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PROPOSITION

THE STATES are asked to decide whether they are afpinion -

to request the Minister for Planning and Environine

(@) not to allow the demolition of 4 — 6 Pitt S$treand 6 — 8 Dumaresq
Street due to the importance of these buildingSttdielier’s historic

core;

(b) to take steps to ensure that the owners obtlielings protect them
against further deterioration; and

(c) to work with interested parties to secure rfygair and restoration of
the buildings.

CONNETABLE OF ST. HELIER
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REPORT

The redevelopment of the privately owned site badeby Pitt Street, Dumaresq
Street and York Street has been the subject ofowsrischemes and planning
applications over the last 20 years. Past propdealthe site have sought to achieve
the retention of the historic buildings borderingeoside of the site and their
incorporation into a new commercial developmentes would expect to find in any

European town where built heritage is valued. Ore@ent visit to Rennes, a city

which escaped the ravages of bombing during there@orld War, | was struck not

only by the beauty of the many shops and houseésgdiack to Medieval times, but

also by the pride taken by that community in tiéstoric town centre and the obvious
attraction that carefully and patiently restored blildings have for visitors to that

city. The demolition of any of the buildings whiele the subject of this proposition
would be simply unthinkable in Rennes or, inderdnost UK towns.

This is not to underestimate the importance in phesent economic situation of
planning permissions being granted for the devetopnof such sites as ‘the Co-op
site’, and one understands the pressure on Stagesbens who make planning
decisions to play their part in stimulating the mmmy. This application (P/2011/1283)
offers not only a boost to the construction indystiut also significant economic
benefits in providing new retail and office spanghe heart of St. Helier. However,
the historic buildings that are part of the devatept site have huge importance to the
Island’s heritage, especially since the majoritysoth buildings have been lost — not
by bombing, as is the case in so many French tolutsto the developments carried
out in the 1960s and 1970s, devastation recordéleilbooks of Andre Ferrari. The
restoration and re-use of the shops and housegfmggdhe site in Dumaresq Street
could and should be seen as of economic benethdm own terms, especially if a
masterplan is created by the Planning Departmentinform and guide the
redevelopment of the adjacent sites which are ntlyrased for car parking.

Anyone who doubts the potential for these builditm®e restored and re-used only
has to visit the newly repaired property of simitiate at 16 New Street which is an
important addition to the National Trust's portlof properties in Jersey. The
National Trust is campaigning for the protectiorited buildings that are threatened by
the current planning application for the Co-op,sited there is no doubt that this body
could oversee their restoration.

The retention of the properties at 4 — 6 Pitt Stimed 6 — 8 Dumaresq Street was
secured a decade ago when the St. Helier Roads @Te@magreed to allow the Co-op
supermarket to carry out unloading in Pitt StreeParish by-road. At the time, the
redevelopment plan sought to punch a hole throbghgable end of the building
known to many as the Foot building, with its faatlihg ‘His Master’s Voice’ mural.
The Parish’s agreement to unloading in Pitt Streeant that the loss of one part of
this group was easier to resist. Later iteratiohthe redevelopment plan showed the
18th century shops restored and re-used, althoeggnt proposals sought to remove
some of the listed buildings in order to createeasdor an underground car park for
the use of commuters to the proposed offices. To@dBR Committee was generally
supportive of the scheme, despite reservations soemabers had over whether the
loss of any of the historic buildings could be ifistl in the creation of underground
parking. The present application was supportedheyRoads Committee principally
because it solved the unloading ‘problem’ as wekdding to the public realm.
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As Constable of the Parish, | have to look at thap@sals with considerations other
than simply the requirement to provide off-streeivétries and to remove the
occasional vehicle from a Parish by-road. | belithat the arguments advanced by the
National Trust and by such internationally respeciacal experts on heritage as
Marcus Binney should give us reason to halt thedli¢ion of a group of valuable and
potentially charming buildings in the centre of ISelier. We have, after all, signed up
to the relevant agreement and have vowed in owtegfic Plan and Island Plan to
pursue policies that will safeguard the built eamiment. The economic value of built
heritage needs to be appreciated as an increasimipar of visitors to Jersey are
attracted by our history and culture.

The Minister for Planning and Environment has netoemed my request for him to
postpone the determination of the present appticain an e-mail (24th May 2013)
he stated: ‘I do not think that this is an issuetfe States whilst the live planning
application is being determined. It might well opgm claims for compensation. The
correct procedure is for the application to be wheiteed and then if you so wish to
bring a motion to the Assembly for purchase/asségtatc. the protocol followed with
Plémont.” The reference to Plémont is ironic, in wigw, given the Minister's
decision to vote against the purchase of the sitgeture environmental benefits for
Jersey. Nor do | agree with him that my requesinmorrect procedurally. The
applicant has no right to be compensated if theeStdecide against the demolition of
buildings of local interest, any more than a home@wcan expect compensation if the
Planning Department prevents them from removingdeoovindows, for example.

The Minister’'s e-mail continues: ‘You may well aburse be prejudging the decision
to be taken in any event and that is somethingttieaPanel and | should not be drawn
on.’ Perhaps | am: after all, the application isoramended for refusal by the officers.
However, given the rather unpredictable nature kEnming decisions and the

importance of saving 4 — 6 Pitt Street and 6 — &hBiesq Street, that is not a risk | am
prepared to take.

Financial and manpower implications

There are no financial or manpower implications foe States arising from the
adoption of this proposition.
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