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POLICY LETTER DATED 24 MARCH 2026 

MAJOR PROJECTS PORTFOLIO REPORT 2026 

GPEG COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Introduction 

Policy and Resources (P&R) has issued a consultation paper dated 24 March 2026 on the Major 

Projects Portfolio for debate and approval at the next States’ meeting on 22 April 2026. 

The paper can be found at https://parliament.gg/parliamentary-business/assets/propositions/P2026-19 

 

Summary 

1. The paper is actually a tedious read, full of generalisations rather than hard specifics, and it 

does not recognise funding constraints. 

 

2. It makes no sense not to consider affordability until the end of the process. This will result in 

time being wasted working up expensive proposals which cannot be funded. It is important to 

prioritise those few projects with financial or economic returns. It’s not a good idea to spend 

time and effort on early planning and development work if no funding is going to be available. 

 

3. It would be better if the Report identified total project costs, showed sources of funding more 

clearly and identified the amounts for which funding is required. 

 

The 26 projects listed for inclusion in the pipeline are shown as totalling £467 million. However, 

this is not the total cost – it is shown after deducting certain funding. Adding back funding of 

£23.7 million (from Guernsey Insurance Fund, Seized Asset Fund, the Dairy and the Marina 

Gates 50%) gives a total cost of £490 million. One thing is certain – overspending and inflation 

will occur despite all best efforts. These projects should be prioritised based on necessity and 

their return, financial or social, on investment. The only way of funding this amount of money is 

by way of loans or the sale of investments and the Island simply cannot afford all of these 

projects. It seems likely that projects will continue to be added to the wish list much more often 

than projects are removed. 

 

4. It is hard to be precise given the changes around the GST redistribution and tax increases that 

remain very fluid but it seems that to avoid further borrowing and/or investment sales, capital 

expenditure would be limited to £50 million a year. Hard choices are needed to get anywhere 

near that. 

 

5. It is not possible to reconcile the total of £490 million to the individual projects listed in the 

January 2025 Major Projects Portfolio Review. Five additional projects are included in delivery 

in the 2026 paper which are not costed or listed in the 2025 paper. The fact that the differences 

are not highlighted and that the additional projects are not costed does not give credibility to 

the 2026 Report. There should be a reconciliation of each project cost. 

 

6. The 2026 Report now explains that affordability will be considered through a Medium Term 

Financial Plan (which used to be referred to as the Funding and Investment Plan). But we don’t 

know what this is yet. GPEG fears it will be a plan to increase borrowing and sell investments 

on a serious scale. 

 

7. Overall, the proposals probably won’t get things done much more efficiently or quickly. 

 

https://parliament.gg/parliamentary-business/assets/propositions/P2026-19


8. It is good to see that P&R are asking for volunteers who can provide constructive input to 

overseeing major projects. If the right qualified people are constructively engaged, this could 

make a big difference to the cost and timing of projects. Welcomed! 

 

 

 

Specific comments on the Report 

 

1. Introduction (item 2, page 4) 

 

The purpose of the portfolio includes a statement that a well-managed Major Projects Portfolio 

ensures that investment decisions support the Island’s agreed priorities and desired outcomes. 

Rather than support, it should be to deliver. 

 

The elements listed for a well-managed portfolio have the aim to “support (read deliver) stronger 

and more accountable management” – but it is far from clear what ‘accountable’ means in 

reality. We question who are involved in overseeing this. Previous projects have resulted in 

significant overruns and, for IT in particular, failure. Have those involved learned from 

experience? More specifically, Deputy Gavin St Pier was not unadjacent to the MyGov and 

Revenue Service projects and yet, as P&R vice-president, he is heavily involved in the Major 

Projects work. The States cannot afford to repeat past mistakes. 

 

2. Fiscal Content (item 2, page 5) 

 

There is no mention of cost cuts. It is not only about raising more money through tax, it is also 

about saving money through cutting costs and not doing non-essential work. 

 

The need to continue investing in essential infrastructure can only be looked at in the context 

of choosing the right projects. Spending money on capital projects should not be about ending 

up with more taxes. We need to do projects that drive the economy or, even better, are self-

funding. At present, the States cannot afford to do any optional, or ‘nice-to-have’ projects – 

though our politicians regularly assert there are no such projects ……. 

 

 

3. Review of the Existing Portfolio (item 3, page 6) 

 

The financial summary of the existing portfolio includes a table (page 7) which sets out a revised 

estimate for costs that require funding of £466.7 million. However, total project costs are not 

clear. 

 

Adding back adjustments for funding from the Guernsey Insurance Fund and from the Seized 

Asset Fund, and for those for the Dairy and the Marina Gates, gives total estimated costs of 

£490 million. 

 

The estimated costs are from 2023 and have not been updated for inflation, which is 

remarkable. 

 

The risks and points to note that are set out here do not lead to any consequent actions. Where 

actual costs incurred are higher than estimated, they are simply blamed on weaknesses in the 

current processes and that cost estimates were prepared at too an early stage, or on a limited 

understanding of scope and key delivery risks. Even if the current processes are not perfect, 

overruns should be investigated, explained and learning points set out for the future. It cannot 

be right that overruns are not mitigated or properly understood. 

 



The table refers to a total February 2025 estimate of £563.9 million. Going back to the P&R 

Major Projects Review paper dated 20 January 2025, the total list of Major Projects amounted 

to £588 million. The Alderney Airport project was subsequently reduced by £14 million to £24 

million and there was also a £5 million saving on the Construction Village project, which 

accounts for £19 million of the difference. However, although a number of the projects listed in 

Appendix 1 of the Report are the same as those listed in the 2025 Review paper, the five 

projects at the end of the list have been added subsequent to the January 2025 paper. No costs 

are provided for these additional and substantial projects. The fact that these differences are 

not referred to and are glossed over, and that there is no reconciliation of the numbers provided, 

does not give credibility to the Policy Letter. Confusing, isn’t it? 

 

This paper lists, as an Appendix, the projects in delivery as set out in the 2025 Review paper 

and adds the additional five uncosted projects as listed in the 2026 Report, in an attempt to 

reconcile the two sets of numbers. 

 

4. Current approach to Major Projects Prioritisation (item 4, page 11) 

 

We agree that the current system does not make sense. Setting all major projects at the start 

of the States’ Term is not a good way to do things and we are not surprised that it is not operating 

effectively. 

 

5. Revised Portfolio Approach (item 5, page 13) 

 

Three stages are proposed: proposal development; pipeline and delivery. 

 

But it’s important that projects don’t go into the proposal development stage unless there is a 

clear need and an early affordability assessment. The idea that cost estimates are not produced 

until projects are better defined means that resources will be wasted on projects that are ‘nice 

to have’, rather than affordable. It needs recognising that the States is money constrained and 

will be for some years to come. 

 

GPEG does not agree that projects should progress to the pipeline before they are costed or 

before affordability is considered. How projects are to be funded, their justification and, where 

appropriate, the return on capital they produce is critical. Otherwise, resources will be wasted 

on projects that cannot be delivered. 

 

The Pipeline stage entry criteria, listed in Appendix 3 of the report, do not include any financial 

criteria. In fact, the criteria listed are remarkably vague and general in nature. 

 

The Delivery stage will consist mainly of projects that were approved in the 2021 – 2025 

portfolio. We are told that decisions on affordability will be made through the Medium Term 

Financial Plan – but we don’t have any details of how this will operate. 

 

It is worth noting that the Major Projects Portfolio review in January 2025 stated that available 

funding, including borrowing, was £357 million. So funding £479 million (and likely to be a lot 

more) will require significant additional borrowing and/or asset sales by the States. 

 

6. Inclusion of the 26 projects within the pipeline stage (item 7, page 20) 

 

Although the projects proposed to be in the Pipeline are not going to move into the delivery 

stage, there are quite a number included which should be categorised as ‘nice to have’ rather 

than urgently needed. The States needs to take a good, hard look at the list. The list could and 

should be easily reduced by half. There is just no point in having projects in the pipeline which 

clearly cannot be afforded for many years to come. 

 



The inclusion on the list of the ‘SAP Roadmap Programme’ is concerning. As recently as 

January 2026, Hansard reported the comment “We have a SAP migration, so SAP is an on-

premises application, it is the backbone of everything we do. The manufacturer, SAP, has gone 

Cloud only so we have got to migrate it to Cloud. It is a two year project. It is going to cost 

millions of pounds to do that, let alone how well we will manage that process.” There are no 

numbers in the public domain, it seems it is to be pushed through and yet SAP implementations 

are a notorious overspend area. This cannot progress beyond transitional planning without a 

lot of further assessment work. 

 

7. Assessment criteria (item 7, page 22) 

 

None of the stages listed in Appendix 2 talk about payback, funding criteria, forecast cashflows, 

return on capital employed or sensitivity analysis. A lot of what’s included is non-specific and 

far too general. The criteria also need to ensure that projects can be effectively compared. It 

would be more helpful to separate projects that are justified on safety, resilience or regulatory 

compliance from those which are discretionary transformation or growth projects. Painful 

though it may be, the States obviously cannot fund all the projects which means ranking of 

projects and it means that decisions cannot be taken on a project by project basis. 

 

8. Approval of the Dairy and the Queen Elizabeth II Marina Gates Replacement Projects 

 

An additional proposition is included in the policy letter approval request, for The Dairy Essential 

Works Project and the Marina Gates Project. The Marina Gates Project is estimated to cost 

£10.7 million. However, only £5.4 million is included in the table for funding costs because half 

of the cost will be funded by way of a States’ loan. But the States’ is going to have to fund the 

full cost, whether it provides a loan or not. 

 

9. Implementation and Governance (item 8, page 26) 

 

It is good to learn that, under portfolio reporting, a publicly accessible report on the Major 

Projects Portfolio will be published by 1 July 2026 and updated regularly thereafter. Hopefully, 

such updates will be quarterly. 

 

  



Appendix – Reconciliation of Delivery Projects from 2025 and 2026 Papers 

 
Prioritised Schemes 
 

2025 estimate (£m) 

Our Hospital Modernisation – Phase 2A 131 

Our Hospital Modernisation – Phase 1 36 

Transforming Education Construction & TGI Digital 92 

Transforming Education Digital (Primary & Secondary) 13 

Transforming Education - Transformation 13 

Bridge Regeneration 33 

Alderney Airports Pavements Rehabilitation 24 

Electronic Patient Record 24 

Affordable Housing Development Programme 40 

Digital Infrastructure 11 

Children & Family Services Hub 8 

Replacement of Castle Emplacement Bridge 7 

Clinical and Animal Waste Solution 6 

MyGov Digital 5 

Temporary Housing Village 5 

Construction Village (less savings) 0 

Guernsey Airport Pavements Rehabilitation (Residual PFOS) 5 

Supply Chain Reduction/Transformation 5 

Transforming Revenue Service Programme 14 

St Sampsons Flood Defences 4 

Other Delivery Projects (not listed) 78 

Contingency 20 

TOTAL PER 2025 PAPER 569 

Less: Pre 2023 Actuals per 2025 Paper (114) 

Add: QEII Marina Gates Replacement (including funding) 11 

Add: Guernsey Dairy Essential Works Project (including funding) 6 

REVISED TOTAL 472 

  

Additional projects in 2026 Report (costs not estimated):  

Coutanchez Low-Cost Housing  

Digital Court/SMART Court Project 1  

Guernsey Registry IT Systems Replacement  

Online Passport and Workflow System  

Fermain – Realignment of the Cliff Path  

  

 

 


