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 Planning Committee 

  

 (28th Meeting) 

  

 16th April 2026 

  

      Part A (Non-Exempt) 

   
 

 All members were present, with the exception of Connétables P.B. Le Sueur of 

Trinity (Chair), M. O’D. Troy of St. Clement, K.C. Lewis of St. Saviour and M. 

Labey of Grouville, and Deputies S.M. Ahier of St. Helier North and T.A. Coles of 

St. Helier South, from whom apologies had been received. 

 

 Deputy A.F. Curtis of St. Clement, Vice Chair (Acting Chair)  

Connétable R.A.K. Honeycombe of St. Ouen  

Connétable D.W. Mezbourian of St. Lawrence 

Deputy A. Howell of St. John, St. Lawrence and Trinity   

 

 In attendance – 

 

 C. Carter, Planning Applications Manager 

C. Jones, Planner 

S. De Gouveia, Planner 

G. Vasselin, Planner 

A. Elliott, Planner 

H. Roche, Senior Secretariat Officer, Specialist Secretariat, States Greffe 

H. Esnouf, Assistant Secretariat Officer, Specialist Secretariat, States Greffe  

 

Note: The Minutes of this meeting comprise Part A only. 

 

Minutes. A1. The Minutes of the meeting of 19th March 2026, having been previously circulated, 

were taken as read and were confirmed. 

  

La Ruette, La 

Rue du Moulin 

du Ponterrin, 

Trinity:   

proposed re-

development.   

  

P/2025/08452 

A2.   The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A6 of 19th March 2026, 

considered a report in connexion with an application which sought permission for the 

partial demolition and redevelopment of La Ruette, La Rue du Moulin du Ponterrin, to 

provide 26 new homes. The scheme included car and bicycle parking, private and 

shared amenity space, a children’s play area, road widening, changes to the vehicular 

access, a new pedestrian access and a public footpath, together with various 

landscaping works. The Committee had visited the site on 17th March 2026. 

 

The Committee recalled that it had been minded to refuse permission, contrary to the 

Department’s recommendation. Consequently, the application had been represented for 

formal decision confirmation and to set out the specific reasons for refusal. 

 

The Committee confirmed refusal of the application for the reasons set out in the 

Department report. 

  

Darna, La Rue 

de la Marais a 

La Cocque, 

Grouville: 

various works 

(PART 

RETROSPEC-

TIVE). 

A3.  The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A6 of 19th February 2026, 

considered a report in connexion with an application which sought part retrospective 

permission for various works at the property known as Darna, La Rue de la Marais à 

La Cocque, Grouville to facilitate a commercial use. This included the change of use to 

facilitate a commercial use, a new tarmacadam surface and the formation of vehicle 

parking. The scheme also included proposals to widen the entrance of Field No. 433A, 

lay cobble hardstanding, construct a wall to the western boundary and a screen wall 

across part of the access, install timber gates and landscaping alterations. The 
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RP/2025/1045

3 

Committee had visited the site on 14th April 2026. 

 

A site plan and drawings were displayed. The Committee noted that the application site 

was situated in the Green Zone and Policies SP2, SP3, SP4, PL5, GD1, GD6, NE3, EI1, 

ERE1 and TT1 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan were relevant. Attention was also 

drawn to relevant draft Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) relating to Landscape 

and Seascape Character Guidance (2023). 

  

The Committee noted the extensive planning history of the site, including the most 

recent application (planning application reference No. RP/2023/1458 refers) which 

sought permission to regularise various planning irregularities. This application had 

been refused by the Committee in September 2024.  

 

The Committee was advised that the application included revisions to planning 

application reference No. P/2017/005 and subsequent revisions to planning application 

reference Nos. RP/2018/0522, RP/2019/0493, RP/2019/1173, RP/2019/1649 and 

RP/2020/0711. The site comprised the industrial unit known as ‘Darna’ alongside 3 

residential properties known as ‘Sumbawa’, ‘Mo’Orea House’ and ‘Shelly House’, 

together with Field Nos. 433 and 433A. The application sought both proposed and 

retrospective consent for the works outlined above. The businesses which were       

operating from the site, DB Cummins Limited and Elite Garden and Property Services, 

had expanded significantly since their use was authorised under planning application 

reference No. P/2013/0188. It was recalled that the Committee had deferred 

consideration of the application at its meeting on 19th February 2026, pending 

clarification in respect of certain aspects of the scheme. 

 

The Committee was informed that the potential impact of the development on 

neighbouring properties and the character of the surrounding area had been considered. 

Consequently, having taken into account the relevant policies of the 2022 Bridging 

Island Plan, together with other relevant policies and all other material considerations, 

including the consultations and representations received, the application was 

recommended for approval, subject to the conditions set out in the Department report. 

 

19 representations had been received in connexion with the application. 

 

The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent,  of Duffell Planning 

Limited, who advised that the application had been amended in response to the 

Committee’s comments.  believed that the scheme could now be viewed as 

minor development as the change of use of land had previously been approved. It was 

noted that there would be no loss of agricultural land as a result of the proposals and 

that both fields (433 and 433A) could still be accessed.  added that the 

applicant was working with the Department in respect of the 2 fields and that a 

comprehensive landscape plan would be submitted in due course.  

 

Having considered the matter, the Committee, with the exception of Connétable D.W. 

Mezbourian of St. Lawrence, decided to refuse permission on the grounds that the 

application was contrary to Policies NE3, SP4 and GD6 of the 2022 Bridging Island 

Plan. In doing so, the Committee confirmed that the vehicle parking within the 

boundary line marked in red to the east of the drive access, and loss of agricultural land 

in Field No. 433A, which now comprised the access path within the boundary line 

marked in red only, were considered acceptable. 

 

Having recognised that its decision was contrary to the Department recommendation, 

the Committee noted that the application would be represented for formal decision 

confirmation at a future meeting.   

  

La Hougue A4.  The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A3 of 7th November 2024, 
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View, La 

Route du Petit 

Port, St. 

Brelade: 

proposed 

external 

alterations 

(PART 

RETRO- 

SPECTIVE).  

 

 

RP/2026/1056

7 

considered a report in connexion with an application which proposed a number of 

external alterations at the property known as La Hougue View, La Route du Petit Port, 

St. Brelade. The Committee had visited the site on 14th April 2026. 

 

A site plan and drawings were displayed. The Committee noted that the application site 

was situated in the Built-Up Area and that Policies SP2, SP3, PL4, GD1, GD6, WER6 

and WER7 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan were relevant. Attention was also drawn 

to relevant draft Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) relating to Landscape and 

Seascape Character Guidance (2023). 

 

The Committee noted the relevant planning history of the site, including permission 

granted under P/2021/0200 for the construction of a single storey garage, covered 

barbeque area and fire pit and a sunroom, which had been implemented. A similar 

application to that which was currently proposed had been refused by the Committee 

in November 2024 (planning application reference No. P/2024/0296 refers). 

 

The Committee was informed that permission was sought for alterations to land levels 

and landscaping, the installation of an acoustic fence to the northern boundary of the 

site, revised proposals for a previously approved garage and the construction of a 

pergola. Retrospective permission was also sought for the extension of an existing 

terraced area, the construction of a plant room to the east elevation of a pre-existing 

garage, the re-positioning of the previously approved garden room (an oval ‘cape area’), 

installation of wooden walls within the oval ‘cape area’ and the construction of an 

outdoor shower to the northern boundary of the site. It was noted that the extant 

application differed from the application refused in 2024, in that wooden walls had been 

included within the oval ‘cape area’ and the height of the prospective acoustic fence 

had increased. The proposed conversion of a pre-existing garage into habitable space 

and the extension of a pre-existing conservatory to form a sunroom had also been 

removed from the application. 

 

The Committee was advised that the proposed changes to the land levels were 

considered to be minor and, together with the extended height of the acoustic fence, 

would reduce opportunities for overlooking and allow for greater containment of noise. 

The proposals were considered appropriate in scale and nature, the design was of a 

high-quality and there would be no harm to neighbouring amenities or detrimental 

impact on the wider setting of the site or the character of the surrounding area. 

Consequently, the application was recommended for approval, subject to certain 

conditions detailed within the Department report. 

 

7 representations had been received in connexion with the application. 

 

The Committee heard from  of MS Planning, on behalf of  

, who resided at the neighbouring property known as .  

 referred to the November 2024 planning application which had been refused 

on the grounds that the proposals would unreasonably impact neighbouring amenities 

and privacy. He further referred to the 2021 approved application, which  

had not opposed as the proposals had included the retention of an existing hedge by 

condition. The hedge had subsequently been removed by the applicant, eradicating the 

boundary and impacting on the privacy of  Other planning infractions had 

occurred, which constituted the retrospective aspect of the proposals and included 

incorrect levels applied to the form of the approved garage and the terrace extension. 

 stated that privacy issues could be resolved if the proposed acoustic 

fence was extended across the entire boundary. He urged the Committee to refuse the 

application for the reasons set out above. 

 

The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent,  of BDK Architects, 
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who advised that the scheme defined and improved the boundary by virtue of the 

provision of an acoustic fence, the height of which had been increased. The fence would 

remain in perpetuity in accordance with the proposed conditions of the permit.  

 believed that the extension of the fence, as proposed by , was 

unreasonable and unnecessary and she referenced the test of unreasonable harm and 

contended that there would be no overlooking, as illustrated by the submitted images. 

She reminded the Committee of the Built-Up Area location of the application site and 

the relevant Bridging Island Plan policies. In concluding,  refuted the 

assertion that the applicant had been required to retain the hedge which had previously 

been situated on the boundary and asked the Committee to grant permission in 

accordance with the Bridging Island Plan.   

 

The Committee heard from the applicant, , who advised that every effort 

had been made to reach an understanding with the occupants of the neighbouring 

property with regard to the boundary treatment.  advised that when the hedge 

had been removed from his property the neighbours had also removed the hedge on 

their land. Ultimately, the family wished to enjoy the privacy of their garden and the 

proposals would facilitate this.   

 

Having considered the application, the Committee unanimously endorsed the 

recommendation to grant permission, subject to the conditions detailed in the 

Department report and on the basis of an amendment to condition No. one to extend the 

period for the installation of the acoustic fence from 3 months to 5 months.  

  

No. 2 Bonne 

Nuit House, 

Les Charrières 

de Bonne Nuit, 

St. John: 

proposed 

conversion. 

 

P/2025/10164 

A5.   The Committee considered a report in connexion with an application which sought 

approval for the conversion of a 3 bedroom apartment to 2 x 2 bedroom apartments at 

the property known as No. 2 Bonne Nuit House, Les Charrières de Bonne Nuit, St. 

John. It was noted that amended plans had been received to omit the dormer windows 

to the north-west elevation from the plans and to demonstrate allocated vehicle parking 

for each unit. The Committee had visited the site on 14th April 2026. 

 

Deputy A. Howell of St. John, St. Lawrence and Trinity, did not participate in the 

determination of this application. 

 

A site plan and drawings were displayed. The Committee noted that the application site 

was situated in the Coastal National Park and the Protected Coastal Area. Policies SP2, 

SP3, SP4, PL5, GD1, GD6, H1, H3, H9, NE3, TT1, TT2, TT4 and WER7 of the 2022 

Bridging Island Plan were relevant. Attention was also drawn to draft Supplementary 

Planning Guidance (SPG) in respect of Residential Space Standards (2023) and 

Residential Parking Standards (2023). 

 

The Committee noted the relevant planning history of the site, including an application 

for the modification of a roof to provide a balcony and terrace, which had been 

approved by the Department under delegated powers in October 2022 (planning 

application reference number No. P/2022/0616 refers). 

 

The Committee was advised that the proposed works were not considered harmful to 

neighbouring amenities or to have a detrimental impact on the wider setting or the 

character of the area, in accordance with policies PL5, H9, GD1, GD6, TT1 and TT4 

of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan. Consequently, the application was recommended for 

approval, subject to certain conditions detailed within the Department report. 

 

10 representations had been received in connexion with the application. The Committee 

also noted that, following concerns regarding the legal status of the applicant company, 

the Department was satisfied that the application could be determined. 

 

The Committee heard from , a neighbouring resident, who referenced 
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the extent of development which had taken place at the application site and the impact 

on neighbouring amenities. He also noted that demand for car parking in the area 

outstripped supply and was exacerbated by abandoned vehicles.  

concluded by stating that the proposed development would further impact on the 

privacy of neighbouring residential developments.     

 

The Committee heard from  of J. Design, who advised that positive pre-

application advice had been received from the Department. The scheme exceeded 

minimum standards and responses to all representations had been provided.  

urged the Committee to support the application, which accorded with the 2022 Bridging 

Island Plan. 

 

Having considered the application, the Committee endorsed the recommendation to 

grant permission, subject to the imposition of the conditions set out in the Department 

report. In doing so, the Committee requested that the Department investigate whether 

the present condition of the site accorded with the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 

2002. It was recalled that the Law sought to address untidy, derelict or ruinous 

land/buildings which negatively impacted the surroundings.  

  

Rochefort, Le 

Mont de 

Rozel, St. 

Martin: 

proposed 

demolition and 

redevelop-

ment. 

 

P/2025/10275 

A6.   The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A13 of 16th April 2009, 

considered a report in connexion with an application which sought permission for the 

demolition of certain structures at the property known as Rochefort, Le Mont De Rozel, 

St. Martin, and the construction of extensions and roof terraces, with associated hard 

and soft landscaping. It was noted that amended plans had been received which 

included the omission of 2 car parking spaces and part of the north-east roof terrace. 

The Committee had visited the site on 14th April 2026. 

 

A site plan and drawings were displayed. The Committee noted that the application site 

was located in the Coastal National Park, Protected Coastal Area, and Sustainable 

Transport Zone 6. Policies SP2, SP3, SP5, PL5, GD1, GD5, GD6, H9, NE1, NE3, TT1, 

TT2, TT4, WER1, WER6 and WER7 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan were relevant. 

Attention was also drawn to relevant Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) relating 

to Residential Space Standards (2023) and Residential Parking Standards (2023). 

 

The Committee noted the relevant planning history of the site, including an application 

for the demolition and replacement of an existing conservatory, together with the 

construction of extensions to the rear elevation and a new roof and dormer over the 

existing garage, which had been approved in April 2009 (Planning application 

reference No. P/2008/2675 refers). 

 

The Committee was advised that the application proposed the demolition of the existing 

garage, storeroom and conservatory and the construction of extensions in their place to 

the east and west elevations. A further extension for plant and bicycle storage, with 

living accommodation above to the south to form a 3 bedroom dwelling was also 

proposed.  

 

The Committee was informed that the proposed demolition works satisfied the 

requirements of Policy GD5 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan. The proposals were not 

considered to result in unreasonable harm to neighbouring amenities and would not 

detrimentally impact the wider setting of the site or the character of the area. 

Consequently, the application was considered to meet the requirements of policies SP2, 

SP5, PL5, GD1, GD5, GD6, H9, NE3, TT1, TT2 and TT4 of the 2022 Bridging Island 

Plan, and was recommended for approval. 

 

6 representations had been received in connexion with the application. 
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The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent,  of Axis Mason, who 

advised that the scheme proposed a 66 per cent increase in habitable accommodation. 

The Committee discussed the impact of the proposed development on the existing 

building and the landscape with .   

 

Having considered the application, the Committee decided to refuse permission, 

contrary to the Department recommendation, on the grounds of the unacceptable impact 

of the proposed development, contrary to Policies H9, NE3, GD6 and PL5 of the 

Bridging Island Plan. 

 

Having recognised that its decision was contrary to the Department recommendation, 

the Committee noted that the application would be represented for formal decision 

confirmation at a future meeting. 

  

La Collette 

Reclamation 

Site 2, La 

Route de 

Veulle, St. 

Helier: 

proposed 

discharge of 

planning 

condition.  

 

P/2023/1070 

A7.   The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A5 of 11th July 2024, considered 

a report in connexion with the discharge of condition No. 7 of the permit associated 

with the consent for an increase in the height of the Eastern Headland at La Collette 

Reclamation Site 2, La Route de Veulle, St. Helier (planning application reference 

P/2023/1070 refers).  

 

The Committee recalled that the application proposed the construction of waste 

containment cells for the disposal of hazardous waste and the capping and closure of 

the same with restoration soils and landscaping. Permission had also been sought for 

the formation of inert waste mounds to the south and west of the site with associated 

landscaping; the formation of a vehicle access path with associated fencing; and the 

installation of railings and enhancements to an existing rock armour structure.  

 

Planning application reference No. P/2025/1070 had been considered by the Planning 

Committee on 11th July 2024, and, following due consideration, had been approved, 

subject to the imposition of certain planning conditions set out in the Department report. 

Condition No. 7 of the permit dated 11th April 2025, required the following – 

  

Within 6 months of the date of this permission, further details in respect of a strategy 

for receiving, rejecting/refusal and prioritisation of hazardous waste material for 

disposal at La Collette would be submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning 

Committee. The agreed strategy, which would be informed by the requirements of the 

Government’s Solid Waste Strategy and handling obligations, together with a timetable 

for assessing the projected capacity of the La Collette facility to accommodate waste 

on a regular basis, would be implemented in accordance with approved details, within 

12 months of the approval by the Planning Committee. The agreed strategy would 

include a schedule or criteria used to refuse receipt of hazardous waste where it did 

not meet the requirements. 

 

Reason: In the interest of safeguarding the capacity and continued operation of the 

waste management site for management of essential hazardous waste in accordance 

with Policy MW2 of the Bridging Island Plan 2022.  

 

Accordingly, the Hazardous Waste Management Strategy (HWMS) had been submitted 

to the Department and in support of the submission, the applicant had confirmed the 

following – 

 

‘The attached strategy addressed the requirements stipulated under Condition No. 7, 

including details in respect of a strategy for receiving, rejecting and prioritisation of 

hazardous waste for disposal at La Collette; alignment with the current Government of 

Jersey Solid Waste Strategy; a timetable for assessing projected capacity for hazardous 

waste at La Collette; and, schedules of criteria for acceptance / rejection of hazardous 

waste for disposal at La Collette.’ 
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Following the receipt of comments from the Infrastructure and Environment 

Department Waste Regulation team, an amended HWMS had been submitted, as 

detailed in the Department report. It was noted that the HWMS (as amended) was now 

operational and was being monitored by the applicant. It had been formed with 

reference to the current Government Waste Strategy, and the applicant had agreed that 

it would be incorporated into a wider and overall waste strategy as it was developed. 

Consequently, the submitted HWMS (as amended) and as required by Condition No. 7 

of Planning Permission P/2023/1070, was recommended for approval. 

 

The Committee heard from  

 of the Infrastructure and Environment Department, who advised that a 

quarterly capacity report would be prepared and issued to the Department going 

forward. The process for the acceptance of waste from large developments was outlined 

and it was confirmed that all requests for the deposit of waste would be accepted, 

provided the correct documentation had been submitted following the approval of a 

planning application. It was noted that developers had other private off-Island export 

options available to them for the disposal of large amounts of waste, the statistics of 

which could be viewed on the Government of Jersey website.  

 

The Committee discussed the HWMS and expressed concerns in connexion with the 

prospect of an ‘open gate’ policy, which could impact the future acceptance of essential 

Island waste. 

 

Having considered the application, the Committee decided to support the discharge of 

condition No. 7 of the permit dated 11th April 2025, subject to the inclusion of 

additional criteria in the HWMS. This would include a step whereby the Infrastructure 

and Environment (IE) Department could consider whether the accepting of any specific 

deposit of waste would have the potential to compromise the ability of the IE 

Department to accept essential waste arisings.  

  

The Mount, Le 

Mont 

Rossignol, St. 

Ouen: 

proposed 

demolition and 

construction 

(RFR). 

 

P/2025/10173 

A8. The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A6 of 13th March 2025, 

considered a report in connexion with a request for the reconsideration of an application 

which had been refused by the Department under delegated powers and which sought 

permission for the demolition of existing conservatories and the construction of single 

and 2 storey extensions at the property known as The Mount, Le Mont Rossignol, St. 

Ouen. The conversion of part of the existing building into one x 3 bedroom dwelling 

with associating landscaping, vehicle parking and bicycle storage was also proposed. 

The Committee had visited the site on 14th April 2026. 

 

Connétable R.A.K. Honeycombe of St. Ouen, did not participate in the determination 

of this application. 

 

A site plan and drawings were displayed. The Committee noted that the application site 

was situated in the Coastal National Park, Protected Coastal Area and a Water Pollution 

Safeguard Area. Policies SP1, SP2, SP3, SP4, SP5, PL5, GD1, GD6, NE1, NE2, NE3, 

H1, H2, H3, H4, H9, TT1, TT2, TT4, WER5, WER6 and WER7 of the of the 2022 

Bridging Island Plan were relevant. Attention was also drawn to draft Supplementary 

Planning Guidance (SPG) in respect of Residential Space Standards (2023), Residential 

Parking Standards (2023) and the Jersey Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character 

Assessment (2023). 

 

The Committee noted the relevant planning history of the site, which included an 

application which had sought permission for the construction of extensions to the south 

elevation to convert a 5 bedroom dwelling into one x 2 bedroom, one x 3 bedroom and 

one x 5 bedroom dwellings with associated parking, stores and amenity spaces. This 
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application had been refused by the Committee in March 2025 (planning application 

reference No. P/2024/0613 refers). 

  

The Committee was advised that the application had been refused on the basis that the 

proposals would cause a significant increase in occupancy. The proposed extensions 

would be visually dominant and disproportionate to the existing building and would be 

exacerbated by the irregular fenestration. Concerns were also expressed that the 

proposed extensions would cause an unreasonable overlooking and overbearing impact 

on neighbouring facilities. Whilst it was acknowledged that the proposals would 

contribute to the provision of homes, the benefit was not considered to outweigh the 

harms identified. Consequently, the application was recommended for refusal on the 

grounds that it was contrary to Policies SP3, SP4, PL5, GD1, GD6, H9 and NE3 of the 

2022 Bridging Island Plan.  

 

No representations had been received in connexion with the application.  

 

The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent,  of MS Planning Limited, 

who advised that the revised proposals, which included a reduction in the mass and 

floor space, had responded to the reasons for refusal of planning application reference 

No. P/2024/0613. The suggested increase in occupancy had been tested using a number 

of the rooms in the proposed property rather than bedrooms, and the only overlooking 

that would occur as a result of the L-shaped design would be from the storeroom and a 

guest bedroom.  urged the Committee to support the application which 

accorded with Policies SP2, PL5 and H9 of the Bridging Island Plan.  

 

The Committee heard from  , who advised 

that the scheme had been significantly reduced since the previous application. He added 

that Policies SP2, PL5 and H9 of the Bridging Island Plan allowed for the delivery of 

homes in the countryside. 

 

The Committee heard from  

 Government of Jersey, in his capacity as  and a 

neighbour of the application site.  indicated his support for the 

application and drew attention to the provision of affordable accommodation and the 

exodus of young people from the Island. He added that Bridging Island Plan policies 

had been redrafted to allow for the provision of new dwellings with the conversion and 

extension of properties in the countryside.  referred to the significant 

amendments to the scheme and the improved vista and landscaping of the area, and 

urged the Committee to approve the application.  

 

Having considered the application, the Committee decided to grant permission, 

contrary to the Department’s recommendation, on the basis that the scheme was 

considered to align with Policies H5, H9 and GD6 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan. 

 

As the Committee’s decision was contrary to the Department’s recommendation, it was 

noted that the application would be re-presented for formal decision confirmation and 

the approval of the conditions which were to be attached to the permit.  

  

Oakhurst, La 

Route De 

Beaumont, St. 

Peter: 

proposed 

demolition and 

replacement 

(RFR). 

 

A9. The Committee, with reference to Minute No. A2 of 19th March 2020, of the 

Committee as previously constituted, considered a report in connexion with a request 

for the reconsideration of an application which had been refused by the Department 

under delegated powers. The application sought permission for the demolition of an 

existing house with associated land excavation and its replacement with a 3 storey, 4 

bedroom house including a flat ‘green’ roof at the property known as Oakhurst, La 

Route De Beaumont, St. Peter. The Committee had visited the site on 14th April 2026. 

 

A site plan and drawings were displayed. The Committee noted that the application site 
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P/2025/10464 was situated in the Green Zone, and that policies SP2, SP3, SP4, PL5, GD1, GD6, GD9, 

NE1, NE3, H9, TT1, TT4 and WER6 of the of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan were 

relevant. 

 

The Committee noted the extensive planning history of the site, including the latest 

application which had sought permission for the construction of a 4 bedroom dwelling 

with associated parking and landscaping and to raise the height of the building by 2000 

millimetres (planning application No. RP/2022/0152 refers). This application had been 

approved by the Department under delegated powers in April 2022. 

 

The Committee was advised that the proposals failed to meet the requirements for 

development within the Green Zone or to preserve the rural character of the area. 

Concern was expressed in connexion with the cumulative scale of the scheme, 

particularly the continued expansion of the ground floor footprint and the ongoing 

incremental increase in the building height, due to the extensive planning history on the 

site. Extensions outside of the Built-Up Area were expected to remain subservient to 

the existing dwelling and to avoid disproportionately increasing its size in terms of 

floorspace, footprint and visual impact, which the proposals failed to demonstrate. 

Furthermore, the increases in massing and height were not considered consistent with 

the design expectations. Consequently, it was recommended that the Committee 

maintain refusal of the application on the grounds that it was contrary to Policies SP2, 

PL5, GD6, NE3 and H9 of the Bridging Island Plan 2022 

 

No representations had been received in connexion with the application. 

 

The Committee heard from the applicant, , who advised that the 

proposals had been revised due to the irregular parking arrangements included in the 

previous design, which had been approved in 2022 (planning application No. 

RP/2022/0152 refers). The revised design would include the re-siting of the garage 

which accounted for the increase in floorspace. The revised height of the building 

would be achieved by further excavation, so would remain at the 2022 approved levels, 

and 330 millimetres lower than in the previously approved 2014 application (planning 

application No. P/2014/0507 refers).  

 

The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent,  of JSL Architecture 

Limited, who advised that the visual height of the building would not increase, due to 

the proposed reduction in the existing levels. A large water feature had also been 

removed from the scheme, further reducing the overall visual mass.  

outlined the height levels and footprint of all previous applications to demonstrate that 

the current proposals were reduced in height and footprint in comparison. 

 

Having considered the application, the Committee, with the exception of Deputy A.F. 

Curtis of St. Clement, endorsed the recommendation to refuse permission for the 

reasons set out in the Department report.  

 

 

 

 




