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 Planning Committee 

  

 (22nd Meeting) 

  

 16th October 2025 

  

 Part A (Non-Exempt) 

   
 

 All members were present, with the exception of Deputy T.A. Coles of St. Helier 

South and Connétables M. O’D. Troy of St. Clement, K.C. Lewis of St. Saviour, M. 

Labey of Grouville, R.A.K. Honeycombe of St. Ouen, and D.W. Mezbourian of St. 

Lawrence, from whom apologies had been received. 

 

 Connétable P.B. Le Sueur of Trinity (Chair) 

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

Connétable M. Labey of Grouville (present for items A1 – A6 only) 

Deputy S.M. Ahier of St. Helier North 

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

 

 In attendance – 

 

 C. Carter, Planning Applications Manager 

W. Johnson, Planner 

C. Jones, Planner 

G. Vasselin, Planner 

R. Hampson, Planner 

S. Sellors, Planner 

M. Popa, Planner 

L. Plumley, Senior Secretariat Officer, Specialist Secretariat, States Greffe 

(items A1 – 7) 

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

(items A 8 – 10) 

 

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

 

Minutes. A1. The Minutes of the meeting of 25th September 2025, having been previously 

circulated, were taken as read and were confirmed. 

  

Beachcroft, La 

Cache du 

Bourg, St. 

Clement: 

proposed 

demolition and 

redevelopment. 

 

P/2024/1334 

A2. The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A6 of 25th September 2025, 

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

the demolition of an existing dwelling and the construction of a new 4-bedroom 

dwelling at the property known as Beachcroft, La Cache du Bourg, St. Clement. The 

construction of a garden and pool to the south-west of the site and associated vehicle 

parking to the north-east were also proposed. The Committee had visited the site on 

23rd September 2025. 

 

The Committee recalled that it had been minded to refuse permission for the above 

application, contrary to the Department’s recommendation. Consequently, the 

application had been re-presented 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. 
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Land South of 

Palm Grove 

Farmhouse, 

Palm Grove, 

St. Helier: 

proposed car 

parking and 

landscaping 

(RETRO-

SPECTIVE). 

 

P/2025/0349 

A3. The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A7 of 25th September 2025, 

considered a report in connexion with an application which sought retrospective 

permission for the creation of a car parking area and associated landscaping on land 

to the south of the property known as Palm Grove Farmhouse, Palm Grove, St. 

Helier. The Committee had visited the site on 23rd September 2025. 

 

The Committee recalled that it had been minded to refuse permission for the above 

application, contrary to the Department’s recommendation. Consequently, the 

application had been re-presented 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. 

  

Nos. 70-72 La 

Colomberie, 

St. Helier: 

proposed 

demolition and 

redevelopment.  

 

P/2025/0113 

A4. The Committee considered a report in connexion with an application which 

sought permission for the demolition and redevelopment of Nos. 70-72 La 

Colomberie, St. Helier, to provide a mixed used development spread across 2 

buildings, to include 29 residential units (14 x one bedroom and 15 x 2 bedroom), a 

commercial unit (office premises) and a retail unit. Private and shared amenity 

spaces, a ground floor carpark with 14 car parking spaces, motorcycle and bicycle 

parking and vehicular access onto Roseville Street were also proposed. The 

Committee had visited the site on 14th October 2025. 

 

A site plan, drawings and a 3-dimensional model were displayed. The Committee 

noted that the application site was situated on the Built-Up Area boundary in the 

Primary Centre of St. Helier, on the Eastern cycle route network, adjacent to a Grade 

4 Listed Building (No. 9 Roseville Street) and in close proximity to a number of 

Grade 3 and Grade 4 Listed Buildings. Policies SP1, SP2, SP3, SP4, SP5, SP6, SP7, 

PL1, GD1, GD2, GD3, GD5, GD6, GD10, NE1, HE1, HE5, ER1, EI1, EO1, H1, 

H2, H3, H4, CI8, ME1, TT1, TT2, TT3, TT4, WER1, WER6, WER7 and UI3 of the 

2022 Bridging Island Plan were relevant. Attention was also drawn to relevant 

Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) relating to Residential Space Standards 

(2023), Density Standards (2023), Residential Parking Standards (2023), Design 

Guidance for St. Helier (2023) and Planning Obligation Agreements (2017).  

 

The Committee noted the relevant planning history of the site, including a similar 

application (planning application reference No. P/2023/1441 refers) for the 

redevelopment of the site to provide 32 residential units and 2 commercial units, 

which had been refused by the Department under delegated powers in May 2024. 

The reasons for refusal included insufficient justification for the loss of the retail and 

light industrial use; overbearing impact; unacceptable living conditions for potential 

occupants; detrimental impact on the character and appearance of the area due to the 

density, design and scale of the proposals; inadequate car and cycle parking 

provision; and failure to deliver public art. The Committee also noted an approved 

application (planning application reference No. P/2021/0250 refers) for the 

demolition and redevelopment of part of the site (a retail unit fronting onto La 

Colomberie) to provide a 2-storey mixed use scheme comprising a new ground floor 

retail unit with vehicle forecourt and 8 residential units above. Permission had been 

granted by the Department under delegated powers in October 2021, and remained 

extant, demolition works having commenced on the site.  

 

The Committee was informed that the proposals had been revised to address the 

previous reasons for refusal, with the number of residential units having been 
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reduced from 32 to 29, together with changes to the design, layout and orientation 

to address concerns about privacy and living conditions. The case for demolition had 

been made and the proposed development met or exceeded residential space and car 

parking standards. The retention of retail space and the creation of office space were 

considered acceptable, as was the loss of light industrial use. The proposals would 

deliver a high quality, residential-led mixed-use development in a sustainable 

location and were considered acceptable in principle. The Historic Environment 

Team had objected on the grounds of the impact on the setting of nearby Listed 

Buildings. However, the Department was of the view that adequate mitigation had 

been proposed and that the public benefits would outweigh any harm. Consequently, 

the application was recommended for approval, subject to the conditions outlined in 

the Department report and on the basis of the applicant entering into a suitable 

Planning Obligation Agreement (POA) totalling £128,460, pursuant to Article 25 of 

the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 2002 (as amended). This would secure 

contributions towards improvements to the public realm, accessibility (including a 

bus shelter) and play space provision within Howard Davis Park. In the event that a 

suitable POA could not be agreed within a set timeframe, the application would be 

returned to the Committee for further consideration. 

 

6 representations had been received in connexion with the application. 

 

No persons present wished to speak against the application.  

 

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

Limited, who advised that the POA contribution towards play space provision in 

Howard Davis Park would be directed towards the enhancement of the music 

pavilion, improvements to the infrastructure of the park, landscaping and 

biodiversity improvements, and reactive maintenance of play equipment, all of 

which had been requested by the Infrastructure and Environment Department. It was 

not envisaged that the communal amenity spaces at podium and rooftop levels would 

result in unreasonable noise impact, and a Percentage for Art contribution was 

included in the proposals. This would take the form of laser cut screens at ground 

level to shopfront glazing and building entrances. In response to a question from the 

Committee,  confirmed that the buildings would be finished with a 

white silicone-based render.  

 

Having considered the application, the Committee unanimously endorsed the 

Department recommendation to grant permission, subject to the conditions detailed 

in the Department report and the entering into a suitable POA within a set timeframe, 

as outlined above. In doing so, some concern was expressed regarding the number 

of car parking spaces proposed, although it was noted that this accorded with the 

minimum standards.  

  

Longfield Villa 

Care Home, La 

Rue du 

Bocage, St. 

Peter: 

proposed 

demolition and 

redevelopment.  

 

P/2025/0399 

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

sought permission for the demolition and redevelopment of the property known as 

Longfield Villa Care Home, La Rue du Bocage, St. Peter, for residential purposes. 

Car and bicycle parking, storage, amenity space, landscaping and alteration of the 

vehicular access were also proposed. The Committee had visited the site on 14th 

October 2025. 

 

A site plan, drawings and 3-dimensional model were displayed. The Committee 

noted that the application site was situated in the Built-Up Area boundary and a 

Water Pollution Safeguard area. Policies SP1, SP2, SP3, SP4, SP5, SP6, SP7, PL3, 

GD1, GD2, GD3, GD5, GD6, GD10, HE1, H1, H2, H7, ME1, NE1, NE2, TT1, TT2, 

TT3, TT4, UI3, WER1, WER2, WER6, and WER7 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan 
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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 that permission was sought for the demolition of the existing 

care facility on the site, which operated as a 20-bed residential care home with 

associated 24-hour staffing and support. The construction of a 2 storey residential 

block comprising 14 x one bedroom apartments for those aged over 55 years was 

proposed, along with manager facilities, private and communal amenity space, a 

Percentage For Art contribution, and hard and soft landscaping. The scheme 

included 13 car parking spaces, 5 of which would be standard sized, for the use of 

visitors, staff and residents. An electric vehicle car club arrangement to serve the 

residents was proposed for the remaining 8 spaces, and these would be suitable for 

smaller vehicles.  

 

The Committee was informed that the redevelopment of the site for residential 

purposes was considered acceptable in principle. The existing building was beyond 

economic repair due to its age and condition and the case for demolition had been 

made. The proposals responded to changing population demographics and would 

result in significant environmental gains and biodiversity improvements. The 

proposed design would complement the local setting and no unreasonable impact to 

neighbouring amenity would arise. Consequently, the application was recommended 

for approval, subject to the conditions outlined in the Department report and on the 

basis of the applicant entering into a suitable Planning Obligation Agreement (POA) 

pursuant to Article 25 of the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 2002 (as amended), 

to restrict occupation to those aged over 55 years and to secure a financial 

contribution towards a new bus shelter (£16,547). In the event that a suitable POA 

could not be agreed within 6 months of the date of approval, the application would 

be returned to the Committee for further consideration. 

 

17 representations had been received in connexion with the application. 

 

The Committee heard from  of Duffell Planning Limited, on behalf 

of neighbouring residents, , who strongly objected to the 

proposals.  explained that the scheme would result in an unacceptable 

loss of privacy, create an oppressive sense of enclosure and would result in the 

overdevelopment of the site, contrary to Policy GD1. The proposed design, by virtue 

of its layout, massing and proximity to neighbouring properties, was not considered 

to be of a high quality and failed to respect neighbouring uses, contrary to the 

requirements of Policy GD6. The communal amenity space was sub-optimal and did 

not accord with Policy H1, due to its poor quality and design.  pointed 

out that 8 of the proposed car parking spaces were undersized and did not accord 

with the requirements of the relevant SPG and Policy TT4. There did not appear to 

be a sound policy basis for such a departure and the risk of setting an undesirable 

precedent was highlighted.  also contended that insufficient information 

had been provided to demonstrate that the site was surplus to public and private 

health requirements and/or wider community needs, contrary to the requirements of 

Policy CI2. In concluding, she urged the Committee to reject the proposals.  

 

 of KR Synergy, a transport consultancy, addressed the 

Committee, stating that insufficient information had been provided regarding traffic 

and road safety. The proposals would result in intensification of use and a significant 

increase in traffic movements. He echoed  concerns regarding the 

provision of undersized car parking spaces, which failed to meet the minimum 



22nd Meeting 

16.10.2025 

 

   

 

                                                                                                                                                              676 

standards and were contrary to Policy TT4. No justification had been provided in 

this connexion, and the proposals would lead to parking problems in the locality. 

 expressed concern regarding the proposed electric vehicle car club 

arrangement, noting that residents could potentially be of working age and were 

therefore likely to own and use their own vehicles. He also expressed concern 

regarding the proposed visibility splays and the safety of pedestrians and vulnerable 

road users.  urged the Committee to refuse permission.  

 

The Committee heard from , a neighbouring resident, who outlined 

concerns regarding overlooking, overbearing and overdevelopment of the site.  

stated that whilst privacy screens were proposed, these failed to sufficiently 

mitigate overlooking and a loss of privacy would result. The potential for noise 

disturbance was highlighted, along with increased traffic movements due to the 

changed and intensified use of the site.  explained that whilst she had 

no objection in principle to the development of the site, the proposals would have an 

unacceptable impact on neighbouring amenity and represented overdevelopment. 

She urged the Committee to reject the scheme on this basis.  

 

 a neighbouring resident, addressed the Committee and 

concurred with  concerns. He explained that the proposals would 

result in an unacceptable loss of privacy due to overlooking, which the proposed 

privacy screens failed to adequately address. He also expressed concern about the 

long-term viability and maintenance of proposed landscaping, which was supposed 

to provide a degree of visual screening.  urged the Committee to 

refuse permission.  

 

The applicant’s architect,  of RIVA Architects, addressed the Committee 

and outlined the history of the site. He advised that the existing care home was 

reaching the end of its serviceable life and refurbishment or extension was not viable 

in the context of current statutory and regulatory requirements. Structural and 

drainage issues were also highlighted. Alternative provision to accommodate 

existing residents of the care home was being explored in conjunction with Health 

and Care Jersey.  noted that the Parish supported the proposals, including 

the proposed car parking provision. The redevelopment of the site for residential 

purposes was considered optimal and the design had been amended following pre-

application advice and feedback from the Jersey Architecture Commission.  

 urged the Committee to support the scheme.  

 

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

Limited, who was pleased to note the Department’s recommendation for approval. 

He stated that the proposals accorded with the policies of the 2022 Bridging Island 

Plan, which directed residential development towards such sites. The application 

would deliver ‘right size’ housing in a sustainable location and responded to the 

future housing needs of an ageing population. The design had been carefully 

considered and was of a high quality. With regard to traffic,  stated 

that vehicle trips would reduce and deliveries by large vehicles would be eliminated. 

The proposed access was considered appropriate by the highway authority and road 

safety improvements, including a footpath and bus shelter, were proposed. The 

scheme had been thoughtfully designed to minimise impacts on neighbouring 

amenities. In concluding,  urged the Committee to grant permission.  

 

In response to questions from the Committee, the following was confirmed –  

- the property would be maintained as a single unit, with individual apartments 

being rented out;  

- the apartments were intended for occupation by older people who required 
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additional support whilst maintaining their independence;  

- accessibility had been a key consideration throughout the design process;  

- the continued use of the existing building as a care home was not economically 

or physically viable due to changes in statutory and regulatory requirements; 

and, 

- community engagement had been undertaken by the applicant in respect of the 

proposals.  

 

Having considered the application, the Committee, with the exception of Deputy 

S.M. Ahier of St. Helier North, concluded that it could not support the proposals on 

the basis of concerns about overbearing and overdevelopment, density levels, impact 

on neighbouring amenities, the proposed car parking arrangements, and insufficient 

evidence in respect of the proposed change of use. Consequently, the application 

was refused.  

 

Having recognised that its decision was contrary to the Department’s 

recommendation, the Committee noted that the application would be re-presented at 

the next scheduled meeting for formal decision making and to set out the reasons for 

refusal.  

  

Le Passage 

Farm, Le 

Passage, St. 

Lawrence:  

proposed 

revisions to 

approved 

plans. 

 

(RETROSPEC

TIVE) 

 

RP/2024/1069 

A6. The Committee considered a report in connexion with an application which 

sought retrospective permission for revisions to previously approved plans (planning 

application reference No. P/2010/0653 refers) relating to the demolition and 

redevelopment of the property known as Le Passage Farm, Le Passage, St. 

Lawrence, for residential purposes. Various alterations were proposed to 8 of the 17 

dwellings on the site (viz. Units 10 to 17), to include revised orientations and site 

layout; changes to fenestration, roofs, chimneys and porch canopies; attic 

conversion; construction of garages; and hard and soft landscaping alterations. The 

Committee had visited the site on 14th October 2025. 

 

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

determination of this application. 

 

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

site was situated in the Built-Up Area boundary and a Water Pollution Safeguard 

area. Policies SP2, SP3, SP4, PL3, GD1, GD6, NE1, HE1, H1, TT1, TT2, TT4, 

WER5, 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), Residential Parking Standards (2023) and 

Disposal of Foul Sewage (2012).  

 

The Committee noted the complex and protracted planning history of the site, which 

included the following –  

- permission for the demolition of agricultural buildings and the construction of 

16 residential dwellings had been granted in 2010 (planning application 

reference No. P/2010/0653 refers); 

- permission for revisions to the approved plans for the above application had 

been granted in 2018, to include the conversion of one of the units (Unit 3) into 

2 units, and the formation of a new vehicular access off La Rue de La Golarde 

(planning application reference No. P/2018/0389 refers);  

- a similar, retrospective application to that presently under consideration, which 

had been refused by the Department under delegated powers in 2022, on the 

basis of harm to visual amenity, design quality, harm to neighbouring amenity, 

and insufficient information regarding disposal of surface water and foul 
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sewerage, and biodiversity impacts (planning application reference No. 

P/2021/1904 refers); and, 

- a retrospective application which had been approved in 2021, for alterations to 

the previously approved scheme, to include revised parking areas and 

orientation changes to Units 7, 8 and 10 (planning application reference No. 

P/2021/0112 refers).  

 

The Committee was advised that permission was sought to vary certain details of 

the originally approved scheme (P/2010/0653) and to regularise changes 

implemented during construction. It was noted that certain units had been 

constructed (Units 10, 11 and 12), whilst others were under construction (Units 14, 

15, 16 and 17) or had yet to be built (Unit 13). Adjustments were proposed to the 

site plan to accurately reflect the siting of buildings, along with revisions to the 

access plan to provide an appropriate visibility splay. Proposed revisions to the 

dwellings included the following –  

- Unit 10: reorientation and reconfiguration of dwelling; changes to fenestration, 

chimney, roof pitch and internal alterations; addition of 2 rooflights and porch 

canopy;  

- Unit 11: reorientation; changes to fenestration, chimney and internal alterations; 

addition of garage and porch canopy;  

- Unit 12: reorientation; changes to fenestration, chimney, roof ridge height and 

internal alterations; addition of porch canopy and conversion of loft to habitable 

space;  

- Unit 13: reorientation; additional bedroom; changes to fenestration and addition 

of porch canopy;  

- Units 14 and 15: change to siting; addition of garage to Unit 14 and removal of 

parking bay to enlarge amenity space; changes to fenestration and internal 

alterations; addition of porch canopy; and, 

- Units 16 and 17: change to siting; addition of garages with parking hardstanding; 

removal of parking to enlarge amenity space serving Unit 17; conversion of Unit 

17 loft space to attic store; changes to fenestration and internal alterations; 

addition of porch canopies.  

 

The Committee was advised that whilst the principle of development on the site had 

been established following the grant of planning application reference No. 

P/2010/0653, several conditions attached to the permission had yet to be 

implemented. These were being addressed by the applicant, in conjunction with the 

Department. The proposed alterations were considered to be consistent with the 

approved scheme, respectful of the established character of the site and in 

accordance with the original design intent. The revised proposals provided sufficient 

internal and external space for all unit types, with functional and adaptable layouts. 

The proposed access arrangements, car parking provision and cycle storage were 

considered adequate. No unreasonable harm to neighbouring amenity would arise 

and drainage impacts were considered acceptable. Consequently, the application 

was recommended for approval, subject to the conditions outlined in the Department 

report.  

 

17 representations had been received in connexion with the application. 

 

The Committee heard from  of MS Planning Limited, on behalf of  

, a neighbouring resident who objected to the application.  

highlighted the longstanding nature of the issues on the site, noting that the 

Department had been aware of unauthorised works on the site since 2021, following 

complaints and 2 previous retrospective planning applications. The situation had 

been exacerbated by frequent staff changes, with  stating that 8 different 
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case officers had been assigned to the case. It was evident that certain units had not 

been constructed in accordance with the approved plans, with significant alterations 

to the design, height and site levels.  stated that one of the units had 

effectively been increased in height by one storey and the Department’s failure to 

act to remedy these matters was most concerning. Drainage issues had led to 

frequent flooding of his client’s field and testing which had been requested in this 

connexion had not been undertaken.  criticised the approach adopted by 

both the applicant and the Department, which had resulted in unauthorised 

development on the site, a series of retrospective applications to try and regularise 

the position, and an inexplicable lack of enforcement action.  suggested 

that this was not how the planning system should operate. He reminded the 

Committee that previous planning conditions had not been discharged and also 

expressed concerns regarding the proposed visibility splay, stating that it was not 

compliant and that refuse vehicles could not safely enter or exit the development. In 

concluding, he stated that a litany of unacceptable changes were proposed and he 

urged the Committee not to set a dangerous precedent by approving the proposals.  

 

 a neighbouring resident, addressed the Committee and endorsed  

 comments, noting that approval of the application would effectively sanction 

unauthorised development. He also highlighted the risk of setting an undesirable 

precedent.  

 

The Committee heard from , a neighbouring resident, who concurred 

with the points made by previous speakers. He expressed concern regarding the 

effectiveness of the planning process and stated that the Department’s reputation 

was at stake. Endorsing unauthorised development resulted in a loss of trust in the 

planning process and he urged the Committee to refuse permission.  

 

The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent, , who confirmed that 

minor changes to site levels had been made. In response to a question from the 

Committee,  stated that it was standard procedure for some conditions to 

be discharged during or at the end of the construction process. He also stated that 

information had been supplied to the Building Control team regarding the proposed 

changes, though it was noted that this process was distinct from the planning 

application process.  

 

Having considered the application, the Committee unanimously refused permission 

on the basis of the design quality, landscape impacts, harm to neighbouring amenity 

and highway safety concerns. The Committee also believed that insufficient 

information had been provided in respect of the changes to the approved plans to 

enable a meaningful comparison to be undertaken and requested that enforcement 

action be instigated by the Department.  

 

Having recognised that its decision was contrary to the Department’s 

recommendation, the Committee noted that the application would be re-presented at 

the next scheduled meeting for formal decision making and to set out the reasons for 

refusal. 

  

La Rochelle, 

La Grande 

Route de La 

Côte, St, 

Clement: 

proposed 

A7. The Committee considered a report in connexion with an application which 

sought permission for the demolition and redevelopment of the property known as 

La Rochelle, La Grande Route de La Côte, St, Clement to provide residential 

accommodation. Alterations to the vehicular access were also proposed, together 

with hard and soft landscaping. The Committee had visited the site on 14th October 

2025. 
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demolition and 

redevelopment. 

 

P/2025/0474 

 

Deputy A.F. Curtis of St. Clement (Vice Chair) did not participate in the 

determination of this application. 

 

A site plan, drawings and a 3-dimensional model were displayed. The Committee 

noted that the application site was situated in the Built-Up Area, Local Centre of 

Greve d’Azette and La Rocque and on the Eastern Cycle Route. Policies SP2, SP3, 

PL3, GD1, GD5, GD6, H1, NE1, ME1, 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, which included an 

application for the demolition of the existing dwelling and the construction of 2 x 2-

bedroom residential units with associated car parking, shared roof terrace and 

amenity space (planning application reference No. P/2023/0840 refers). The 

application had been refused by the Department under delegated powers in March 

2023, due to the siting, height, scale, proximity and design of the proposed 

dwellings; insufficient justification for demolition; and the scale, mass and site 

coverage of the development. An earlier, similar application had been withdrawn 

(planning application reference No. P/2022/0086 refers). 

 

The Committee noted that permission was now being sought for the demolition of 

the existing 2 storey 5-bedroom dwelling on the site and the construction of a 

replacement, fully accessible, 3 storey 4-bedroom dwelling of a similar size and 

height, with generous amenity space, car parking, car port and external storage. The 

proposal included widening the existing vehicular access onto La Grande Route de 

La Côte and the provision of a new pedestrian footway.  

 

The Committee was advised that the case for demolition had been made and that the 

proposed development was supported in principle. The scheme had been revised to 

address the previous reasons for refusal, with revisions to the mass and form to 

minimise overlooking. Significant excavation works would not be necessary and a 

more traditional form of development was proposed. The scheme would deliver an 

attractive, bespoke family home in a sustainable location, along with a new section 

of pavement for the benefit of the public. The proposed works were appropriate in 

scale and nature and would not unreasonably harm neighbouring amenities, the 

setting of the site or the character of the surrounding area. Consequently, the 

application was recommended for approval, subject to subject to the conditions 

outlined in the Department report. 

 

15 representations had been received in connexion with the application. 

 

The Committee heard from , a neighbouring resident, who expressed 

concern about the potential for overlooking from balconies to the front of the 

development. Whilst privacy screens were proposed, there was no guarantee that 

these would be effective or maintained in perpetuity.  drew attention to 

planning application reference No. P/2013/0521 which had been refused on the 

grounds of overlooking and he urged the Committee to ensure consistency of 

approach. 

 

It was confirmed that the proposed conditions included a requirement for the 

installation and retention of the privacy screens to the balconies to the southwest 

elevation.  
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 a neighbouring resident, spoke briefly to confirm that the 

application for development on a neighbouring site referenced by  had 

been refused on the grounds of loss of privacy.  

 

The Committee heard from the applicant’s architect,  of Page 

Architects. He explained that planning application reference No. P/2013/0521 had 

been refused as the proposed fenestration would have directly overlooked the front 

and rear of La Rochelle and that a revised application (planning application 

reference No. P/2013/0915 refers) had subsequently been approved.  

 stated that the proposals represented an improvement over the current 

arrangement with regard to overlooking, as the replacement building would be 

situated further forward on the site and privacy screens would be installed. The 

proposed scheme maintained the residential use of the site, was in keeping with the 

location and would provide a purpose built, fully accessible 2 generation family 

home designed to meet the specific needs of the applicant’s family. The scheme 

complied with the aims of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan and relevant SPG and 

would deliver a public benefit in the form of a new footpath. In concluding,  

 urged the Committee to approve the application.  

 

The applicant, , addressed the Committee and outlined the planning 

history of the site. Pre-application advice had been sought in 2021, with 4 different 

case officers having been assigned during the life of the various applications. The 

proposals had been carefully considered to address the previous reasons for refusal 

and took account of feedback which had been received.  explained that, 

whilst not a material planning consideration, the intent behind the proposals was to 

provide a purpose-built family home to accommodate and provide independence for 

a disabled family member.  

 

Having considered the application, the Committee unanimously granted approval, 

subject to the conditions detailed in the Department report. 

  

Breakwater, La 

Route de St. 

Catherine, St. 

Martin: 

proposed  

variance of 

condition. 

 

RC/2025/0667 

A8. The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A10 of 11th July 2024, 

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

the variation of a condition of the permit associated with planning application 

reference No. MS/2024/0324. If approved, the variation of the condition would 

facilitate the extension of the permit for a mobile sauna located on the Breakwater, 

La Route de St. Catherine, St. Martin. The Committee had visited the site on 14th 

October 2025. 

 

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

site was situated in the Coastal National Park, Protected Coastal Area, Sustainable 

Transport Zone 6, Marine Zone and within the area defined as part of the Grade One 

Listed St. Catherine’s Breakwater. Policies SP3, SP4, SP5, PL5, GD1, GD6, GD9, 

HE1, NE1, NE3, TT1, TT2 and TT4 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan were relevant. 

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

relating to the Jersey Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment. 

 

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

application which sought permission for the location of a mobile sauna structure 

adjacent to the Jersey Canoe Club building on St. Catherine’s Breakwater. This 

application had been approved by the Committee in July 2024 (planning application 

reference No. MS/2024/0324 refers). A similar application had been refused by the 

Department under delegated powers in January 2024 (planning application reference 

No. MS/2023/1125 refers). 
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The Committee noted that the mobile sauna structure measured 4.3 by 2.2 metres, 

comprised a 2.4 metre long access ramp and was raised 0.6 metres above the ground 

on 2 sets of wheels. The tallest part of the structure sat 3.2 metres above ground level 

and a maintenance/cleaning store, a timber store and a water container were located 

outside the sauna.  

 

The Committee was advised that the proposal satisfied the requirements of the 

relevant policies of 2022 Bridging Island Plan and the visual and transport 

implications were considered minimal. A temporary consent for a period of 18 

months was proposed, in accordance with the Planning and Building (Moveable 

Structures) (Jersey) Order 2006. It was noted that the sauna delivered economic and 

health benefits and made a positive contribution to the tourism offering. 

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

conditions, as detailed within the Department report. 

 

11 representations had been received in connexion with the application.  

 

The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent,  of 9x5 

Architects Limited, who noted the constructive engagement which had taken place 

with the Department in relation to the application. He informed the Committee that 

it was not intended to continue to apply for extensions to the existing permit 

associated with planning application reference No. MS/2024/0324, as longer term 

plans were being finalised. He highlighted the success of the applicant’s business 

and noted that no complaints had been received regarding the operation of the same. 

 

In response to a question from the Committee, the applicant, , 

advised that he was in discussion with Ports of Jersey to secure a permanent location 

for the sauna. Ultimately, he intended to submit a planning application to extend the 

facility with the addition of toilet and shower facilities. 

 

Having considered the proposal, the Committee unanimously approved the 

application, subject to the conditions detailed in the Department report. In doing so, 

the point was made that the Planning and Building (Moveable Structures) (Jersey) 

Order 2006 allowed moveable structures to remain in place for 3 years in total. 

Therefore, further extensions of the permit would be permissible. 

  

The Inn, 14 

Queens Road, 

St. Helier: 

proposed 

removal of 

condition 

(RFR). 

 

RC/2025/0334 

A9. The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A9 of 6th June 2024, 

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 removal of condition No. 2 (short term 

occupancy) of the permit associated with planning application reference No. 

P/2024/0085, for the change of use from hotel to staff accommodation at The Inn, 

14 Queens Road, St. Helier. The Committee had visited the site on 14th October 

2025. 

 

Deputy S.M. Ahier of St. Helier North 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 Green Backdrop Zone of the Built-Up Area, a Primary Centre 

(Town of St. Helier), on the Eastern Cycle Route Corridor, and was at low risk of 

Inland Flooding. Policies SP1, SP2, SP3, SP4, PL1, GD1, GD6, GD8, H1, H10, 

TT2, TT4 and WER2 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan were relevant. Attention was 

also drawn to Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) in respect of Residential 
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Space Standards (2025) and Parking Space Standards (2023). 

 

The Committee noted the relevant planning history of the site, including a previous 

retrospective application which had sought permission for the change of use of the 

hotel to facilitate its use for tourism staff accommodation. This application had been 

refused by the Committee, as previously constituted, in January 2024 (planning 

application reference No. P/2023/0862 refers). A similar application had been 

approved in June 2024, subject to the conditions set out in the Department report 

(planning application reference No. P/2024/0085 refers). 

 

The Committee was advised that no justification had been received for the removal 

of the short-term occupancy condition. The staff accommodation did not meet the 

standards required for permanent or long-term occupation so the removal of the 

condition would be harmful to the health and well-being of occupants. 

Consequently, the application had been refused on the aforementioned grounds and 

on the basis that it failed to satisfy the requirements of Policies SP3 and H1 and H10 

of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan. It was recommended that the Committee maintain 

refusal of the application. 

 

No representations had been received in connexion with the application.  

 

The Committee heard from  , Head of Strategic Housing and 

Regeneration, Strategic Policy, Planning and Performance (SPPP) Department, who 

advised that whilst the SPPP Department had supported planning application 

reference No. P/2024/0085 and the provision of short-term accommodation for 

migrant workers, it did not support of the removal of condition No. 2 of the permit. 

The SPPP Department was willing to explore a route to amend condition No.2 so 

that it was aligned to a practical solution but, based on the current accommodation 

provided, it could not support the application. 

 

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

Limited, who advised that the work permit policy, a requirement under the 

Immigration (Work Permits) (Jersey) Rules 1995, had been updated in April 2025, 

allowing for 4 types of work permit. Short-term work permits allowed migrant 

workers to live and work in the Island for 9 months and included a requirement to 

leave the Island for 3 months. Temporary work permits allowed migrants to live and 

work in the Island for 12 months. Policy H10 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan 

supported the application and SPG relating to Residential Space Standards (2023) 

provided flexibility.  advised that staff at the Royal Yacht Hotel could 

not be employed on short term 9 month contracts and that accommodation at the 

former Inn Hotel presented an attractive proposition, with meals and laundry 

services being provided.  suggested that determining the length of time 

workers could reside in accommodation fell outside the remit of the Committee and 

was a matter for the Immigration Department. 

 

The Committee was addressed by , Operations Director of 

Seymour Hotels, who advised that he understood the challenges associated with the 

provision of staff accommodation. He highlighted the difficulties which arose due 

to conflicting immigration and planning policies and stated that the application was 

supported by Policies H10, EVE1 and SP4 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan. He also 

referred to the Visitor Economy Strategy, which could only be sustained if 

employers could accommodate workers. 

 

The Committee heard from , Co-Chief Executive Officer of the 
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Jersey Hospitality Association, who advised that he had consulted States Members 

in connexion with the application. He stated that immigration legislation dealt with 

the length of stay of migrant workers and the relevant permissions to work. The offer 

of accommodation was voluntary and staff were free to seek unqualified 

accommodation in the private sector.  referenced work which had been 

undertaken with the SPPP Department to find an acceptable solution for all 

categories of migrant workers. He added that Policy H10 of the 2022 Bridging Island 

Plan and SPG relating to Residential Space Standards (2023) did not prevent the 

approval of the application and suggested that insufficient weight had been given to 

the contribution that staff accommodation made to the security of the hospitality 

industry and Jersey’s visitor economy. 

 

The Committee heard from the applicant, , Executive Director of the 

Royal Yacht Hotel, who outlined the difficulties experienced by the Royal Yacht 

Hotel during the Covid 19 pandemic, which had led to the decision to offer free 

accommodation to employees. He detailed personal financial commitments made in 

this respect and the lack of suitable migrant worker accommodation within the 

private sector.  advised that the viability of the hotel relied upon securing 

accommodation for workers and he highlighted the benefits to the tourism industry 

in the Island. He added that workers favoured temporary work permit arrangements. 

 

In response to a question from the Committee,  confirmed that 

employees were not required to share rooms, and that the double rooms were used 

for single occupancy unless otherwise requested, by couples for example. 

 

, Senior Planner, addressed the Committee and advised that it was 

within the remit of the Department to use planning conditions to control the length 

of stay in unsuitable accommodation and that policies of the 2022 Bridging Island 

Plan and SPG relating to Residential Space Standards (2023) allowed for this. 

 

Having considered the application, the Committee unanimously decided to refuse 

permission for the reasons set out in the Department report. In doing so, the 

Committee urged the applicant to work with the SPPP and Planning Departments to 

arrive at a mutually acceptable solution. . 

  

No. 3 Le Clos 

Shannon,  

Belle Vue, La 

Route des 

Quennevais, 

St. Brelade: 

proposed 

demolition and 

construction 

(RFR). 

 

P/2025/0307 

A10. The Committee 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 an existing 

conservatory and the construction of a single storey extension to the south-west 

elevation of the property known as No. 3 Le Clos Shannon, Belle Vue, La Route des 

Quennevais, St. Brelade. The Committee had visited the site on 14th October 2025. 

 

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

site was situated in the Built-Up Area Boundary and Secondary Centre (Les 

Quennevais). Policies SP2, SP4, PL2, GD1, GD6, H1 and NE3 of the 2022 Bridging 

Island Plan were relevant.  

 

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

that the proposed extension was not in keeping with the design and appearance of 

the existing dwelling and would therefore detract from the character of the site as 

well as the surrounding area. Furthermore, it was considered that the scheme was 

visually intrusive and overbearing, which would be unduly harmful to the living 

conditions of neighbouring residents to the east of the site. Consequently, it was 

recommended that the Committee maintain refusal of the application on the grounds 

that it was contrary to Policies GD1 and GD6 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan.  
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One representation had been received in connexion with the application. 

 

The Committee heard from the applicant, , who noted 

inconsistencies in the Department report. The proposed height of the extension had 

been reduced in the revised design in response to feedback from the Department and 

neighbours but this had not been considered in the report and the reasons for refusal 

did not reflect this change.  advised that the immediate and 

neighbouring properties had been extended so the proposed plans were in keeping 

with the surrounding context and there would be no direct line of sight into the 

neighbouring properties. The extension would replace an existing unsightly dated 

lean-to extension which was currently used for storage. She added that whilst she 

understood the objections received, these had resulted in tension with neighbours 

and the property being defaced. 

 

The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent,  of 9X5 

Architects Limited, who advised that constructive consultation had taken place with 

the Department, which had resulted in a revised design which had considered 

neighbours’ objections. The roof height had been reduced, and the development had 

been moved further away from the boundary wall. He referred to the inaccuracies 

within the Department report and noted that he would be willing to work with the 

Department to reach a suitable design.  referred to the existing lean-

to structure and advised that it was not aesthetic and had been constructed by 

previous owners without planning permission, so the proposed scheme could only 

be an improvement. Addressing the reasons for refusal, he noted that the high-

quality design of the extension was such that there was almost no chance of 

overheating occurring, unlike the plastic coated current structure.  

also expressed concern regarding the neighbours’ comments which had been 

submitted on the planning portal and which were not planning related. 

 

Having considered the application, the Committee unanimously endorsed the 

recommendation to refuse permission for the reasons set out in the Department 

report. In doing so, the Committee urged the applicant to continue working with the 

Department to reach an acceptable revised scheme. 

 

  




