
SOS JERSEY
ADDRESS TO  PLANNING APPLICATIONS PANEL: BUILDING 5: 

PUBIC HEARING 17 March 2016

SOS Jersey would ask Panel Members to request the Planning Minister that the item is 
removed from the agenda. If members can’t agree to that, then we would suggest that 
individual members should abstain from voting on this application and defer consideration 
until the appeal is heard.
In the case that it is not withdrawn, we have the following comments: 

The original application approved previously is essentially for the same building with minor 
boundary alterations.

Last April, this Panel approved the Planning application for Building 5 despite several 
strong representations made in this room, including former former Senator Sarah 
Ferguson, and former Deputies John Young and Sean Power. John Young was CEO of 
Planning for many years and is highly respected in planning issues.

I also spoke for SOS Jersey and highlighted the fact that over 309 separate public 
objections had initially been labelled by Planning on their website as a ‘petition’ which we 
objected to. They were then put into  batches presumably to minimise their impact. Then at 
the Panel Hearing, Senior Planning Officer John Nicholson, instructed you to ignore these 
objections as (he said) they were not relevant to the application but addressed the Finance 
Centre in general.  Building 5 cannot be taken in isolation, it is part of a Masterplan that 
has been the subject of re- phasing and more re-phasing until the public (and indeed many 
States Members) have no idea what phase is supposed to go with what. For example the 
new phasing plans only provide the public car park after five buildings have been let, 
which is problem with only a limited number of tenants, built and sold. This will take well 
over a ten years but this is ignored in the Officers report, the public get no real benefit for a 
decade. 

Building 5 is part of a masterplan that has gone astray  and does not in any way represent 
what many States Assemblies agreed upon. Successive Assemblies did not vote for a 
single use sterile collection of office blocks.  And there have been breathtaking 
assumptions by SoJDC brushing away planning obligations and ignoring two formal 
cautions sent by the Regulator regarding Planning Obligation infractions regarding 
Building 4. 

Indeed, work clearing the site for Building 4 was completed before planning permission 
was received and also contrary to a pledge made by former Treasury Minister Senator 
Philip  Ozouf to the States on 4 February 2014 that the building would need to be FULLY 
pre-let before any work would start. This promise was broken. We do not believe that 
SoJDC are competent to safely deal with the excavation, build the offices and run this 
operation. I would like you to look at this picture of what happened at Building 4.  Whilst 
toxic fill containing incinerator ash and asbestos was being  excavated by workers wearing 
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full hazmat gear, a few yards away protected by only a thin hoarding, toddlers were being 
pushed past the site by  nursery workers. This would never have been allowed anywhere 
other then Jersey. What faith can you have that SoJDC are competent to safely complete 
the next building?
Should the Panel still decide to approve this application. we request that a new 
Planning Obligation Agreement is inserted to require SoJDJ to enclose the site with 
plastic during the excavation period.

A third party appeal is to be heard starting  next Monday on that determination. If the panel 
approve this new application today, then it will send our absolutely the wrong message to 
the public. The public often tell us that there is no point in putting an objection in on such 
building as this - “it’s a done deal” they say, and they are right. We persuaded them that 
democracy is still alive (if not very well) in Jersey and please would they  do so if they  felt 
strongly. So we collected 309 objections which Mr Nicholson asked you to ignore. If this is 
passed, the public will not bother to engage at all with planning issues or democracy 
through their States members.Is that healthy ?

We suggest that the Panel  recognise  this application as an attempt by SoJDC to bypass 
the proper Appeal procedure process by using a technicality. Had the Panel been quorate 
in February  and approved the application SoJDC would have cynically withdrawn the 
previous application and the Appeal would have fallen away.

As JDC are supposed to be working in the public interest they should be honest and 
transparent and not resort to underhand tactics.

To summarise: 

We would ask Panel Members to request the Planning Minister that the item is 
removed from the agenda. If members can’t agree to that, then we would suggest 
that individual members should abstain from voting on this application and defer 
consideration until the appeal is heard.

Dave Cabeldu
Co-ordinator
SOS Jersey
www.sosjersey.co.uk
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