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11 April 2011

Dear Sir,

IMPORTANT DEFICIENCIES IN THE NEW ISLAND PLAN

The comment at the end of your major News Focus article (JEP 6 April) on the Draft Island Plan lodged for approval by the States last week echoes those made by others during the Examination in Public. 

In their report on the draft the Inspectors of the Draft Island Plan, who conducted the Examination in Public, concluded:

“However, the final published version of the IP would be less complex; the Draft included much evidential material in justification of the policies and this did not need to appear in the final version. The supporting text would therefore be much shorter. It would concentrate primarily on the policies themselves; but there would be other guidance for members of the public.”

In spite of this clear direction we find that the version lodged for States debate is not appreciably shorter than the Draft issued for consultation. It still contains evidential material and 22 Proposals that do not amount to statements of Policy.

It is clear that the authors of the plan have now ignored the opinions of the Inspectors, a fate shared by many whose fair comments were ignored in similar fashion during the consultation. 

For example, the Council for the Protection of Jersey’s Heritage expressed great concern at the unrelenting loss of good agricultural land to building. This opinion was shared by the Inspectors who stated:

“food security is becoming an increasingly important issue everywhere and a long term view must support a prudent approach”. (Paragraph 2.19). 

Unfortunately, instead of paying heed to the Inspectors and strengthening Island Policy for safeguarding farmland, Policy ERE 1 in the Draft is weaker than before. Policy C13 in the present Plan states “it is wise to employ the ‘precautionary principle’ and continue to safeguard farmland for all but essential community or economic purposes or for reversible uses such as woodland”. This definition of the precautionary principle is now missing from the new plan.

The Council and others also expressed the opinion that in order to give it the highest level of protection, the Plémont headland should be included in the new Coastal National Park. The Inspectors’ reasons for not doing so  ignore the fact that coastal area from L’ Êtacq to Plémont is a continuous, historic landscape which has evolved upon a single geological formation. Scenically the Plémont headland is an essential part of the whole landscape. Boundaries contained in the Countryside Appraisal Report and used in making the new Island Plan placed this area, not in the ‘Cliffs and Headlands’ category, but inside that for ‘Interior Agricultural Land’. 

It is relevant that in addressing necessary levels of protection the Countryside Appraisal Report stated:

 “Jersey’s heath land cliffs and headlands contain some of the Island’s most important environmental features (biological, geological and archaeological sites) with importance recognised at international and European levels. It is recommended that they must have the absolute highest levels of protection” and “There is no capacity for any form of further development”.

In view of these recommendations it is illogical for the authors of the new Island Plan, to persist with their decision to give the Plémont headland a lesser form of protection by placing it along with the former Countryside Zone in the newly delineated Green Zone. 

The request for a policy on historic landscape protection policy is similarly ignored and remains, as it has been for the last nine years, no more than an ineffective proposal. Portelet, Petit Port, Plémont and now Gréve de Lecq all share the same problem that the scale and design of controversial developments can seriously detract from the scenic beauty and nature of historic, rural and coastal landscapes. Yet there is no specific policy that requires consideration of the effect of development proposals on such landscapes.

It is hoped that the environmentally friendly members of the States will have picked up these serious deficiencies in the draft plan and will bring forward necessary amendments.

The Council strongly urges everyone who agrees with the sentiments expressed in this letter to lobby their elected representatives so that when the new Island Plan is debated in the States, it is amended to include policy for historic landscape protection, to strengthen the policy to safeguard farmland, and another to include the Plémont headland within the boundary of the new Coastal National Park. 

Yours sincerely,





John Mesch

Council for the Protection of Jersey’s Heritage
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