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PAGE 2 –
After the words “the revised draft Island Plan 2011” insert the words “except that –
(a)

in Chapter 5: Economy, after paragraph 5.119 (on page 200) insert the
following paragraphs, and re-number the later paragraphs accordingly –
‘Extension to Thistlegrove
5.120

Land adjacent to the existing Thistlegrove industrial site is
considered suitable to provide additional land for light
industrial/warehouse use resulting in an extended site of
approximately 5.4 acres (12.5 vergées) in total.

5.121

The current uses on the site identified for extension include a
mix of industrial, commercial or quasi-industrial activities
which have been developed, over time, in a piecemeal and
uncoordinated manner. The site includes North End Vineries,
The Fencing Centre and Bienvenue Farm, together with
2 dwellings and some workers’ accommodation related to
existing operations. These uses are accommodated in a range
of buildings which are generally sub-standard, in terms of the
requirements of modern commercial floor-space.

5.122

There are 6 access points to/from the current complex of
buildings comprising the existing Thistlegrove industrial
estate and the buildings and uses sited on the land proposed
for the extension of the industrial park. Three of these connect
to La Grande Route de St. Laurent and three to La Rue de la
Scelletterie, the latter being a small country lane with very
limited visibility at its junction with La Grande Route de
St. Laurent.

5.123

The extension of the designation of land for light industrial/
warehouse use at Thistlegrove provides an opportunity to
comprehensively address and improve the quality of
buildings, floor-space and access arrangements that currently
exist on this land. This could be achieved without adverse
impact upon the countryside given the existing landscape
features which surround the land, and indeed there is potential
to improve the visual quality of the area through the
replacement of some of the poor buildings which presently
exist.

5.124

The comprehensive development of the site would be
managed within the context of a development brief, which
would address issues such as boundary treatment, layout,
landscaping, access and traffic. Any development brief for
this site, which would be reviewed and adopted by the
Minister as supplementary planning guidance, would need to
be prepared in advance of planning applications for the
proposed extension of the light industrial/warehouse land.’
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(b)

there be inserted a new Policy EIW1, (on page 202), immediately after
paragraph numbers 5.120–5.124,) as follows, and re-number the later
EIW policies, with relevant consequential amendments, accordingly –
‘Policy EIW1: Provision of light industrial and warehouse land
Land to the north and east of the existing industrial site known as
‘Thistlegrove’, as shown on the Proposals Map, is zoned for light
industrial and warehouse use.
Proposals for other commercial uses, including retailing, will not be
permitted on the site unless related and ancillary to the primary
industrial, storage or warehousing use and provided they are in
accordance with other principles and policies of the Plan.
A development brief will be prepared, for approval and adoption by
the Minister as supplementary planning guidance, prior to the
submission of any planning applications for the site to ensure that
development takes place in a co-ordinated manner and that proposals
are satisfactory in terms of design, layout, landscaping, service
infrastructure, access and parking.’; and

(c)

‘the Proposals Map be amended accordingly’.

SENATOR J.L. PERCHARD
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REPORT
The existing Thistlegrove light industrial warehousing site is situated immediately east
of La Grande Route de St. Laurent, approximately 500 metres north of Glencoe
auction rooms. The site includes a complex of sheds (some very old and impractical
and no longer meeting modern requirements) and Regals Construction. The site has
been operated for many years without harm to neighbouring properties.
The site I propose as an extension to this existing industrial estate, as outlined on the
attached aerial photograph (see Appendix 2), has on it commercial buildings,
redundant glasshouses, outdoor commercial storage and some agricultural buildings.
This area of land covers 5.4 acres and already effectively operates as a quasi-light
industrial area, providing services such as the manufacture of goods, storage, vehicle
repair, agricultural buildings, glasshouses and retailing. The present activity is
described by the Planning Inspectors who conducted the “Examination in Public” of
the Draft Island Plan as ‘a mix of industrial, commercial or quasi industrial uses’.
Therefore, any upgrading and modernising of the site would not give rise to any
substantial change to the operation of the site. The aerial photograph illustrates the
long-established uses, poorly-planned layout, and related areas of outside storage and
parking.
The strictly defined enclosure of the site by 2 roads and established boundary planting
means that it would not be possible or reasonable to extend the site further into open
countryside. Therefore, for the avoidance of doubt, the proposed modernisation and
upgrading of these already quasi-industrial sites would not result in the loss of any
green fields, but only utilize existing commercially developed land.
This site, without any expansion or encroachment into the countryside, would be
ideally suited to provide for benign emerging industries, disaster recovery,
e-commerce and data storage, businesses that can take advantage of the existing I.T.
infrastructure (Jersey Telecom already have a high-spec Communication Room on the
site). I believe that this site could provide for a much-needed, low-impact business
park development, and the industrial tag attached to the policy does not do it any
favours and has caused unnecessary, but understandable, fear from the neighbours.
Moreover, my amendment requires the owner to agree with the Minister a
Development Brief as Supplementary Planning Guidance prior to any planning
application. Therefore, the Minister retains complete control of the uses, buildings,
infrastructure and landscaping proposed, and therefore can ensure a comprehensive
and benign development. If approved, this amendment would re-instate this “Brown
Field” site for commercial uses, important to the Island’s economy and for local jobs.
This site was withdrawn, at the 11th hour (after the end of the comprehensive public
consultation period), by the Minister following a meeting with several States Members
in January 2011 and which prompted additional anecdotal evidence of the current
economic conditions.
During the period of “Public Examination” there were, I understand, some objections
to the proposed rezoning, including one from the Connétable of St. Lawrence and the
Deputy of St. John, who argued that the site was an inappropriate location and that
issues of design and access, amongst others, should be addressed prior to receiving
States consideration. However, I maintain that the Development Brief and application
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process would ensure scrutiny of all material planning considerations, so as to ensure
it would not have an adverse landscape impact; would be an appropriate use, and
would secure improved public and vehicular safety.
I remind Members that the merits and objections of this proposal were subject to the
rigours of a meticulous Independent Enquiry, where expert scrutiny and analysis of all
the facts by means of ‘Examination in Public’ were undertaken by 2 Independent
Planning Inspectors.
Despite the limited number of objections, it is noteworthy that the Independent
Inspectors recommended to the Minister and the States in Volume 1, Chapter 7 of their
report, ‘that the Minister does not amend Policy EIW1’, in other words the Island Plan
should retain the proposed extension of Thistlegrove.
Chronology of events
July to November 2008 – Green Paper public consultation process that acknowledged
the ‘requirement for warehouse land elsewhere on the Island’ other than existing
industrial estates, the harbours and the Airport.
September 2009 to March 2010 – White Paper public consultation process soliciting
both support and objection to the extension of Thistlegrove. The Minister responded:
‘This industrial site is the only one of those protected on the island that can be
extended in this manner and there is an evidenced need for this type of development on
the Island’ and that he was ‘not to support removal of Thistlegrove light industrial
extension from Plan’.
September to November 2010 – Public Examination into the (Draft) Island Plan.
Extract from the Inspectors’ Report, Volume 1, paragraph 7.35 concluded that: ‘on
uncontested evidence there is a clear and pressing need for modern light industrial
premises on the island. There may be difficulties at La Collette because of revised
safety zones required post Buncefield, and in the longer term because of possible
harbour relocations. Also it is now clear (para 6.16) that the Airport regeneration
zone is to be tightly defined; and in any event it is likely to be most attractive to
aviation related businesses. This leads us to conclude that there is unmet need for light
industrial and distribution units which the Thistlegrove extension would go a good
way towards meeting’.
Further, in paragraph 7.39: ‘although any future planning application would need to
be considered on its merits, and might be refused accordingly, the current illustrative
layouts, Traffic Impact Assessment and further information provided by MS Planning
convince us that a satisfactory scheme ought potentially to be possible, subject
doubtless to a number of planning conditions. We recommend that the Minister does
not amend Policy EIW1’.
Included in the additional information provided by MS Planning Ltd. was a
landscaping plan and method statement, which shows that 30% of the site could be set
aside for landscaping, giving the Inspector the confidence to support the rezoning, and
which can be made a requirement in the Development Brief.
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20th January 2011 – Site owner’s representatives were notified that the Minister met
States Members objecting to the extension of Thistlegrove. This meeting took place
outside of the otherwise carefully managed public consultation period.
March 2011 – Minister publishes Revised draft Island Plan Schedule of Amendments
removing the previously supported extension of Thistlegrove.
The removal has been justified by citing failing demand for space and the site’s
location relative to the Plan’s Spatial Strategy.
The site’s location relative Spatial Strategy was considered by the Independent
Inspector, but the Minister was advised to retain the site. At no time previously had the
Minister publicly sought to withdraw the extension to Thistlegrove on this basis.
The changes in economic conditions may have reduced demand, but the Minister
cannot produce a Plan based on planning for a temporary recession. The Plan should
be based on the need for a diverse and strong economy as required by the States
Strategic Plan.
Moreover, BNP Paribas provided the Minister with a report (February 2011) that,
whilst based on anecdotal evidence, concludes that there: ‘remains a lack of good
quality light industrial and warehousing accommodation . . . there would still appear
to be a desire to diversify the Island’s economy and therefore the supply of suitable
premises would seem to be fundamental to this’. This conclusion has also been
supported by Sarre & Company and CB Richard Ellis.
The draft Plan presented by the Minister states that evidential demand remains for
20 acres of light industrial and warehouse land, mainly arising from the relocation of
town businesses to enable housing – the principal objective of the draft Island Plan,
and without which green land would need to be rezoned for housing.
The Minister therefore appears to have misdirected himself in light of the information
provided.
The draft Plan acknowledges the limitations of La Collette (due to the Buncefield
incident) and that other sources of supply need to be relied upon. It then states that the
non-operational land at the airport offers potential, but has no figures on what this
might be. It then refers to other States-owned land and then says that any such land
would need to be appropriate in planning terms and accord with the criteria used to
assess light industrial uses. It then does not name any sites, presumably because the
initial draft recognized that no such land exists. Finally, it recognizes that the existing
Industrial sites are operating at near capacity, and most are unsuitable for any form of
expansion or meeting modern expectations, meaning the proposed 5% increase on
these sites without the need for planning permission is not realistic.
The extension to Thistlegrove remains crucial to delivering a realistic Island Plan that
serves the best interests of the Island, as recommended after the exhaustive Public
Enquiry process
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Financial and manpower implications
There are no financial or manpower implications for the States arising from this
amendment.
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