le Noury 91 PPG 2E4 Withdraw
196. | FR Mr & Mrs Michael | 104 PPG 2C0, 2C1, 2D0 and 2D1 Absent
Rolls
197. | FR Mrand Mrs M & J | 33,128 PPG 4A6 Withdrawn
Topp 4A6, 4B6 and 2A5
198. | FR Pamela Litchfield 91 PPG 2E4 56
199. | FR Mr T Cleveland 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 130
200. | FR Elizabeth Grace 91 PPG 2E4 56
Evans
201. | FR Paul Gaudion 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 130
202. | FR Mr Craig Marsh 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 Exiemm Amherst School| 130
— Final Report Of Waking
Audit
203. | FR lan Richards / 104 PPG 2C0, 2C1, 2D0 and 2D1 Withdray
Theresa Richards
204. | FR Irene Morris & 91 PPG 2E4 56
Myrtle Tabel
205. | FR Betty Antoinette 91 PPG 2E4 Absent
Monsell Symons
206. | FR Mrs L M Gaudion 91 PPG 2E4 Absent
207. | FR Mr and Mrs M 87 PPG 10C2 Withdrawn
Hamel
208. | FR Miss Alison 91 PPG 2E4 Withdrawn
Coubrough & Mr
Mark Barnett
209. | FR Mrs W Brown 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 Absent
210. | FR Peter Journeaux 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 130
211. | FR Mrs M Simon 29, 85 PPG 10C3 Withdra
212. | FR Miss S M Brehaut 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 seAb
213. | FR Mrs Rosemary 104 PPG 2C0, 2C1, 2D0 and 2D1 139
Duport
214. | FR JR &M Ash 104 PPG 2C0, 2C1, 2D0 and 2D1 Absent
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215. | FR M Stacey 83 PPG 10D2 Withdray

216. | FR Mrs J M Wallis 21 PPG 10C2, 10C3 and 10D2 89

217. | FR Ensign Group 80 PPG 10C3, 10D3 and 11E4 Withdray
Limited

218. | FR Ensign Group 85, 113 PPG 10C3 Advocate 124
Limited Ogier

219. | FR Ensign Group 121 PPG 11E1 and 11E2
Limited

220. | R Mr & Mrs G Fitchet PPG 2D4 and 2E4 Absent

221. | FR Mrand Mrs AD Le| 24 PPG 10C2 Withdrawn
Page

222. | FR Mrand Mrs S J 24 PPG 10C2 45
Willcocks

223. | FR Mr C and Mrs N 13 PPG 10D3 and 10D4 71
Copperwaite

224. | FR Mr C and Mrs N 28 PPG 10D3 and 10D4 71
Copperwaite

225. | FR Mr C and Mrs N 40 PPG 10D3 and 10D4 71
Copperwaite UAP Review No. 1 Policy GEN7,

GENS8 and paragraph 5.2.4

226. | FR Mr C and Mrs N 100 PPG 10D3 and 10D4 71
Copperwaite

227. | FR Mr C and Mrs N 110 PPG 10D3 and 10D4 72
Copperwaite

228. | R J W Higgs PPG 2D4 and 2E4 56

229. | FR J W Higgs 91 PPG 2E4 56

230. | R Mrs Michelle PPG 2D4 and 2E4 56
Yvonne Higgs

231. | FR Mrs Michelle 91 PPG 2E4 56
Yvonne Higgs

232. | R Andrew Higgs PPG 2D4 and 2E4 56

233. | FR Andrew Higgs 91 PPG 2E4 56

234. | FR Mr P Collins 22 PPG 10C3 and 10D3 76

235. | R Mr and Mrs J Elliott PPG 2D4 and 2E4 Atise

236. | FR Mr and Mrs J Elliotf 91 PPG 2E4 Absent
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237. | FR J E Collins 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 Absent
238. | FR J C & S J Hillman 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 sefb
239. | R Mrs R N Stoakes PPG 2D4 and 2E4 Plans iahddistoric 56
Features Of St Jacques Area
240. | FR Mrs R N Stoakes 91 PPG 2E4 56
241. | FR Albert and Phyllis | 104 PPG 2C0, 2C1, 2D0 and 2D1 Withdray
Coutanche
242. | R Tobias John Hughes PPG 2D4 and 2E4 Absenf
243. | R Ms L M Gaudion PPG 2D4 and 2E4 Absent
244, | R lan Smethurst PPG 2D4 and 2E4 56
245. | FR lan Smethurst 91 PPG 2E4 56
246. | R Mrs D Smethurst PPG 2D4 and 2E4 Absent
247. | R Mrs Stephanie Le PPG 2D4 and 2E4 Absent
Tissier
248. | R Mrs J Alp PPG 2D4 and 2E4 Absent
249. | FR Mrs D Smethurst 91 PPG 2E4 Absent
250. | FR Mr & Mrs A F 90 PPG 10C5 and 10D5 Annotated Photograph Of | 68
Brehaut View From Further
Representor’s Property
251. | FR George E Norman 104 PPG 2C0, 2C1, 2D0 Bid 2 Withdrawn
252. | R Mrs Sally Denton PPG 2D4 and 2E4 57
253. | FR Sally Denton 91 PPG 2E4 56
254, | R Mr and Mrs F PPG 2D4 and 2E4 57
Kehoe
255. | FR Mr and Mrs F 91 PPG 2E4 56
Kehoe
256. | R Mr John Jones PPG 2D4 and 2E4 56
257. | FR Mr John Jones 91 PPG 2E4 56
258. | R Mr Andrew PPG 2D4 and 2E4 Absent
Bodsworth
259. | R Robert Cable PPG 2D4 and 2E4 Absent
260. | R Charles Matheson PPG 2D4 and 2E4 Absent
261. | FR Darroll Le Prevost 14 PPG 9H4 Withdra
262. | FR Darroll Le Prevost 105 PPG 9H3 and 9H4 thivawn
263. | FR Darroll Le Prevost | 117 PPG 9H3 and 9H4 Withdraw
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264. | FR Darroll Le Prevost 119 PPG 9H3, 9H4, 10A8 40A4 Absent
265. | FR B A Rouillard 67 PPG 10D3 79, 128
266. | FR Pauline Chandler 91 PPG 2E4 Absent
267. | R Pauline Chandler PPG 2D4 and 2E4 Absent
268. | FR P D Pattimore 90 PPG 10C5 and 10D5 PhaypbgrOf View From 68
Further Representor’s
Property

269. | FR Ms M R Lacey 90 PPG 10C5 and 10D5 68
270. | FR Mr P J Bretel 90 PPG 10C5 and 10D5 68
271. | FR Mr & Mrs P Oliver | 90 PPG 10C5 and 10D5 68
272. | FR B W Green 90 PPG 10C5 and 10D5 Withdrg
273. | FR Caroline De Carteret 90 PPG 10C5 and 10D5 68
274. | FR JH Le Blond 90 PPG 10C5 and 10D5 68
275. | FR John and Marilyn | 90 PPG 10C5 and 10D5 Withdraw

Gill
276. | FR R C Johns 4 PPG 11E2 41, 89

UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 6.2.2.1
277. | R Mr Pierre Payne PPG 2F5, 4F6 and 5G6 Adegoca| Plan Of Representation Site | 25
Palmer Showing Ownerships

278. | FR Richard Le Bargy 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 130
279. | FR Mr& Mrs AEW 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 130

Rumens
280. | FR Mr & Mrs R E 91 PPG 2E4 Absent

Tickner
281. | R Mr& MrsR E PPG 2D4 and 2E4 Absent

Tickner
282. | FR MCT Investments | 65 PPG 5H11 19

Ltd
283. | FR Mrand MrsBJF | 87 PPG 10C2 133

Le Flock
284. | FR Rob Yeates 5 PPG 10C2 41
285. | FR Mrs AB Le Page | 24 PPG 10C2 45
286. | FR Mike 92 PPG 3K3 and 3L3 2 Letters Of Support From | 134

Allisette/Caroline

Local Residents
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Allisette

287. | FR B L Parkin 119 PPG 9H3, 9H4, 10A3 and 10A4 137
288. | FR Paul and Yasmin | 39 PPG 10A3, 10A4, 10B3 and 10B4 113
Mariess UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 2.3.2.2
UAP Review No. 1 Policy CO1
289. | FR Richard and Sarah| 39 PPG 10A3, 10A4, 10B3 and 10B4 113
Searle UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 2.3.2.2
UAP Review No. 1 Policy CO1
290. | FR Gervase Ashton 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 130
291. | FR Steve McAvoy, 33 PPG 4A6 Advocate 51
Sharon McAvoy Robilliard
292. | FR G H Kendrick 45 PPG 9H4 115
293. | FR Mr & Mrs S 104 PPG 2C0, 2C1, 2D0 and 2D1 Absent
Bougourd
294. | FR Ensign Group 13, 100 PPG 10D3 and 10D4 Advocate 71
Limited Ogier
295. | FR Mr&MrsLJAllen| 5 PPG 10C2 41
296. | FR Mr&MrsLJAllen| 8 PPG 10C2 42
297. | FR Mr & Mrs L JAllen| 87 PPG 10C2 133
298. | FR Mr & Mrs L J Allen| 123 PPG 10C2 42
299. | FR Mrs N Allen 5 PPG 10C2 Aerial Photograph 14
300. | FR Mrs N Allen 8 PPG 10C2 Photographs Of Asce 42
Adjacent To Beachgrove
301. | FR Mrs N Allen 87 PPG 10C2 133
302. | FR Mrs N Allen 123 PPG 10C2 42
303. | FR Mrs Radmilla A 8 PPG 10C2 42
Holbrook
304. | FR Mrs R A Holbrook 123 PPG 10C2 42
305. | FR Mr and Mrs K R 5 PPG 10C2 42
Toomey
306. | FR Mr and Mrs K R 8 PPG 10C2 42
Toomey
307. | FR Mr and Mrs K R 123 PPG 10C2 42
Toomey
308. | FR J L E Waters 5 PPG 10C2 42
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309. | FR J L E Waters 8 PPG 10C2 42
310. | FR J L E Waters 87 PPG 10C2 133
311. | FR J L E Waters 123 PPG 10C2 42
312. | FR M E Le Maitre 5 PPG 10C2 42
313. | FR M E Le Maitre 8 PPG 10C2 42
314. | FR M E Le Maitre 87 PPG 10C2 133
315. | FR M E Le Maitre 123 PPG 10C2 42
316. | R Caleb Zunino PPG 2D4 and 2E4 Absent
317. | FR Caleb Zunino 91 PPG 2E4 Absent
318. | R Mary Zunino PPG 2D4 and 2E4 Absent
319. | FR Mary Zunino 91 PPG 2E4 Absent
320. | FR M Hunter 93 PPG 2C3 59
321. | FR Mr R Plumley 16, 23, 34, PPG 10D3 and 10D4 Advocate 71
40 Perrot.
322. | FR Mr R Plumley 13, 28 PPG 10D3 and 10D4 Aditec 71
Perrot
323. | FR Mr & Mrs Terry and 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 Absent
Edwina Collinson
324. | FR Mr and Mrs D 33 PPG 4A6 Advocate 51
Hockey Robilliard
325. | R Mr R Green PPG 2D4 and 2E4 56
326. | FR Mr R Green 91 PPG 2E4 56
327. | FR Mr and Mrs P 104 PPG 2C0, 2C1, 2D0 and 2D1 139
Archer
328. | FR Adrian Lihou 28 PPG 10D3 and 10D4 Absent
329. | FR Mrand Mrs PLO | 39 PPG 10A3, 10A4, 10B3 and 10B4 Withdrawn
Falla UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 2.3.2.2
UAP Review No. 1 Policy CO1
330. | FR Mrand Mrs PLO | 98 PPG 10B4 Withdrawn
Falla
331. | FR Adrian Lihou 40 PPG 10D3 and 10D4 71
UAP Review No. 1 Policy GEN7,
GENS8 and paragraph 5.2.4
332. | FR PPG 10A3, 10A4, 10B3 and 10B4, Cutting From Guernsey Press 113

Joy

Peter and JacqueliTéBQ

UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 2.3.2.2

4.7.1990
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UAP Review No. 1 Policy CO1

333. | FR Peter and Jacquelinetl, 42, 43, 38, 110
Joy 136
334. | FR Peter and Jacquelinel19 PPG 9H3, 9H4, 10A3 and 10A4 137
Joy
335. | FR Peter and Jacqueline®4 PPG 10A3 and 10A4 Photograph Of Interior Of | 117
Joy Fernvale Plants 2.1.02
336. | R F R Whalley PPG 10C3 and 10D3 Advocatg 76
Beattie
337. | FR Paul Everitt 104 PPG 2C0, 2C1, 2D0 and 2D1 Absent
338. | FR Ensign Group 16, 23, 34, | PPG 10D3 and 10D4 Advocate 71
Limited 40, 80,110 Ogier
339. | FR Mr Dominic Chubb | 64 PPG 10D2 Photographs Of Norwood | 127
& Mrs Denise Vinery
Chubb Extract From Newspaper
340. | FR Mrs M C Le Page 91 PPG 2E4 Absent
341. | R Mrs M C Le Page PPG 2D4 and 2E4 Absent
342. | R Mr&Mrs S J PPG 2D4 and 2E4 56
Bearder
343. | FR Mr&Mrs S J 91 PPG 2E4 56
Bearder
344. | FR Briglea Investments 28 PPG 10D3 and 10D4 Advocate 71
Ltd Perrot
345. | FR Briglea Investments 100 PPG 10D3 and 10D4 Advocate 71
Ltd Perrot
346. | R Piette Limited PPG 3L2 and 3L3 Advocate 26
Perrot
347. | FR Mrs J Downes 104 PPG 2C0, 2C1, 2D0 and 2D1 Absent
348. | R Kleinwort Benson | 91 PPG 2E4 Advocate 56
(Guernsey) Trustees Prentice
Ltd
349. | FR Mrs J G Leadbeater 104 PPG 2C0, 2C1, 2024 139
350. | FR John Gollop 1 - 9
351. | FR John Gollop 79 UAP Review No. 1 Policy ENBP1 97
352. | FR John Gollop 40 PPG 10D3 and 10D4 71
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UAP Review No. 1 Policy GEN7,
GENS8 and paragraph 5.2.4

h

353. | FR John Gollop 80 UAP Review No. 1 and Proposals Map 77
PPG 10C3, 10D3 and 11E4
354. | FR John Gollop 81 UAP Review No. 1 and Prolsdgiap 77
355. | FR John Gollop 11 PPG 10C2 91
356. | FR John Gollop 41 UAP Review No. 1 paragragh?s 38
UAP Review No. 1 Paragraph 5.2.2.1]
UAP Review No.1 Policy HO2
357. | FR John Gollop 71 PPG 3J3 and UAP Review Neoliy 107
SCR1
358. | FR John Gollop 73 PPG 17E2 129
359. | FR John Gollop 75 PPG 17F2 and 17F3 130
360. | FR John Gollop 89 PPG 10C2, 10C3 and 10D2 88
361. | FR John Gollop 106 PPG 5L10 and 5L11 23
362. | FR Mr & Mrs N D 96, 103 PPG 10D2 60
Tanguy
363. | FR The National Trust| 66 3, 27,144
of Guernsey
364. | R Miss J Marquis & PPG 11E4 142
Mrs M Millman
IDC responded in
writing — received
and commented
upon by Miss
Marquis
365. | R Steve and Wendy de374 PPG 9H4 143
Vial
366. | R Mr G Bouwmeestery 374 PPG 9H4 143
367. | FR Shirley Simon 29, 85 PPG 10C3 124
368. | R Shirley Simon PPG 10C3 63
369. | FR Davallia Limited 94 PPG 10A3 and 10A4 Miliawn
370. | FR Mr & Mrs J 96, 103 PPG 10D2 Withdraw
Pommier
371. | FR Sergio & Ann 96, 103 PPG 10D2 Photographl@ding In 60
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Scilironi Garden
372. | FR Andrew Marquis 96, 103 PPG 10D2 SketcP@sible 59
Development
Extract From Current UAP
373. | FR Mr Paul Jackson 96, 103 PPG 10D2 60
374. | FR R & J Humphries 365, 366 143
375. | R Brian Rabey PPG 2D1 Advocate 47
Strappini
376. | FR Andrew & Emma | 96, 103 PPG 10D2 Photographs Of View From| 60
Sparks Property
377. | FR Mrs de Garis 5 PPG 10C2 42
378. | FR Deputy Peter 4 PPG 11E2 41, 89
Derham UAP Review No. 1 paragraph 6.2.2.1
379 | R Mrs Crispini Policy HO2 80
380. | R Elizabeth Hookway| 382, 383, | Policy HO2 64
384, 385,
386, 388,
389
381. | R Mr and Mrs lles Policy HO2 Extract Fronoposals Map | 64
Showing Areas Of Green
Space
382. | FR Mr and Mrs 380 Policy HO2 64
Wegerer
383. | FR Mr and Mrs Roger | 380 Policy HO2 64
de Carteret
384. | FR Mr Robert de 380 Policy HO2 64
Carteret
385. | FR Mr Prowse 380 Policy HO2 Extract From @attUAP 64
Proposals Map Showing Site
Of Recent Development
386. | FR Mr and Mrs Mancinj 380 Policy HO2 64
387. | FR Robert Le Bargy 75 Policy HO2 130
388. | FR Brenda and Chris | 380 Policy HO2 64
Hodder
389. | FR Mrs Breban 380 Policy HO2 64
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