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B I L L E T  D ’ É T A T

TO THE MEMBERS OF THE STATES OF

THE ISLAND OF GUERNSEY

I have the honour to inform you that a Meeting of the

States of Deliberation will be held at THE ROYAL

COURT HOUSE, on WEDNESDAY, the 30th JULY, 2003,

immediately after the Meetings already convened for that day.



STATES ADVISORY AND FINANCE COMMITTEE

LEGAL AID SCHEME

The President
States of Guernsey
Royal Court House
St Peter Port
Guernsey

24th June 2003

Dear Sir

LEGAL AID SCHEME

1. At their meeting on 25 July 2001 the States resolved to approve in principle
that a comprehensive system for the provision of civil and criminal legal aid
be established that will satisfy the Island's obligations under the European
Convention on Human Rights and the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights.  On the basis of that resolution, the Law Officers have caused
a Projet de Loi to be drafted (entitled the “Legal Aid (Bailiwick of Guernsey)
Law, 2003”) which the States will be asked to approve at their meeting on 30
July 2003.

2. The Projet will create broad powers for the States, by Ordinance, to set up
Schemes for the provision of publicly funded legal services throughout the
Bailiwick, in relation to specified matters, for individuals who cannot afford
the cost of those services.  In addition, the Projet will enable the
establishment, if thought appropriate, of a public defender service as
mentioned in the Policy Letter presented to the meeting of 25 July 2001.
Mindful of the difficulties that exist in the recruitment of Guernsey Advocates
to publicly funded employment, the Projet empowers the States by Ordinance
(and subject to the approval of the Royal Court) to enact legislation which
would enable lawyers who are not Guernsey Advocates to be employed to
give legal advice to and represent assisted individuals before the courts of the
Bailiwick.  The Advisory and Finance Committee believes that the States
should be asked to note and, to the extent that the provisions do not fall within
the ambit of the Policy Letter, to approve specifically, the provisions of clause
19 of the Projet, which will give the States the power referred to above.

3. The Advisory and Finance Committee hopes that all publicly funded legal
services will be delivered by Guernsey Advocates and that it will not prove
necessary to recommend the States to use their powers under clause 19 once
enacted.  However, the Committee takes the view that the States should have
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the power to provide for the delivery of certain publicly funded legal services
by lawyers who may not be Advocates where:

(a) it appears reasonable to do so;

(b) it does not compromise the quality of the delivery of those services;

(c) it is cost effective to the public purse; and

(d) the Royal Court approves of any arrangements.

Recommendation

4. The Advisory and Finance Committee recommends the States to agree to
approve all the provisions of the Legal Aid (Bailiwick of Guernsey) Law,
2003, including those of clause 19.

A draft Projet de Loi has been prepared and I am grateful to you, Sir, for agreeing that
this could be placed before the States in the same Billet D’État as this additional
policy letter.

I should be grateful if you would lay this matter before the States with propositions
that the proposals as set out in this letter, and the Legal Aid (Bailiwick of Guernsey)
Law, 2003, be approved.

Yours faithfully

L. C. MORGAN

President
States Advisory and Finance Committee
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STATES ADVISORY AND FINANCE COMMITTEE

POLICE POWERS AND CRIMINAL EVIDENCE (BAILIWICK OF GUERNSEY)
LAW, 2003

The President
States of Guernsey
Royal Court House
St. Peter Port
Guernsey

24th June 2003

Dear Sir

Police Powers and Criminal Evidence (Bailiwick of Guernsey) Law, 2003

Her Majesty’s Procureur has written to the Advisory and Finance Committee in the
following terms:

“I refer to my predecessor’s letter to you of 18th June 2002 on this subject, and to the
resolution of the States of 1st August 2002 directing that a draft Projet be prepared along
the lines suggested in the letter.

You will recall that the principal purpose of the legislation is to clarify and codify police
powers in the Bailiwick in preparation for the implementation of the Human Rights
(Bailiwick of Guernsey) Law 2000. Much of this proposed legislation was to be based
upon similar provisions in England and Wales, suitably modified and adapted to the
Bailiwick. It is not always possible to anticipate the detailed changes and adjustments
that are necessary to do this effectively, and thus there are some areas in the draft Projet
which were not covered specifically in the earlier letter.  I set these out below.

Arrest – Part III

One of these areas is in relation to the topic of arrest.  The English Police and Criminal
Evidence Act 1984 (PACE) contains three categories of arrest without warrant: for
offences where the sentence is fixed by law; for offences with imprisonment over 5 years;
and for a list of exceptions now contained in a schedule. The schedule of exceptions has
increased considerably since 1984, and has to be regularly updated whenever an offence
is created or removed. Its constantly changing nature means it is difficult and confusing
for police and public alike.

Replicating the PACE regime exactly in relation to the scope of arrestable offences in the
Bailiwick would mean considerable complexity at the outset and involve continuous
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updating. Given that one of the objectives of the legislation is to ensure clarity and
certainty on key areas such as arrest, I considered that a more suitable and
straightforward solution should be sought for the Bailiwick.

In looking at alternative criteria for arrest, I considered both the system in Jersey and the
original recommendations of the Royal Commission from which PACE in England was
derived. Under a 1974 Law, Jersey police have powers of arrest for all offences.  This is
commendably simple, but does not distinguish between minor and the more serious types
of offending.

One way of making a distinction which also simplifies powers of arrest without warrant is
to make all offences which carry imprisonment ‘arrestable offences’ for the purpose of
the Law. Interestingly, this was the original recommendation of the Royal Commission for
PACE in England.  This solution acknowledges that arrest is a serious interference with
the liberty of the individual, and limits the power to only those matters which are
regarded as serious enough to punish by imprisonment.  It also avoids creating a fiction
where a line is drawn at 5 years imprisonment, and then creating a long list of exceptions
to that rule.  It is infinitely clearer and easier to understand for both law enforcement
officers and for the public. For practical purposes, it means that the police will have
adequate powers to deal with offences if they need to use them, and the other advantage is
that the Law will not require frequent revision where fresh offences are created.

The provisions therefore at section 28(1)(b) of the draft Projet represent this clearer and
simpler regime for the powers of arrest without warrant.

Entry and search post arrest

Another area where the English statutory provisions did not provide clear guidance is in
the area of entry and search of premises following arrest. The difficulties are amply
illustrated in a recent case in the House of Lords, R v Metropolitan Police Commissioner
ex parte Rottman.  In that case, the judgment of which was delivered on 16th May 2002,
the House of Lords considered whether there was power to search the premises of a
person who had been arrested on a lawfully executed extradition warrant. The court
found that there was such a power, but they had to conclude that this was a surviving
common law power, since it was not covered by the English legislation.

In order to avoid lengthy and ultimately unproductive argument on this point in the
Bailiwick courts, and to honour our obligations under agreed extradition arrangements, I
consider that it would be better to deal with this explicitly in the statute, and so a
provision has been included at section 13(10) which covers this point. It simply sets out
the effect of the decision in statutory form, and confirms that the position in the Bailiwick
in this respect is the same as that in the United Kingdom. In all other respects, this
section mirrors its equivalent in section 18 of the English PACE provisions.

Retention, use and destruction of samples and fingerprints

1698



This is another area where a series of cases in England has resulted in a lack of clarity
which it is difficult to remedy without legislation, and this is the course which has already
been adopted by the United Kingdom government. It is also an area where developments
in DNA and other technology have meant that it is necessary to reassess how best to
protect the interests of the wider public under the law.

Originally, the provisions of the 1984 legislation in England and Wales provided for the
destruction of fingerprints and other samples where a person was cleared of an offence.
Where someone was entitled to have these samples destroyed, the Act provided that no
information arising from them could be used either in the investigation of offences or in
evidence against them. In 2000, the Court of Appeal heard two cases, Weir (reported in
the Times, June 16 2000) and Re Attorney General’s reference (No.3 of 1999). Both cases
concerned the most serious offences: one involved a murder charge and the other a
charge of the rape of a 66 year old lady in her own home. In both cases there was a
sample, which should have been destroyed but which had not been, which led the police
to arrest the suspect.  The Court of Appeal held in respect of both cases that the
prosecution could not use the sample either in evidence or for the purposes of further
investigations.  However, a few months later, the House of Lords disagreed in respect of
one of the cases, and allowed the Attorney General’s appeal.  It held that it was in the
interests of everyone that criminal cases should be effectively investigated and
prosecuted, and therefore it was permissible to use the sample, where it had survived, for
further investigations. The court pointed out that the rights of the accused were well
safeguarded by the wide discretion of the trial judge to exclude unfair evidence.

The ambiguity created by these cases and the confusion in the proper investigation of
criminal offences has now been resolved in England by an amendment to PACE in section
82 of the Criminal Justice and Police Act of 2001. The provisions now allow for samples
and fingerprints to be retained, but they can only be used for the purposes of the
prevention and detection of crime, the investigation of any offence, and for the conduct of
a prosecution. These changes have been in force in the United Kingdom since December
2001. The amended provisions have been considered by the Court of Appeal in a case
called R v Chief Constable of South Yorkshire [2003] 1 All E.R. 148, and confirmed to be
human rights compliant.

The draft Projet includes these provisions in their amended form for both fingerprints and
other samples, so that the Bailiwick can properly ensure the effective investigation of
offences. The effect of the provisions is to ensure that samples are retained only for
elimination purposes, and enables the law enforcement agencies to carry out effectively
their task of investigating and detecting criminal matters.

Further provisions on evidence in criminal proceedings

Finally, the draft Projet contains a number of provisions which deal with particular
aspects of evidence in criminal proceedings, including confirming in statutory form the
right of a court to exclude evidence from a trial if its admission would cause unfairness to
the accused. However, in order to ensure that in future the Bailiwick can make

1699



appropriate laws on evidential matters in a timely fashion, or deal with any matter that
has been overlooked, the Law includes an enabling provision at section 85 to allow the
States to make Ordinances on this subject should it become necessary or desirable to do
so. Any Ordinance which it is proposed to introduce under the relevant section will, of
course, require fresh directions on policy by the States, as this provision simply allows for
this procedure to be adopted where it is desirable to do so.

Conclusion

This legislation has been drafted to include the provisions as indicated above, so as to
ensure that the Bailiwick is able to promptly and smoothly implement the Law and make
any changes which may be required in preparation for the implementation of our Human
Rights Law.”

A draft Projet de Loi has been prepared and I am grateful to you, Sir, for agreeing that, in
view of the requirement for this legislation to be in place before the Human Rights
(Bailiwick of Guernsey) Law, 2000 is incorporated, this could be placed before the States
in the same Billet D’État as this additional policy letter.

I should be grateful if you would lay this matter before the States with propositions that
the proposals as set out in this letter, and the Police Powers and Criminal Evidence
(Bailiwick of Guernsey) Law, 2003, be approved.

Yours faithfully

L. C.  MORGAN

President
Advisory and Finance Committee

The States are asked to decide:-

II.- Whether, after consideration of the Report dated the 24th June, 2003, of the States
Advisory and Finance Committee, they are of opinion:-

1.  To approve the recommendations contained in that Report concerning the Projet de
     Loi entitled “The Police Powers and Criminal Evidence (Bailiwick of Guernsey) Law,
     2003”.

2.  To approve the Projet de Loi entitled “The Police Powers and Criminal Evidence
      (Bailiwick of Guernsey) Law, 2003”, and to authorise the Bailiff to present a most
      humble Petition to Her Majesty in Council praying for Her Royal Sanction thereto.
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Appendix A
ICT Expenditure Estimate 2004 - 2008     
  
  Year 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Item        
   
LAN        
XP Upgrade  £160,000     
Server 2000 upgrade  £50,000     
SQL Installation  £110,000     
Laptop OS upgrade  £60,000     
Extended warrenty  £110,000 £110,000 £110,000 £110,000 £110,000
ICT Tender  £40,000     
Replacement NMS  £590,000 £590,000 £590,000 £590,000 £590,000
PC and server rolling replacement £1,790,000 £420,000 £530,000 £1,370,000 £1,580,000
Peripheral equipment replacement £420,000 £420,000 £190,000   
Additional part-time technicians £160,000 £160,000 £160,000 £160,000 £160,000
   
WAN        
Replacement equipment  £160,000 £160,000 £160,000 £160,000
Line upgrade*   £160,000    
WAN NMS  £190,000 £660,000 £660,000 £660,000 £660,000
WAN Data B/U  £50,000 £50,000 £50,000 £50,000 £50,000
Tender for WAN managed service  £40,000    
   
Content management WAN      
Implementation of CMS £70,000 £70,000 £70,000 £70,000 £70,000
Web workflow develeopment   £10,000   
   
MIS        
Management of IMS  £110,000 £110,000 £110,000 £110,000 £110,000
Licence for IMS  £50,000 £50,000 £50,000 £50,000 £50,000
Licence for SIMS  £30,000 £30,000 £30,000 £30,000 £30,000
Upgrade to SIMS  £20,000     
Web-based SIMS    £40,000   
Work flow development £50,000 £50,000 £50,000 £50,000 £50,000
   
Curriculum content       
School-based licences £320,000 £320,000 £320,000 £320,000 £320,000
Replacement and upgrade £110,000     
Licence for existing ILS £20,000 £20,000 £20,000 £20,000 £20,000
Annual subsciption on line content £420,000 £630,000 £630,000 £630,000 £630,000
   
Professional development      
Post NOF   £260,000 £260,000 £260,000 £260,000 £260,000
Prof development consultancy £170,000 £170,000 £170,000 £170,000 £170,000
Establish ECDL accreditation £20,000 £20,000 £20,000 £20,000 £20,000
Central management training £20,000 £20,000 £20,000 £20,000 £20,000
Specialist professional £20,000 £20,000 £20,000 £20,000 £20,000
   
Contingency sum  £130,000 £110,000 £130,000 £130,000 £120,000
   
Subtotal   £5,550,000 £4,650,000 £4,400,000 £5,000,000 £5,200,000
Current provision  £1,300,000 £1,300,000 £1,300,000 £1,300,000 £1,300,000
Additional requirement £4,250,000 £3,350,000 £3,100,000 £3,700,000 £3,900,000

* Cost of line upgrade reduced by £100,000 sponsorship from Cable and Wireless
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STATES BOARD OF HEALTH

ST. MARTIN’S COMMUNITY CENTRE – FUNDING ARRANGEMENTS

The President
States of Guernsey
Royal Court House
St Peter Port
Guernsey

23rd June 2003

Dear Sir

St Martin’s Community Centre – Funding Arrangements

1. In the Board’s Site Development Plan, approved in principle in July 1999,
(Billet d'Etat XV), the base for day services for adults with a learning
disability and the headquarters office accommodation for the Board's
services for people with a learning disability as a whole, will be required
to move from their current premises on La Corbinerie site.  This is an
integral part of clearance of this site to allow the remaining mental health
services to be transferred from the Castel Hospital.  It is also required, in
its own right, as a hospital site is not a suitable environment for day
services for people with a learning disability and the Mignot Centre is not
a suitable building for people who have a physical disability.

2. The Board undertook an extensive consultation exercise in 2001, as a
result of which it was confirmed that a replacement day services building
would still be required.

3. The present service, based at the Mignot Centre, provides for
approximately 40 people per day.  Over the next 10 years, it is projected
that a net additional 14 people may require this non-vocational service.

4. During the search for a suitable site, the Board had discussions with the
Rector and Churchwardens of St Martin’s regarding the construction of a
Community Centre on the site of the present Church Hall and Air Rifle
Club at the Rue Maze, which could be designed to incorporate
accommodation for day services for adults with a learning disability and
some office accommodation.
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5. The day services for adults with a learning disability should be provided in
a building that is located in the community, not isolated and has good
access to public transport and local amenities.  Ideally, it should be a
building that is used for other community purposes.  This has the
advantage of not labelling the building as being for the use of people who
are in some way 'different' and cannot use the same community facilities
as others.  It also provides opportunities for people with a learning
disability to mix with others and join in activities with other members of
the community.  In addition, it provides opportunities for the education of
members of the public on learning disability issues and reduces the
isolation of people with a learning disability.

6. The Board has spent several years looking for a suitable building or site
for a base for these day services but found nothing that met the basic
criteria of being in the community, not isolated and having good access to
local amenities and public transport.  The St Martin's Community Centre
not only meets those criteria but also the additional, desirable criterion of
being in a building which is used for other community purposes.

7. The site is owned by St Martin’s Church, who would lease the land to a
Board of Trustees on a 99-year lease at a peppercorn rent.  The Board of
Health wishes to enter into a joint funding arrangement for the
construction of the building and the ongoing rental of those areas within
the Community Centre earmarked for Board of Health use.  The original
intention of the Board of Trustees was to provide a community centre, the
capital cost of which would be found from fund-raising.  As the building
needs to be larger to accommodate the Board's day services, assistance
with the capital cost will be required.

8. The timescale for the scheme is subject to Island Development Committee
approval but could commence in January 2004 and it is estimated that it
would take 10 - 12 months to complete.  Management of the capital
project would be undertaken by the Trustees as landlord.

9. It is proposed that a 21-year lease be negotiated with the landlord on full
repairing and insuring terms, incorporating an initial lump sum payment in
lieu of part of the rental.  This will reduce the capital that the Board of
Trustees needs to raise, which, in turn, will expedite construction and
minimise overall costs.  It also has the benefit of reducing the Board of
Health’s on-going rental payments.  Plans have still to be agreed with the
Island Development Committee and rent levels will be subject to
commercial scrutiny by the Board of Administration’s professional
property advisers and subsequent approval by the Board of Administration
and the Advisory and Finance Committee.  The Board is, therefore, only
able at this stage to give an indicative estimate of the rent payable.  In
accordance with the principle outlined above, the Board proposes to pay to
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the landlord a capital sum of £1.2 million in lieu of part of this rent by
agreed instalments against architects' certificates as the building
progresses.  An estimated reduced initial rent in the range of £50,000 per
annum to £55,000 per annum would then become payable from the lease
commencement date.  Costs in respect of the common areas would be an
integral part of the service charge payable by the Board of Health in
addition to rent.

10. In addition to the demised areas, it is proposed that the Board should have
the right to park 25 vehicles in the adjoining car park at a rent of £500 per
annum, i.e. a total initial parking rent of £12,500 per annum.

11. Although the St Martin's Community Centre will provide a base for day
services for adults with a learning disability, it will not totally replace the
services currently provided at the Mignot Centre.  In order to do this, it
will be necessary to rent other premises, as was done recently when it was
necessary to undertake some work within the Mignot Centre in preparation
for the building of the new wards at La Corbinerie.  For this period, space
was rented at the Western Parishes Community Centre (Styx) and the
arrangement proved the success of operating the service on two separate
sites.  Consequently, in addition to the costs detailed above, there will be a
need for a revenue sum of approximately £12,000 per annum to rent other
premises, which will be much smaller than the St Martin's Community
Centre facilities.  This will be on a shorter lease basis to allow for a regular
review of the Board’s requirements.

12. The Board believes there will be a continuing need for this
accommodation for the day services to be provided but if this did change
at any time in the future, there are other services provided by the Board,
which could make use of the building or it could be sub-leased.  There
will, however, be a clause in the lease which enables the Board to recover
its capital investment if the property should be sold.

13. It is envisaged, other than the rental charges, that the revenue costs of new
premises will be relatively neutral and can be contained within the Board
of Health’s existing revenue allocation.  There are no staffing implications.

14. The Board also wishes to mention that it intends to approach the States
later this year regarding leasing arrangements for a new development on
Les Cotils site.  This will house a replacement for the Russels social day
care facility for older people and also incorporate a day centre for people
with dementia.  The latter will replace facilities at the Castel Hospital, in
accordance with the Board’s plans to vacate that site.  The intention is that
this project should be on similar lines to those proposed for the St Martin's
Community Centre, ie. that assistance will be given with the capital cost of
the project in return for a reduced rent.
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15. Recommendations

The Board of Health requests the States:

i. to agree in principle to a 21-year lease of part of the proposed St
Martin's Community Centre and 25 parking spaces by the Board of
Health and to authorise the Board of Administration to negotiate
the terms of such lease, subject to the final approval of the
Advisory and Finance Committee and the Law Officers of the
Crown;

ii. to authorise an initial capital payment, not exceeding £1,200,000,
in lieu of rent;

iii. to vote the Board of Health a credit of £1,200,000 to cover the cost
of the above, which sum to be charged to the capital allocation of
the Board of Health;

iv. to authorise the Advisory and Finance Committee to transfer a
maximum sum of £1,200,000 from the Capital Reserve to the
capital allocation of the Board of Health;

v. to direct the Advisory and Finance Committee to take due account
of the revenue costs to the Board of Health associated with this
project when recommending revenue allocations to the States for
2005 and subsequent years.

Yours faithfully

P. J. ROFFEY

President
States Board of Health
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(NB The States Advisory and Finance Committee supports the proposals)

The States are asked to decide:-

IV.- Whether, after consideration of the Report dated the 23rd June, 2003, of the
States Board of Health, they are of opinion:-

1. To agree in principle to a 21-year lease of part of the proposed St Martin's
Community Centre and 25 parking spaces by the States Board of Health
and to authorise the States Board of Administration to negotiate the terms
of such lease, subject to the final approval of the States Advisory and
Finance Committee and the Law Officers of the Crown;

2. To authorise an initial capital payment, not exceeding £1,200,000, in lieu
of rent.

3. To vote the States Board of Health a credit of £1,200,000 to cover the cost
of the above, which sum shall be charged to the capital allocation of the
States Board of Health.

4. To authorise the States Advisory and Finance Committee to transfer a
maximum sum of £1,200,000 from the Capital Reserve to the capital
allocation of the States Board of Health.

      5. To direct the States Advisory and Finance Committee to take due account
          of the revenue costs to the States Board of Health associated with the above
          project when recommending revenue allocations to the States for 2005 and
          subsequent years.
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STATES COMMITTEE FOR HORTICULTURE

2003 REVIEW OF THE HORTICULTURAL INDUSTRY AND STATES SUPPORT

The President
States of Guernsey
Royal Court House
St Peter Port
Guernsey
GY1 2PB

25th June 2003

Dear Sir

2003 REVIEW OF THE HORTICULTURAL INDUSTRY AND STATES SUPPORT

1. Introduction

1.1 The Committee for Horticulture has reported regularly to the States reviewing the
horticultural industry and the support it receives from the States.  The most recent
such report was approved in 1999 and the Committee for Horticulture was due to
report again to the States during 2004.

1.2 In the light of the major restructuring of the States Committee system scheduled 
for next year and given the completion earlier this year of a report from a Joint 
Industry Working Party, the Committee felt it was opportune to bring its report to 
the States at this time.

1.3 In this policy letter the Committee will, with the benefit of an up to date 
description of the industry drawn from the work of the joint review, present 
its current proposals to support the further development of the horticultural 
industry, which continues to make a positive and beneficial contribution to 
the Island.

2. Outcomes of the 1999 Review

2.1 Before looking at the latest review the Committee believes it is worthwhile to 
remind members briefly of the results of the 1999 review, which contained 
recommendations that were supported fully by the House and which set a new 
direction for the package of States support and encouragement for the industry 
with a significant reduction in the Committee’s annual budget.
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2.2 The main effects of the 1999 Review were, in summary:

•  Committee technical services were trimmed, reducing staff numbers and
cost.

•  Financial support schemes were put on a firm joint funding basis.
•  Responsibility was placed on businessmen in the industry to plan ahead to

consider their marketing, advisory, and investment needs, either
individually or as groups, and to make applications for part funding from
the Committee.

•  The States was asked to note the changes in the industry and its
contribution to the Island as a bulk exporter making a total economic
contribution to the Island in excess of £60 million per annum from export
sales in excess of £40 million.

•  The States was also asked to note that fewer staff were working in the
Island’s glasshouses, as a consequence of the reduction in the number of
businesses and increasingly efficient use of staff.  It was agreed that
continued access to such temporary staff was essential.

•  The report highlighted, what were and remain, the key issues for
developing horticultural businesses, and these are the availability of the
right glasshouse sites and the opportunity to expand whenever possible in
current locations.

•  The States agreed that there was a need to bring the Strategic and
Corporate plan up to date to maintain the Island’s control over
inappropriate development, but to recognise the importance of allowing
commercial horticultural development where a clear need could be
demonstrated.

Figure 1:  Committee for Horticulture Revenue Expenditure
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3. 2003 Joint Industry Review

3.1 Following a request from the President of the Guernsey Growers’ Association
(GGA) in 2002, the Committee was pleased to support a joint review of the
industry, focusing on its current size and situation and its likely future
development.  As one element of the review, particular consideration was given to
the part played by States support in encouraging sound business development in
the horticultural sector.

3.2 The report of the Joint Review Working Party was published in April 2003 and
was endorsed by the Guernsey Growers Association and the Committee.  It has
been used as a basis for this policy report, as well as acting as a springboard for a
number of projects that will be taken forward both jointly and separately by the
two parties.

4. The Horticultural Industry - An Overview

4.2 The most recent detailed statistical report on the industry forecasted an increased
export turnover for the industry of £45.5 million for 2002, which is an increase of
some £3.5 million (or 8%) over the 2001 total of £41.9 million.  This will be the
second consecutive year of increase following declines in the second half of the
1990s and comes from further increases in earnings by the plant production and
postal flowers sectors.

4.3 The total number of commercial horticultural businesses has continued to fall and 
now stands at 172.  The number of people employed in horticulture has also 
fallen.  However, behind such headlines lies the reality of a changing industry that
will, in the future, have moved away substantially from its traditional products if 
current trends continue.

3.3 In the following sections of this report the Committee will present:

•  An overview of the horticultural industry
•  An assessment of likely future development.
•  A review of the major policy areas that it wishes the States to consider in

relation to future support to encourage a successful horticultural industry.

4.1 Guernsey has a horticultural industry that comprises a mix of businesses of
different sizes and with different products, from “plug” plants to mini-plum
tomatoes.  Overall, the industry continues to make a positive contribution to
the local economy and the Island and, as businesses in the successful sectors
grow, the total value of exports shows signs of increasing in real terms.
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4.4 Many smaller growing businesses have ceased trading in recent years and this
trend will continue as growers move towards retirement or find their operating
profits reduced by one or more factors.  This trend is expected to continue and it
is anticipated that in 10 years there could be fewer than 50 commercial
horticultural businesses in total on the Island.  These will occupy a reduced total
area of glass, but concentrated in the main on the larger, and more efficiently
operated sites.  In contrast to the overall contraction in the industry size, the
businesses that are likely to expand or establish themselves locally are those with
products that are supplied to markets willing to pay to have the quality that can be
grown on the Island in preference to other sources of supply.  These businesses
are characterised by a positive engagement in the marketing of their products,
attention to production, quality, and innovation, and investments that support their
long-term viability.

4.5 Increasingly, these are businesses that are physically large in terms of glasshouse
area and are the major contributors to the turnover of the Industry. That said, it is
likely that total horticultural exports could be at least equivalent to the current
level and may well be greater.  Thus we would be seeing a modest resurgence of
horticulture based on the highly efficient operation of larger sites but which, in
total, occupy a smaller area of glass than in the past.

Figure 2:  Horticultural Industry Export Value (adjusted for inflation)
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5. The Horticultural Industry – Key Trends

5.1 The general trend in the 1990’s, after a peak in 1991, has been for a very low
level of investment in new glasshouses and glasshouse equipment.  However
those glasshouses which have been built and fully equipped are now playing a
very significant part in the production base and export value of the industry.

5.2 The value of horticultural exports increased by £3.16 million in 2001 to £41.97
million and a further increase to £45.53 million expected for 2002. This follows a
period of decline after a peak at £42.51 million in 1996 at the height of cut flower
exports.  Over this 8-year period there have been some very significant changes
within the industry.

5.3 Against the general decline in traditional sectors, some companies within the
industry are expanding their market share and so increasing their contribution to
the economy and employment.   The amount of cut flowers being produced for
export continues to fall as, in this highly competitive market, most sectors are
finding difficulty in maintaining their unit price. The decrease in exports has been
in the region of 100,000 boxes per year since 1996 and the total exported in 2002
is likely to be below 400,000 boxes.  The decline has been most marked in the
Carnation and Iris sectors.

5.4 The postal flower sector has shown an increase in sales value and appears to be
spurred on by the adoption of e business opportunities by a number of companies.
These are, in effect, specialist gifts and their major sales periods are linked to
seasonal events (e.g. Christmas, Mother’s Day, Easter) rather than to local
production patterns.  Thus, whilst there is strong loyalty to locally produced
flowers, these firms do need to import a limited number of flowers from other
production areas to supplement supplies out of the local season.  These seasonal
imports help sustain the market for local production.

5.5 The edible crops sector is much reduced from the size it was 30 or even 20 years
ago and now consists of a handful of specialist producers of high value tomato
crops (such as mini-plum and on-the-truss cherry) sold to UK multiples and an
enthusiastic producer of tomatoes to the Soil Association Organic Accreditation
Standard.  The export of capsicum peppers has recommenced with a single
specialist producer marketing into UK multiples through a specialist wholesaler.
There is also significant edible crop production on the Island for the local market
and this acts as an import substitute.

5.6 Young plant production is now the major industry sector in terms of the
value of exports and earnings for the Island, accounting for more than one
half of all exports by value from a relatively small number of highly specialist
producers with strong market links. This sector is the main area where
capital investment is being made in the local industry.
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5.7 For a number of years The Guernsey Clematis Nursery has been a leading light in
the industry and in recent years the success of Delamores, Channel Island Plants
(formerly Des Marettes Nurseries), and Thompson and Morgan have shown what
can be achieved.  Local young plant production has also benefited from the
separate establishment of a number of locally based young plant mail order
operations, which have produced marketing opportunities for locally produced,
“plug plants” which are being sold through this route in increasing numbers.

5.8 The recent interest of the company Healthy Direct in establishing a significant
base for the production of beneficial pharmaceutical products from plants has
shown further areas with potential for growth in local horticulture.

6. The Horticultural Industry - The Business Challenge

6.1 The change in horticulture over the last 30 years has had a significant effect on
the skills and knowledge needed to be successful and on the tasks that have to be
done by a grower. In the past, tomatoes were grown to a more or less universal
standard production programme and dispatched for central processing and
marketing.  These days, growers must establish production programmes and crop
control to match the market opportunities that they establish, more often than not,
through their own marketing efforts.

6.2 They often run larger areas of glass and employ and train seasonal non-local staff.
They must be conscious of health and safety and environmental concerns and
must be trained and certificated even to buy the chemicals needed for crop
protection.

6.3 The currently successful businesses are run by growers who are innovative, self-
reliant, quality focussed, aware of their markets, experienced, skilled, and fully in
touch with the financial and management demands of their businesses.  It is these
approaches and characteristics that the Committee endorses and intends to
support.

6.4 The crucial challenges for the industry are those of a strategic nature and
encompass such things as the continued availability of strategically
important sites, the encouragement of new and novel business start-ups, and
the supply of skilled and enthusiastic staff.

If these challenges are met successfully they have the potential to encourage 
investment and the development of businesses and will secure a healthy and 
viable industry in the future.

6.5 At the individual business level there are challenges needing action in the shorter-
term.  Examples of these are effective management of businesses, maintaining 
access to essential crop protection chemicals, capital investment, the development
of market opportunities, and the availability of technical services.
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6.6 In its 1999 policy review, the Committee proposed a short set of “success factors”
which it said would, if pursued by businesses, mark out those that would be more 
likely to succeed in the future.  The factors listed were:

•  A business approach to growing
•  A quality product
•  The will and ability to move into expanding premium markets
•  Compliance with environmental standards
•  Attracting young people into the industry and investing in their future.

6.7 It is increasingly clear that the businesses that are still operating successfully have
all embraced most, if not all, of these factors.

6.8 The evidence suggests that horticulture can continue to play an important 
part in the Island’s economy.  Horticultural businesses are like all others in 
the sense that future success will rely on several factors, some that are the 
responsibility of the entrepreneur and some in which government can play a 
crucial role.

7. Policies to Encourage Horticultural Success in Guernsey

7.1 In its review in 1999 the Committee set out a number of objectives for its policies
and a set of guiding principles on which they would be based.  These are equally
important in 2003 and the Committee re-iterates them in this report virtually
unchanged.

7.2 The objectives, which need to be met, are that the Island should see:

•  The continuation of a successful commercial horticultural industry, which
makes a positive contribution to the wealth of the Island and contains a
bank of jobs that can be available for locals if needed.

•  The best use being made of the Island’s horticultural assets and the
horticultural expertise of Islanders.

•  Horticultural businesses operating as responsible and environmentally
aware members of the community.

•  A career in horticulture as an attractive opportunity for Islanders.

7.3 The principles that the Committee believes should be the basis for its policies are 
that they should:

•  Encourage clean and environmentally friendly horticultural businesses.
•  Provide essential services in the most cost effective manner.
•  Be based on joint funding.
•  Support business focussed services for the industry.
•  Support progressive attitudes.
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•  Support strategic investment.
•  Focus support on the reduction of development costs for businesses.

7.4

8. Encouraging Horticultural Success – Horticultural Sites

Strategically Important Horticultural Areas

8.1 In 1966 the horticultural industry occupied (in terms of the area of glasshouses
above) in excess of 1094 acres of land, which was close to 15% of the surface
area of the island.  With the contraction of the industry and in particular the
tomato sector, the area of commercial glass had fallen to 284 acres by 2001.  This
reduction represents a release of land for other purposes in the region of 635
acres, with some 200 acres used for non-commercial purposes.

8.2 As the recent Joint Review progressed it became clear that access to suitable 
sites is a critical issue for the future success of the industry and particularly 
for the larger and expanding businesses expected to be its mainstay in the 
coming years.

8.3 The pressures to release sites for other purposes is greater than ever and the
Committee has seen, as well as smaller sites, some notable areas of land re-
allocated for housing (Belgrave Vinery – 32 acres and Francfief Vinery – 4.5
acres), industry (Saltpans Vinery – 20 acres), and most recently for schools (Les
Nicolles Vinery – 20 acres).  Other major sites are under threat and as each one
goes, so the ability of the industry to contribute to the island’s economy in the
future is reduced.

8.4 The Committee believes that the industry has been reasonably well served by
planning policies since the early 1990’s which balanced the declining need for

7.4 In the remainder of this report a number of policy areas are considered in terms of 
what can be done by the States to continue to encourage the continuation of the 
horticultural industry with all the benefits that it still brings to the Island in terms 
of such things as the creation of employment opportunities, export earnings and 
freight volume.  Success will depend on the following areas being successfully 
tabled:

•  Horticultural sites
•  Environmental protection
•  Industry staffing & training
•  Technical Services
•  Capital Investment
•  Market Development
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land for horticulture, as the industry physically contracted, with the opportunity to
keep viable commercial operations going with the ability to expand.
Nevertheless, experience suggests that the pressure on the larger sites is such that
the time has come for a new approach to ensure they remain available both for the
industry and the Island as a source of export income.

8.5 The larger horticultural sites offer numerous advantages giving room for
expansion with lower building costs with glasshouses being built on a scale that is
more cost effective.  Development on this scale improves operating efficiency,
reduces energy consumption, and lowers production costs.  Furthermore,
management and production control are improved compared to “split-site”
operations, which have become the norm in recent years, not through choice but
because of a lack of suitable sites.  Such sites, while considered to be very large
by local standards are, nevertheless, the minimum size that an inward investor
will consider.

8.6 The Committee has concluded that rather than concentrating only on the concept
of strategically important sites, it is better to consider “horticultural areas”.
Whilst such areas may indeed be a single holding in one ownership, there are a
number of key areas where two or more sites adjacent or in the same vicinity
could provide a viable development in the future.

8.7 These areas of strategic importance are relatively few in number and have
characteristics that mark them out; namely that they:

•  Are in the region of 5 acres or more with adjacent areas allowing for
expansion up to 10 or even 20 acres in total.

•  Are sheltered, more or less level sites with good access for goods vehicles
and with all main services.

•  Have existing modern metal-framed glasshouses on at least a part of the
area and have the potential for expansion of the growing area and
associated packing and office facilities.

•  Are free from environmental contamination.

8.8 The Committee believes that, in consultations that include the industry (via the
GGA), these strategically important horticultural areas should be identified and
safeguarded for future investment and use by the industry.  Furthermore, the
recent case of the purchase of Les Nicolles Vinery also shows that the protection
should be explicitly extended to ensure that public sector departments do not
override the zoning protection without there being open debate in the States on
such proposals.

8.9 The Committee seeks States approval in principle for the identification of
these strategically important horticultural areas.  Furthermore, the
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Committee proposes that the States directs the Committee and the IDC to
jointly identify such sites and to examine how to safeguard them for the
future and to report back to the States no later than February 2004 on how
this can be achieved with urgency.

8.10 Smaller glasshouse sites of 1 or 2 acres can and will continue to play an important
part in the horticultural industry both now and in the foreseeable future.  These
will be capable, with the right facilities, and probably in combination with other
sites, of supporting viable commercial operations.  It is known that one investor is
keen to sub-contract specialist production to “one man” units on this scale.  This
has obvious advantages such that these smaller sites should have protection for
their existing uses for the foreseeable future.

9. Encouraging Horticultural Success – Environmental Protection

The Safe Use of Chemical by the Industry

9.1 The use of crop protection chemicals by the industry is much lower than it once
was, as biological control, and pollination by bees in the case of edible crops, has
become the norm in many crops.  However, there are occasions when pest and
disease problems call for effective and timely chemical control measures to be
used.  The horticultural industry cannot expect that safety standards will be
reduced and indeed should consider pushing actively for the adoption of best
practice across the industry to back up its request to be a trusted and safe user of
crop protection chemicals.

9.2 Businesses have found that by taking the initiative and using procedures such as
COSHH (Control Of Substances Hazardous to Health) they have improved the
efficiency and safety of the use and storage of chemicals.  The Committee was
very encouraged by the positive support from the industry for the industry-wide
adoption of COSHH as a joint project with the GGA.

9.3 The Committee will start this project in 2003 with the objective of the 
adoption of COSSH by all horticultural businesses in no more than a 3-year 
period, i.e. by the 30th June 2006.  Provision for the cost will be made within 
the normal budget process and will be contained within cash limits.

9.4 Improved Environmental Management on Horticultural Sites

Local horticultural production has been able to fill the market niche for high 
quality produce and in this regard there are clear opportunities in the area of 
“green” or “sustainable “ production.  Organic tomato production is just such an 
initiative, but on a wider scale there are already demands, and hence 
opportunities, for “environmental quality assured” production.

9.5 Commercial vineries cover some 500 acres of the Island and can make a positive
impact on biodiversity with appropriate management.  Already there are market
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led pressures in the edibles sector for “vinery environment action plans” and this
could be developed more widely in the industry with positive results for
marketing of produce and the Island’s environment, complementing the Farm
Biodiversity Action Plans being supported by the Agriculture and Countryside
Board

9.6 The Committee believes that it can give added stimulus to this beneficial
development by giving support for the cost of the needed technical advice for
the production (but not the implementation) of environmental actions plans
for vineries through its Advisory Support Scheme (see paragraphs 11.5 to
11.9 in this report) within existing budget provision.

Clearing Up Derelict Glasshouse sites

9.7 With the retirement of many growers, the Island has a significant number of
disused glasshouses that with the dilapidation of the surrounding vinery land have
become a serious eyesore and a real safety concern.  These are a blight on the
Island and despite the firm planning policies of the IDC, that were intended to
remove unrealistic hopes of obtaining development permission, such sites still
remain and this creates a very poor public impression of the industry.

9.8 While the future of derelict glasshouse sites is not of direct relevance to the
growers who will be continuing in the industry in the future, nevertheless this was
an issue that came out very strongly in consultation with the industry during the
Joint Review.  Both the GGA and the Committee are supportive of a positive
attempt being made to introduce sensible measures that lead to the removal of
derelict and dangerous glasshouses that continue to blight the island.

9.9 In addition, to stimulate the clearance of sites, it is important that growers are not
disadvantaged, simply because they have cleared old glass and buildings from
vinery sites if they subsequently make applications to re-build horticultural
facilities.

9.10 Experience suggests that the problem of derelict sites will continue to spoil
the Island unless the States intervenes in some way.  However, the Committee
is very conscious that any financial support from the States for such an
exercise in environmental improvement would have to be examined very
carefully and linked to clear environmental gains for the Island.

9.11 The Committee believes that the topic merits a separate approach to the States at
some point in the future and does not intend to examine the matter in this policy
letter, nor is it certain that the Committee or its successor is the appropriate body
to present specific proposals.  However, the Committee seeks States support for a
project that will research the likely cost of clearing glass and restoring land as a
starting point for developing any support scheme in the future.
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The Return of Unwanted Crop Protection Chemicals

9.14 There continues to be concern over the possible retention of banned chemicals on
vineries because of the disposal charge levied on commercial growers by the
Board of Industry.  There are added worries that these materials may ultimately be
left on vineries that become derelict once commercial operations are abandoned.
The reasons for the disposal charge are fully understood, but the reality is that this
is perceived as a disincentive to the proper and timely removal of these materials
from vineries.

9.15 Calls from the GGA for a repeat of the past practice of arranging further short
periods of “amnesty” to encourage the return of chemicals without incurring a
charge, have not been agreed despite approaches to Advisory and Finance.  The
Committee believes that public safety would be well served by this issue again
seeing the light of day.

(Note: Members of the public and owners of glasshouse sites that are no longer in
commercial operation can already dispose of unwanted chemicals without charge through
the Board of Industry’s scheme).

9.12 Specifically the Committee proposes that it should undertake a limited
pilot project whereby some “typical” glasshouse sites are cleared by the
private sector.  The clearance proposed would be the complete removal of
glasshouses and other built structures and the removal of waste materials
from the site.

9.13 The costs of such clearance would be carefully recorded and, in 
consultation with the other interested parties, options for encouraging 
future clearance identified and a comprehensive review brought to the 
States in due course.

9.16 The Committee with the support of the GGA, intends to investigate this 
matter again with the Board of Industry to consider the practicalities and 
funding of a final well publicised, short, return period, strictly limited to 
those chemicals that can no longer be used by commercial growers, during 
which the disposal charge would be subsidised in full.

9.17 The Committee recommends the States to agree that a sum of £10,000 is 
made available from its unspent balances for such a scheme.
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10. Encouraging Horticultural Success – Staffing and Training

Staffing

10.1 The reduction in the size of the industry and the adoption of labour saving
methods and equipment (such as bulb planters and flower packing lines) have
reduced the total number of people working in the industry and the number of
short term licences required for temporary staff.  The total number working in the
industry is now in the region of 660, with less than 340 being workers on
temporary housing licences.

10.2 It is likely that the future changes in the industry will reduce these totals further
but there will probably be an increasing need for a small number of technically
experienced staff to work in the developing businesses.  These staff will need
some longer licences and a continuation of the sympathetic consideration of such
applications by the Island’s authorities will be very important for future success in
the industry.

10.3 The industry has a very good record of introducing effective controls on staff
including careful screening, well managed accommodation, healthcare, and
liaison with the local authorities.  Unfortunately that alone cannot ensure the
continued availability of these valued and essential workers who have, as much as
the dedication of the local businessmen, been central to the continuation of
horticulture over the last 15 years.

10.4 Changes in the economy in Madeira have created many more job opportunities
there than existed in the past and this has restricted the number of experienced and
reliable staff seeking work in local horticulture.  In recent years growers have
turned, with a good measure of success, to workers from Latvia to staff their
businesses.

10.5 The industry has handled the question of staffing with care and a co-ordinated
approach that has been crucial in persuading the States departments involved in
approving work and housing permits to develop straightforward administrative
systems based on mutual trust.

10.6 These arrangements have worked well for all parties, are important to the 
industry, and should continue to operate.

Learning and Skills for the Industry’s Future

10.7 A consequence of the current and future focus of the industry on larger
companies, moving away from “one man” stand alone businesses, is the need for
key staff to have a broader range of skills.  At present the Committee supports
training for spray operator certification and its staff provide ad hoc training for
specific crop protection requirements on request.  Future needs will range from
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crop production and crop protection through to staff and business management
and computer skills.

10.8 Support from the Industry and the Committee for training and development in
horticulture, although marked by examples of personal input and success has,
overall, been patchy and inconsistent.  It is felt to be high time that an
independent view of this topic was taken and a Training Needs Analysis for
horticulture commissioned.

10.9 The Committee, working with the GGA, has already held discussions with
the Training Agency and will be pursuing this project in 2003 and 2004 with
the objective of identifying the skills, qualifications, and training required for
the future and to identify any “skills gap” and plan how best to address it.

Support for the Cost of Training

10.10 The range of skills required within horticulture is wide from the practical and
manual skills of crop production to handling the necessary business and
marketing demands of the modern growing enterprise.  The acquisition of these
skills will be important to businesses and it is felt that this is an area in which the
Committee should give extra stimulus with financial support.

10.11 The Committee believes that the parameters of the Advisory Support Scheme
should be extended to support activities that are aimed at learning of direct
relevance to the horticultural industry.  Under this Scheme, (which replaced the
direct employment of technical and advisory staff by the Committee in 2000)
support is given strictly on a pound for pound, matched funding basis.  This will
help enrich the industry with new and needed skills, support forward-looking
growers and staff, and enhance career opportunities for new entrants.

10.12 Examples of the range of activities that could be covered are, ICT courses, study
tours and professional horticultural training.  Working with the GGA as a partner,
such opportunities could be arranged and promoted, to include groups of
businesses where appropriate, to reduce costs and make best the use of support
from the Scheme

10.13 The Committee proposes that the rules of the Advisory Support Scheme 
should be extended to cover learning and study activities of direct relevance 
to the future and development of horticultural businesses

11. Encouraging Horticultural Success – Technical Services

Technical Services Provided by the States

11.1 The industry has far fewer States supported technical services than it did only a
few years ago. The remaining elements, the Plant Health and Laboratory services,
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are held in high regard by the Industry and despite the reduction in staffing, which
was a practical response to the falling demand for its services from the industry,
the laboratories still provide an excellent and accurate service that is the fastest
competitively priced option for the local industry.

11.2 The Committee’s current technical services continue to be used not only by
growers but also by the public and other States department for regular work using
the particular skills available (e.g. animal health testing for Agriculture) and for
specific enquiries needing their specialist knowledge (e.g. the safe chemical
control of weeds).

11.3 As well as needing accurate crop nutrition analysis and crop protection advice, the
industry will continue to require effective technical backup to assist it in being an
environmentally responsible member of the Island community.  In this respect,
integrated pest management programmes have been shown to deliver cost and
crop protection benefits for businesses and this knowledge and expertise is
already proving to be absolutely crucial to the success of most of the new breed of
horticultural businesses on the island.

11.4 The Committee is soon to start a project to refurbish the laboratories at Raymond
Falla House, creating a single unit to replace the two separate laboratories that
exist at present.  As well as allowing greater efficiency of the use of the reduced
staffing this is an opportunity to bring the 30 year old laboratory facilities to a
modern level and in particular in accord with current health and safety
requirements.

11.5 The Committee has concluded that the changes introduced in the staffing of
its technical services match the demand in a practical manner and the
current technical services should be maintained at their current level and
backed with suitable facilities.

The Advisory Support Scheme

11.6 The Advisory Support Scheme, which replaced the Committee’s directly
employed technical advisers, has worked to the benefit of all parties ensuring that
growers can obtain horticultural technical advice, from a range of sources, at a
cost that represents good value for money.

11.7 Under the Scheme growers can claim 50% of the cost of employing a technical
adviser up to a daily maximum rate set by the Committee.  Advisers must be
accredited as being of an appropriate professional standard and experience, for
their use to be supported.

11.8 Since its inception in August 2000 the Scheme has been used by over 30 different
horticultural businesses to assist with the cost of technical support from approved
advisers.  The proposals earlier in this report for the modest extension of the
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scope of this Scheme to support and encourage the use of qualified assistance on
the areas of skills training and environmental planning can be achieved within the
existing budget provision.

11.9 The Committee is convinced that with an annual budget of £50,000, the 
Scheme has proved to be cost effective and beneficial and should be retained.

12. Encouraging Horticultural Success – Capital Investment

The Horticultural Interest Subsidy Scheme

12.1 The Committees Interest Subsidy Scheme provides a partial subsidy towards the
cost of interest on loans taken out to fund capital investments in the Industry.  The
grower secures funding for his project from the commercial sector, with the
Committee paying a portion of the interest charge on the loan.  This has the effect
of allowing the grower to borrow to make his investment at a lower than market
rate.

12.2 This form of joint funding assists not only by reducing the cost of borrowing, but
also by giving confidence to commercial lenders by virtue of the technical checks
carried out on behalf of the Committee.  The checks confirm that the projects are
appropriate solutions to the technical requirements and that the work has been
done to a good standard.  If either of these conditions is not met, support is not
given.

12.3 As described earlier, capital investment has been low in recent years and the
Scheme has been under-subscribed for some years.  As it is a “formula-led”
budget, unspent funds are returned to Treasury at the end of each year.  The
current estimated expenditure for 2003 is £134,000 against a budget of £300,000.

12.4 The Scheme is of greater benefit in real and percentage terms to applicants when
interest rates are higher.  The current low and stable rate of bank interest has
significantly reduced the cost of the Scheme, but at the same time greatly reduced
its effect as an incentive to borrowing for capital investment.  It could be argued
that, pound for pound, the Scheme delivers less benefit for growers applying for
support at the present time.

12.5 In 1999 the States agreed that the Committee should have the ability to vary
Scheme details in consultation with the Advisory and Finance Committee.  In the
light of the low and stable interest rates the Committee approached Advisory and
Finance and is pleased to have received that Committee’s approval of the
following changes:
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(a) That Scheme base rates for new applications from 2003 to be altered as 
follows:

•  Equipment projects – base rate reduced from 5% to 2.5%
•  New glasshouse projects – base rate reduced from 2.5% to 1%

(b) That 100% of the cost of projects should be used in the calculation of 
support.  To date, only 75% of the cost of equipment projects has been 
taken into account whereas for glasshouse building 100% has been used.

12.6 The Committee believes that the Interest Subsidy Scheme is well targeted 
and should remain open to new applications for a further 5-year period with 
the budget provision retained at the current level.

13. Encouraging Horticultural Success – Market Development

Supporting and Encouraging the Development of New Market Opportunities

13.1 In the 1999 policy review the States agreed to the scrapping of the previous 
approaches to support in this area of marketing and their replacement with a strict 
50:50 funding scheme, the “Market Development Scheme”, which requires 
applicants to make “bids” for funding for activities that would investigate, open 
up, and start the initial development of market opportunities not previously 
exploited.

13.2 Since its first year of operation, applications for the Committee’s Market 
Development Scheme have been close to or exceeded the annual funding 
maximum, but understandable decisions to hold back on some developments have
reduced the final level of claims.

13.3 Through this Scheme, businesses have been encouraged and supported to engage 
in a range of activities from the development of websites for postal sales, 
marketing and promotional events on the island and in the UK, to new advertising
and branding work for horticultural businesses.  The Committee has had a very 
clear and unequivocal message from its consultations with the industry that this 
Scheme is strongly supported in its current form by the businesses that have made
use of it.

13.4 In view of the importance of the Scheme and the contribution it has made to
encourage development of new and existing markets, the Committee has
concluded that this scheme and its current level of funding should be
retained for a further 5 years before being reviewed again.
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14. Consultations

14.1 In the period of the Joint Review and the preparation of this policy letter, the
Committee has consulted with the horticultural industry and its representative
body the Guernsey Growers’ Association.  The Committee has also consulted the
Island Development Committee, Income Tax Authority, and Cadastre.

15. Effect of Proposals Staffing and Committee Budget

15.1 The proposals in this report will have no effect on the Committee’s current 
staffing or budgetary provision.  Funding for the glasshouse removal pilot project 
and the chemical disposal subsidy should be taken from its unspent balances.

16. Recommendations

The Committee recommends the States to:

1. Direct the Committee and the Island Development Committee to jointly work to 
identify the Island’s strategically important horticultural areas, to consider how 
best to safeguard them for the future to the industry, and to report back to the 
States by February 2004 with proposals to do this, as set out in Section 8 of this 
report.

2. Agree the Committee’s proposals for a pilot investigation project to establish the 
likely costs of the full clearance of glasshouse sites as set out in paragraphs 9.7 - 
9.13 of this report.

3. Note the Committee’s intention to investigate a possible future report to the 
States on the subject of derelict glasshouse clearance with other interested parties 
(paragraphs 9.11-9.13).

4. Agree to the Committee’s proposal to fund, at a cost of up to £10,000 from its 
unspent balances, a short period of 100% subsidy for growers towards the cost of 
the safe disposal of unwanted crop protection chemicals through the Board of
Industry’s chemical disposal scheme, as set out in paragraphs 9.14 - 9.17 of this 
report.

5. Note the continuing need for staff for the industry on housing licences both short-
term and, to provide specialised knowledge, a limited number of longer term
licences (paragraphs 10.1 to 10.6).

6. Note the proposals of the Committee with regard to training for the Industry as set
out in paragraphs 10.7 – 10.9 of this report.
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7. Agree to the continuation of the Advisory Support Scheme for a further five years
and the widening of the activities eligible for support as set out in paragraphs 
11.6- 11.9 of this report.

8. Agree to the continuation of the Interest Subsidy Scheme for a further 5 years as 
set out in section 12 of this report.

9. Agree to the continuation of the Market Development Scheme for a further 5 
years as set out in section 13 of this report.

I would be grateful if you would lay this matter before the States with the appropriate
propositions.

Yours faithfully

P. A. C. FALLA

President
States Committee for Horticulture
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STATES COMMITTEE FOR HORTICULTURE

2003 REVIEW OF THE HORTICULTURAL INDUSTRY AND
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STATISTICAL APPENDICES

1. Export Volume

2. Flower Values

3. All Flowers Statistical Summary

4. Edibles Statistical Summary

5. Plant Production
5.1 Plant Production: Gross Turnover
5.2 Plant Production: Crop Area

6. Postal Flower Exports From Guernsey

7. Total Horticultural Area Under Glass (Hectares)

8. Number of Businesses & Average Size
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IN THE STATES OF THE ISLAND OF GUERNSEY 

   
 

ON THE 30TH DAY OF JULY, 2003 

The States resolved as follows concerning 
              Billet d'Etat No. XIX dated 11th July, 2003 

 
                    STATES EDUCATION COUNCIL 

 
                    FIVE YEAR ICT STRATEGY – JANUARY 2004 TO DECEMBER 2008  

 
III. After consideration of the Report dated the 26th June, 2003, of the States 

Education Council:- 
 

1. To approve in principle the States Education Council's proposals for 
the continuing development of the ICT Strategy as set out in that 
Report. 

 
2. To authorise the States Education Council to seek and accept, subject 

to the approval of the States Advisory and Finance Committee, 
tenders for the supply of ICT related resources as detailed in that 
Report. 

 
3. To authorise the States Education Council to submit a revenue budget 

for  2004 at a sum of £4,250,000 in excess of the approved cash limit. 
 

4. To direct the States Advisory and Finance Committee to take account 
of those costs when recommending to the States revenue allocations 
for 2005 and subsequent years. 

 
            STATES BOARD OF HEALTH 

 
           ST. MARTIN'S COMMUNITY CENTRE – FUNDING ARRANGEMENTS 

 
IV. After consideration of the Report dated the 23rd June, 2003, of the States Board 

of Health:- 
 

1. To agree in principle to a 21-year lease of part of the proposed St. 
Martin's Community Centre and 25 parking spaces by the States 
Board of Health and to authorise the States Board of Administration to 
negotiate the terms of such lease, subject to the final approval of the 
States Advisory and Finance Committee and the Law Officers of the 
Crown; 

 
2. To authorise an initial capital payment, not exceeding £1,200,000, in 

lieu of rent. 
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3. To vote the States Board of Health a credit of £1,200,000 to cover the 
costs of the above, which sum shall be charged to the capital 
allocation of the States Board of Health. 

 
4. To authorise the States Advisory and Finance Committee to transfer a 

maximum sum of £1,200,000 from the Capital Reserve to the capital 
allocation of the States Board of Health. 

 
5. To direct the States Advisory and Finance Committee to take due 

account of the revenue costs to the States Board of Health associated 
with the above project when recommending revenue allocations to the 
States for 2005 and subsequent years. 
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IN THE STATES OF THE ISLAND OF GUERNSEY 

   
 

ON THE 24TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 2003 

(Meeting adjourned from 1st August, 2003)  
 

                               The States resolved as follows concerning 
                              Billet d'Etat No. XIX dated 11th July, 2003 

 
 

                    STATES COMMITTEE FOR HORTICULTURE 
 

        2003 REVIEW OF THE HORTICULTURAL INDUSTRY AND STATES 
SUPPORT  
 

V. After consideration of the Report dated the 25th June, 2003, of the States 
Committee for Horticulture:- 

 
1. To direct the States Committee for Horticulture and the Island 

Development Committee to jointly work to identify the Island's 
strategically important horticultural areas, to consider how best to 
safeguard them for the future to the industry, and to report back to the 
States by February 2004 with proposals to do this, as set out in 
Section 8 of that Report. 

 
2. To agree the States Committee for Horticulture's proposals for a pilot 

investigation project to establish the likely costs of the full clearance 
of glasshouse sites as set out in paragraphs 9.7 – 9.13 of that Report. 

 
3. To note the States Committee for Horticulture's intention to 

investigate a possible future report to the States on the subject of 
derelict glasshouse clearance with other interested parties. 

 
4. To agree to the States Committee for Horticulture's proposal to fund, 

at a cost of up to £10,000 from its unspent balances, a short period of 
100% subsidy for growers towards the cost of the safe disposal of 
unwanted  crop protection chemicals through the States Board of  
Industry's chemical disposal scheme, as set out in paragraphs 9.14 – 
9.17 of that Report. 

 
5. To note the continuing need for staff for the industry on housing 

licences both short-term and, to provide specialised knowledge, a 
limited number of longer term licences. 

 
6. To note the proposals of the States Committee for Horticulture with 

regard to training for the Industry as set out in paragraphs 10.7 – 10.9 
of that Report. 
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7. To agree to the continuation of the Advisory Support Scheme for a 
further five years and the widening of the activities eligible for 
support as set out in paragraphs 11.6- 11.9 of that Report. 

 
8. To agree to the continuation of the Interest Subsidy Scheme for a 

further 5 years as set out in section 12 of that Report. 
 

9. To agree to the continuation of the Market Development Scheme for a 
further 5 years as set out in section 13 of that Report. 

 
 
 
 
           D.R. DOREY 
    HER MAJESTY'S DEPUTY GREFFIER  
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