2.1 Deputy K.C. Lewis of St. Saviour of the Ministe for Planning and
Environment regarding the demolition of unsightly derelict buildings:

Will the Minister authorise or instruct the demiolit of unsightly derelict buildings,

such as Pontins and the Fort Regent Pool, withogjfugice to any planning

application that may or may not be subsequentlyeygal, and if not, why not?

Senator F.E. Cohen (The Minister for Planning and Bvironment):

The technical aspects of this part of the Planaimd) Building Law are covered in my
written answer to Deputy Le Hérissier's questiofis tmorning. In determining
whether to serve notice - and any notice can rang® requiring redecoration
through to demolition - each case must be deah wit its merits and must not be
seen to be unreasonable in the eyes of the codlftmaterial considerations and
solutions must be taken into account before consigesuch notices. The court
would expect the Minister to act in a proportionatanner and so is not likely to
consider it unreasonable for the Minister to shdat tother solutions had been
considered. The Plémont site is currently subjec development application and
the entire Fort Regent area will be the subjectuother consideration by the new
political steering group. For the above reasode hot, at this stage, consider that |
could demonstrate that all other reasonable stagsben taken, and it would not be
appropriate for me to issue a notice requiring déioo on either site. Thank you.

2.1.1 Deputy K.C. Lewis:

Is the Minister aware of the dilapidated state oftRRegent, for instance, which has
been let go for many many years and is the subjauiuch graffiti and vandalism and
with very high wind | believe the roof to be undtab | do not see a problem that
without prejudice the building should be demolistimdhediately. Does the Minister
not agree?

Senator F.E. Cohen:

While the building may be in a pretty poor statartigularly in terms of graffitigt
cetera, | do not think that all reasonable steps coulddbmonstrated to have been
taken and therefore, | do not think it approprist@ssue a demolition notice at this
stage.

2.1.2 Connétable D.J. Murphy of Grouville:

Would the Minister agree that this site is in faing to be a very expensive
proposition, because | understand that it is flillasbestos and from a demolition
contractor friend of mine who priced the job, heswalking about £1.5 million to
£2 million to flatten it.

Senator F.E. Cohen:
| am afraid | am unaware of the asbestos contetiteoparticular building.

2.1.3 Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier of St. Saviour:

Would the Minister not agree that there are mamgsiiouse sites which, similar to
these 2 buildings, are in a very dangerous comgitiooken glass into the ground and
so forth? Would he not agree that he has beenredugtant to move on these very
obvious sites?

Senator F.E. Cohen:



| have, in relation to 2 of these particular sitegde it clear that | intended to issue an
order and in view of that the dangerous glass wasved, but | am perfectly happy
to look at further sites.

2.1.4 Deputy D.J.A. Wimberley of St. Mary:

| wanted the Minister to clarify this phrase th&e tMinister uses: “All other
reasonable steps have been taken.” | am not elearis taking the steps and what
they might have been, if one did not simply movd #&dy-up, for instance, Plémont.
What are these reasonable steps that are theadit@s to tidying-up the site and
making it safe?

Senator F.E. Cohen:

A reasonable step may be, for example, to considarrrent planning application as
is the case with PIémont currently. Until the pigng application is determined, | do
not believe that it would be appropriate to isswakemolition order.

2.1.5 The Deputy of St. Mary:

Is it the case that at PIémont there have beerintmts planning applications and
then when one is turned down the next one is inlabdy immediate, or are there not
quite long gaps where it simply sits there as aiptes danger to the public?

Senator F.E. Cohen:
There have been quite longs gaps but there is r@rduplanning application and |
think the applicant has a right to have that ajgpiliey determined.



