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 Planning Committee 

  

 (27th Meeting) 
  

 19th March 2026 

  

      Part A (Non-Exempt) 

   
 

 All members were present, with the exception of Connétable M. O’D. Troy of St. 

Clement, from whom apologies had been received. 
 

 Connétable P.B. Le Sueur of Trinity (Chair) (not present for items A7 – 9) 

Deputy A.F. Curtis of St. Clement (Vice Chair) (Acting Chair for items A7 
– 9) 

Connétable R.A.K. Honeycombe of St. Ouen (not present for items A8 and 

A9) 

Connétable K.C. Lewis of St. Saviour  
Connétable M. Labey of Grouville 

Connétable D.W. Mezbourian of St. Lawrence 

Deputy A. Howell of St. John, St. Lawrence and Trinity (not present for 
items A8 and A9) 

Deputy S.M. Ahier of St. Helier North (not present for items A8 and A9) 

Deputy T.A. Coles of St. Helier South  
 

 In attendance – 

 

 C. Carter, Planning Applications Manager 
S. Jones, Planner 

M. Jones, Planner 

R. Hampson, Planner 
J. Gibbins, Planner 

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

(items A1 – 4) 

L. Plumley, Senior Secretariat Officer, Specialist Secretariat, States Greffe 
(items A1 – 5) 

K. L. Slack, Senior Secretariat Officer, Specialist Secretariat, States Greffe 

(items A6 – 9) 
 

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

 

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

circulated, were taken as read and were confirmed. 

  

Field No. 410, 

La Rue des 

Buttes, St. 
Martin: 

proposed 

construction of 

30 new 
affordable 

dwellings. 

 
P/2025/10103 

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

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

construction of 30 new affordable homes with associated car parking, gardens, and 
communal space, on Field No. 410, La Rue des Buttes, St. Martin. New vehicular and 

pedestrian access points, landscape works, and public open space were also proposed. 

The Committee had visited the site on 17th February 2026. 

 
The Committee recalled that it had been minded to refuse permission, 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. 
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The Committee confirmed refusal of the application for the reasons set out in the 

Department report. 

  

Strive Jersey, 

L’Avenue de 

la Reine 
Elizabeth, St. 

Peter: 

proposed new 
hotel and 

associated 

facilities.  

 
P/2026/10666 

A3. The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A4 of 6th November 2025, 

considered a report in connexion with an application which sought outline planning 

permission for a mixed-use development comprising a hotel with up to 155 suites, a 
conference centre, spa treatment rooms and a swimming pool, at Strive Jersey, 

L’Avenue de la Reine Elizabeth, St. Peter. The provision of 117 car parking spaces, 

bicycle parking, photovoltaic arrays to serve the hotel and the existing Strive health 
club and gym facility were also proposed, together with soft and hard landscaping, to 

include the removal of an existing 5-a-side football pitch. The external appearance, 

materials and landscaping would be reserved and would be the subject of a further 

planning application.  The Committee had visited the site on 17th March 2026. 
 

Connétable M. Labey of Grouville and Deputy T.A. Coles of St. Helier South did not 

participate in the determination of this application. 
 

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

that the application site was situated immediately south of Jersey Airport, in Airport 
Noise Zone 3, the Green Zone, was a Protected Open Space in Sustainable Transport 

Zone 6, a Water Pollution Safeguard Area, and was at low risk of inland flooding. 

Policies SP1, SP2, SP3, SP4, SP6, PL5, GD1, GD2, GD3, GD6, GD7, GD10, NE1, 

NE2, NE3, EV1, CI5, CI7, ME1, ME2, ME3, WER1, WER2, WER5, WER6, WER7, 
WER10, TT1, TT2, TT3 and TT4 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan were relevant. 

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

to Planning Obligation Agreements (2017), Disposal of Foul Sewage (2012), Jersey 
Strategy Flood Risk Assessment (2021), Percentage for Art (2008), Development of 

Contaminated Land (2017), Landscape and Seascape Character Guidance (2023) and 

Site Waste Management Plans (2013). 
  

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

application which had been refused by the Committee in November 2025 (planning 

application reference No. P/2025/0774 refers).  
 

The Committee noted that the outline application included details in relation to the scale 

of the development, siting and means of access. The proposals had been revised 
following the previous refusal and the development reduced in size, height and scale, 

with a reduction in overall floorspace of 9.6 per cent (from 13,918 square metres to 

12,584 square metres) and the height of the building had been reduced from 22.1 metres 

to 18.2 metres. The building had been reduced from 6 to 5 storeys, with the number of 
hotel rooms reduced from 180 to 155. Consequently, the building would be 3.9 metres 

lower, with the ground level being lowered by one metre to facilitate the same. The 

building would be set back further from the boundaries of the site and the massing 
would be broken up with progressive setbacks and 3.5 metre wide central recesses to 

the east and west elevations. The development would be linked to the existing Strive 

facility by a 2 storey building, with access via the existing vehicle and pedestrian access 
points on L’Avenue de la Reine Elizabeth. A circular, one-way vehicle access route 

was proposed through an undercroft car parking area beneath the hotel, with a dedicated 

loading bay area for service vehicles.  

 
The Committee was advised that, in contrast to the previous application, sufficient 

information had been provided to demonstrate that the revised proposals complied with 

policy and were justified, appropriate and necessary. The proposals were considered 
acceptable from a strategic perspective and the reduction in the height of the proposed 

development was welcomed. Notwithstanding this, some policy conflict remained due 
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to the negative visual impact of the proposed development on the character of the area. 
Counterbalancing this, the development would expand the range of visitor 

accommodation available on the Island and would have a positive impact on the visitor 

economy. Support was noted from sector-related organisations and, on balance, the 
benefits were considered to outweigh the visual harm. Concerns in relation to the 

impact of the development on biodiversity, drainage and flood risk had been overcome 

and, together with highway matters, could be addressed by way of conditions.  

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

conditions detailed within 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 secure the following 

–  

- increased public transport provision (amount to be calculated at the point of 
submission of the reserved matters planning application, in accordance with the 

formula set out in the relevant SPG); 

- upgrades to the eastbound bus shelter (£16,363.27); and 

- upgrades to sports pitches (£250,000). 
 

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. 
 

All representations received in connexion with the application had been included within 

the Committee’s agenda pack, together with a number of late submissions received after 
the publication of the agenda. 

 

The Committee heard from , Principal Transport Planner, Infrastructure 

and Environment Department, who advised that the revised proposals would result in 
fewer trips being generated compared to the previous application. Sufficiently detailed 

information had been provided in respect of transport and access matters to satisfy the 

Highways Authority, subject to the conditions set out in the Department report. 
Analysis of ‘worse case scenarios’ had been undertaken, and whilst certain proposed 

measures within the Car Park and Event Management Plan were considered ambitious, 

further detailed work would be undertaken to ensure feasibility. The proposed 

conditions required the submission of a Road Safety Audit and various other documents 
relating to transport and access matters. Consequently, the Department had no objection 

to the proposals on highway safety grounds.  

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

− the applicant would be responsible for managing car parking capacity on the site;  

− in addition to the proposed 117 car parking spaces on the site, it was anticipated 

that overflow car parking at the Aero Club could be provided via a private 

agreement;  

− it was estimated that approximately 13 large scale events would be held each year, 
which would require additional car parking capacity;  

− vehicles would be able to access the site from both directions on L’Avenue de la 

Reine Elizabeth, subject to the findings of the Road Safety Audit.   

 

, Chief Economic Adviser, Government of Jersey, addressed the 
Committee in support of the proposals. He advised that significant economic benefits 

would arise from the scheme, which aligned with the strategic objectives of diversifying 

the visitor economy, attracting new market segments and strengthening Jersey’s 
reputation internationally.  
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The Committee heard from , a former Deputy of St. Brelade and Chair 

of the Planning Applications Committee, who questioned the veracity of the reference 

to arrangements with the Aero Club for the provision of overflow parking. He was not 
aware of any such arrangement and pointed out that the consent of Ports of Jersey (as 

the landowner) would be required in any case. He contended that the provision of car 

parking on the application site was insufficient and that the application as presented 

was wholly misleading.  stated that the proposed scale and height of the 
hotel building was excessive, despite the revisions, and that it would appear as a ‘blot 

on the landscape’. Too much weight had been given to the economic benefits of the 

proposal and not enough to the sensitive Green Zone location of the site.  
questioned the degree of rigour applied to the economic analysis and was critical of the 

Department’s reliance on figures provided by the applicant. He suggested that an 

independent review of the scheme should have been undertaken in order to properly 
inform the Department’s assessment. Minimal community benefits would arise and 

approval of the application would set an undesirable precedent.  concluded 

by reminding the Committee of its obligation to protect the character of the Green Zone 

and he urged Members to refuse permission.  
 

The Committee heard from , landscape architect, representing ‘Passion for 

Jersey’, a local campaign group which aimed to enhance built and natural 
environments.  suggested that due process had not been followed, thus 

undermining public trust in the Department. The application did not include a 

Landscape and Visual Assessment, which was key to assessing the impact on the 
landscape character.  contended that it was wholly inappropriate for the 

Committee to determine the application in the absence of this information, given the 

significant and permanent harm which he believed would arise from the development. 

Consequently, he urged the Committee to refuse permission on the basis of the harm to 
the landscape character.  

 

, Chief Executive Officer, Jersey Business, addressed the Committee in 
support of the application. He outlined the positive impacts of the proposed 

development on the visitor and wider Island economy. The proposed development 

would create a new economic market, aligned with strategic objectives and met 

multiple aims of the Visitor Economy Strategy. It would also act as a litmus test of 
Jersey’s appetite for inward investment. In concluding,  highlighted the 

widespread support for the proposals and urged the Committee to grant permission. 

 
The applicant, , noted that the revised application sought to respond to 

the previous reasons for refusal. The proposals had attracted widespread public support 

and would ensure the continuation of the significant public benefits provided by the 
Strive facility.  contended that demand existed for a ‘big brand’ hotel in the 

Island, with the provision of co-located sporting facilities to attract international sports 

teams. The economic potential was significant, and the proposals would position Jersey 

as a top tier ‘sport, health and wellness’ destination, with repeat visits anticipated. The 
benefits would extend to the wider local economy, including attractions, restaurants and 

local producers, in addition to securing air and sea connectivity links.  urged 

the Committee to grant permission.  
 

The Committee heard from the applicant’s architect, , of HD Planning 

and Design Limited, who advised that the reasons for the refusal of the previous scheme 
had been overcome. He highlighted that approval in principle was being sought, with 

matters of detail to be considered at a later stage. The scheme had been revised to reduce 

the height, scale and mass of the proposed building and detailed technical work had 

been undertaken in response to concerns about drainage and other issues. The site, 
whilst in a sensitive location, was considered part of a ‘transition landscape’, influenced 
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by operational activity at Jersey Airport. The existing volume of traffic on L’Avenue 
de la Reine Elizabeth was also highlighted. The proposal would secure significant 

private investment in the visitor economy, together with wider economic benefits, as 

well as addressing the longstanding decline in the quantity and quality of visitor 
accommodation.  urged the Committee to support the scheme.  

 

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

− the proposed swimming pool would not be a competition pool and, together with 

the spa, would be reserved for the use of hotel guests;  

− whilst the applicant had engaged with Ports of Jersey regarding the use of the Aero 
Club for overflow car parking, detailed negotiations would continue following the 

grant of planning permission;  

− discussions had been held with Jersey Rugby Club and Jersey Bowl regarding 

potential alternative overflow car parking arrangements;  

− a hotel occupancy rate of between 77 and 84 per cent was anticipated;  

− the Strive gym facility currently had 700 members; and 

− the proposed massing shown in the Visual Impact Assessment was accurate.  
 

In considering the application, the Committee was mindful of the challenges associated 

with balancing conflicting policies. Whilst it was acknowledged that the proposals were 
inconsistent with some of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan policies, it was acknowledged 

that significant economic benefits would arise from the proposed development. On 

balance, the Committee was persuaded that sufficient justification existed under the 

provisions of Article 19 (3) of the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 2002 to enable 
planning permission to be granted on an exceptional basis.  

 

Having considered the matter at length, the Committee unanimously approved the 
application, subject to the conditions outlined in the Department report and the entering 

into by the applicant of a suitable POA. In doing so, the Committee requested that the 

POA include 2 further requirements, as follows: securing a 4/5 star hotel operator, with 
the quality of the accommodation being a key factor in its determination and the formal 

use of the Aero Club for overflow car parking. In addition, Members requested that 

condition 18 be amended to require a Phase 2 Risk Assessment prior to the submission 

of the reserved matters planning application. Finally, Members directed that the 
reserved matters planning application should be determined in public by the Planning 

Committee.  

  

Field No. 785, 

La Rue des 

Cosnets St. 
Ouen: 

proposed 

construction of 
23 affordable 

dwellings.  

 

P/2025/10473 

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

permission for the demolition of the existing glasshouse structures on Field No. 785, 

La Rue des Cosnets, St. Ouen and their replacement with 23 affordable homes. The 
Committee had visited the site on 17th March 2026. 

 

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

 

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

that the application site was situated within the Green Zone and Sustainable Transport 
Zone 6 and was designated for the provision of affordable housing. Policies SP1, SP2, 

SP3, SP4, SP5, SP7, PL4, PL5, ERE6, GD1, GD2, GD3, GD6, GD10, NE1, NE2, NE3, 

HE1, H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, H9, CI6, 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 relating to Development Briefs 

for Affordable Housing Sites (2023), Residential Space Standards (2025), Residential 
Parking Standards (2023), Density Standards Guidance (2023), Planning Obligation 
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Agreements (2017) and Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment 

(2023).  

 
The Committee was advised that the proposal sought permission for an affordable 

housing scheme comprising 23 homes (2 x 2 bedroom, 13 x 3 bedroom and 8 x 4 

bedroom units), with a proposed tenure split of 55 per cent affordable housing and 45 

per cent social rented accommodation. Car and bicycle parking (44 and 50 spaces 
respectively), gardens, landscaping and public open space were also proposed, together 

with a new vehicular access onto La Rue des Cosnets. Upon completion, the homes 

would be transferred to an approved affordable housing provider (anticipated to be 
Andium Homes) for allocation to eligible persons, through the Affordable Housing 

Gateway.  

 
The entering into of a Planning Obligation Agreement (POA) was proposed to secure 

the following – 

- the provision of affordable housing and proposed tenure split;  

- a management plan, maintenance plan and resident’s forum;  
- a financial contribution of £54,689 towards enhancements to the bus route;  

- a financial contribution of £192,000 towards traffic safety enhancements;  

- a landscape and ecology management plan; 
- a Percentage for Art contribution (£50,000); and  

- a financial contribution towards a separate children’s play space (an offsite outdoor 

art studio and creative play space at Les Landes School) (£31,000).   
 

The Committee was advised that the proposal responded to the site constraints and 

would provide good quality affordable housing, in accordance with the policy 

requirements of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan and relevant SPG. The mix and density 
of housing was considered appropriate and was supported by the Strategic Housing 

Unit. The car parking provision accorded with the relevant SPG and the proposed new 

vehicular access represented the only viable access route to the site. In response to 
representations from residents to the north of the site, alterations had been made to the 

roof design of one of the proposed dwellings (unit one) to address concerns regarding 

the impact on neighbouring residential amenity. The application was  recommended for 

approval, subject to certain conditions detailed within the Department report and the 
entering into of a suitable POA, pursuant to Article 25 of the Planning and Building 

(Jersey) Law 2002 (as amended), as detailed within the Department report. In the event 

that agreement could not be reached in respect of the POA within 6 months of the date 
of approval, the application would be returned to the Committee for further 

consideration. 

 
All representations received in connexion with the application had been included within 

the Committee’s agenda pack. 

 

The Committee heard from , Principal Transport Planner, Infrastructure 
and Environment Department, who advised that various road safety mitigations were 

proposed. The speed limit on La Rue des Cosnets would be reduced to 15 miles per 

hour and a public footway would also be provided, together with virtual footpaths to 
Les Landes School. Consequently, the scheme was supported in principle, subject to 

the conditions outlined in the Department report and the entering into of a suitable POA. 

 
, a neighbouring resident, addressed the Committee and expressed 

concerns regarding the provision of car parking, which she believed to be insufficient 

and would lead to indiscriminate parking.  also expressed concerns 

regarding the proximity of the proposed development to the boundary of the site, which 
she believed would have a detrimental impact on neighbouring residential amenity. 
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Whilst not opposed to the development of the site, she was of the view that insufficient 
consideration had been given to the long-term impacts of the scheme.  

 

The Committee heard from , a neighbouring resident, who expressed 
similar concerns regarding the provision of car parking, with particular reference to the 

4 bedroom properties.  believed that the proposals would result in the 

overdevelopment of the site, as evidenced by the undersized gardens and absence of 

garages. She was of the view that the proposed development did not demonstrate a high 
quality of design and was concerned about increased light pollution. In concluding, she 

urged the Committee to refuse permission. 

 
 addressed the Committee on behalf of a family member whose property 

adjoined the site, to the north of proposed unit one. The position of this unit would have 

a serious and detrimental effect on light and sunlight in the garden of the property, 
which would be shadowed for much of the day.  requested the submission 

of accurate light and shade studies and the re-positioning of unit one to minimise the 

impact on neighbouring residential amenity. The proximity of the proposed 

development to an existing boundary hedge would affect its long-term viability and 
hinder access for routine maintenance.  stated that insufficient external 

storage space had been provided and that the proposals were reliant on the timely 

completion of a storage attenuation tank in St. Peter (planning application reference 
No. P/2024/1285 refers). In light of the above, he urged the Committee to refuse 

permission.  

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

who reminded the Committee that the site had been designated for the provision of 

affordable housing. The proposed density levels were appropriate for the site and the 

car parking provision accorded with the relevant SPG. The existing boundary hedge to 
the north lay within the application site and would be retained for wildlife and its 

amenity value. He acknowledged that it contributed to the overshadowing of the 

property to the north and noted that revisions had been made to the design of unit one 
to address concerns about the impact of the development. Therefore,  

concluded that no unreasonable harm to neighbouring amenity would arise from the 

development and he urged the Committee to grant permission.  

 
The applicant’s agents,  and , of MAC Architectural 

Services, addressed the Committee.  advised that the proposed design had 

been informed by the rural character of the area with appropriate materials and dense 
formal planting to create the feel of a rural settlement. The scheme responded to 

feedback from community engagement and that the scheme complied with all relevant 

policy requirements. Sufficient external storage was proposed, with shared bicycle 
stores. 

 

In response to questions from the Committee, it was confirmed that Jersey granite 

would be used; electric vehicle charging points would be provided; and, that the 
affordable housing provider would be responsible for the professional maintenance of 

the existing boundary hedge.  

 
Having considered the application, the Committee unanimously endorsed the 

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

Department report and the entering into of a suitable POA, as outlined above. In doing 
so, the Committee confirmed that any revisions to the proposed housing tenure split 

would require the approval of the Planning Committee and that the proposals in respect 

of the Percentage for Art contribution and the off-site children’s play space should also 
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be determined by the Committee.  

  

Reversing 

bays, South 

Hill, St. 
Helier: 

proposed 

construction of 

skatepark and 
cycle park.  

 

P/2025/10062 

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

permission for the phased construction of a skatepark, followed by a bicycle park, at 

South Hill, St. Helier on an area of land currently used for vehicle reversing tuition. 
The Committee had visited the site on 17th March 2026. 

 

Deputy T.A. Coles of St. Helier South did not participate in the determination of this 

application. 
 

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

was a Protected Open Space and Sports and Leisure Enhancement Area situated in the 
Built-up Area on the Eastern Cycle Route Network in Sustainable Transport Zone 2, in 

an Archaeological Priority Area, and in close proximity to a number of Listed Buildings 

and Places. Policies SP1, SP2, SP3, SP4, SP5, SP7, PL1, GD1, GD2, GD6, NE1, NE2, 
NE3, HE1, HE5, CI5, CI6, CI7, TT1, TT2 and WER6 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan 

were relevant. Attention was also drawn to relevant Supplementary Planning Guidance 

relating to the Southwest St. Helier Planning Framework.  

 
The Committee noted that permission was sought for the construction of a temporary 

skatepark (phase one), which would ultimately be converted to a cycle park (phase 2) 

when the redevelopment of Fort Regent had been completed. Phase one comprised the 
delivery of a reinforced concrete area, skatepark equipment, resurfacing, fencing and 

screening, soft landscaping, an accessible toilet with baby change facility, covered 

cycle parking, street furniture, lighting, closed-circuit television and associated utility 
infrastructure. Alterations to the existing reversing bays, including the removal of the 

southern bay designated for goods vehicle tuition, and the relocation of a memorial 

stone and bench were also proposed. Phase 2 included the removal of the skatepark 

equipment and resurfacing of the area to form a cycle park. The skatepark equipment 
would be relocated to Fort Regent or an alternative suitable area at that point.  

 

The Committee further noted that a permanent 1.2 metre high metal fence was proposed 
along the southern and western edges of the skate/cycle park area. As part of phase one, 

a 3 metre high acoustic fence would be positioned along the northern and eastern edges 

of the skatepark and this would be removed at the conclusion of the phase one works. 

Although not within the scope of the application, a new pedestrian crossing was also 
proposed across South Hill to the north of South Hill Gym, to facilitate access to the 

skate/cycle park area. Access would be via a stair and ramp to the southeast of the site, 

adjacent to the entrance to South Hill Gym. Access from the north, via the existing 
access road, would be for maintenance purposes only. Lighting would be operational 

from 7.00 am to 10.00 pm, with photocell switching to ensure it was only used when 

necessary.  
 

The Committee was advised that the delivery of a skate/cycle park in St. Helier, within 

the Built-up Area and a Sports and Leisure Enhancement Area, was supported in 

principle. The proposals would deliver a community benefit, notwithstanding the loss 
of a reversing bay. Whilst the co-location of the reversing bays and skate/cycle park 

resulted in some constraints, the scale and layout of the proposed facilities were deemed 

sufficient to minimise potential conflict and ensure an acceptable relationship between 
the uses. There would be no adverse impact on residential amenity, biodiversity, car 

parking/highways, drainage or contaminated land, subject to the imposition of certain 

conditions. Visual impacts would also be appropriately mitigated. The application was, 
therefore, recommended for approval, subject to certain conditions detailed within the 

Department report.  
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93 representations had been received in connexion with the application. 

 

The Committee heard from , a neighbouring resident, who had been 
made aware of concerns regarding possible land contamination at the site. He was also 

concerned about road safety implications and the potential for conflict between the 

competing uses.  stated that the pedestrian access route to the site was 

inadequate and that the proposed development would change the nature of the area to 
the detriment of local wildlife. He urged the Committee to refuse permission.  

 

Connétable A.N. Jehan of St. John, Minister for Infrastructure, addressed the 
Committee in support of the application. The proposals aligned with the Jersey 

Performance Framework and the Jersey Play Plan 2025 – 2028 and would provide a 

dedicated facility in a central and sustainable location for the benefit of Islanders. The 
importance of dedicated sports facilities was highlighted, together with the benefits in 

terms of inclusion and physical and mental health. Whilst alternative sites had been 

considered, the proposed location represented the best available option and funding had 

been secured to implement the scheme. The Minister urged the Committee to grant 
permission.  

 

The Committee heard from , founder of Skateboard Jersey, a not-for-profit 
community group which offered skateboard coaching, organised events and support. 

He outlined the need for a dedicated facility in St. Helier, following the closure of the 

skate park at the New North Quay. Skateboarding was a popular local sport, as 
evidenced by the number of sessions delivered by the organisation. The community 

benefits of the proposal were highlighted and the scheme supported the organisation’s 

aim of increasing participation in skateboarding.  urged the Committee to 

grant permission.  
 

, Active Travel Officer, Jersey Sport, addressed the Committee and 

highlighted the need for additional sport and active travel opportunities in St. Helier. 
Ultimately, phase two of the scheme would provide a cycle park which would facilitate 

the provision of ‘learn to cycle’ sessions in St. Helier at no cost to users.  

 

The Committee heard from , Principal Engineer, Infrastructure and 
Environment Department, regarding lighting and the proposed hours of operation of the 

facility. Whilst the skate/cycle park would not physically close overnight, the lighting 

would be wound down at 9.30 pm and switched off completely at 10.00 pm to 
encourage users to leave the facility. The operation of nearby amenity lighting would 

facilitate safe egress from the site. It was anticipated that these measures would be 

sufficient to regulate the use of the facility. The location of the proposed new pedestrian 
crossing at South Hill had been informed by a Road Safety Audit and the access 

arrangements would be kept under review. Experts would be engaged to ensure that the 

proposed landscaping met safety and security objectives, as well as providing an 

attractive and biodiverse environment.  
 

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

K.C. Lewis of St. Saviour, endorsed the Department recommendation to grant 
permission, subject to certain conditions outlined in the Department report. In doing so, 

the Committee directed that permission for the skate park (phase one) be time limited 

to 5 years, to ensure the implementation of phase 2 within a reasonable time frame. The 
Committee also agreed that and that lighting should be switched off at 9.00 pm every 

night and not 10.00 pm.  
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La Ruette, La 

Rue du Moulin 

du Ponterrin, 
Trinity:  

proposed 

redevelop- 

ment and 
construction of 

26 new 

dwellings.  
 

P/2025/0845 

A6. The Committee 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. 
 

Connétable P.B. Le Sueur of Trinity and Deputy A. Howell of St. John, St. Lawrence 

and Trinity did not participate in the determination of this application. Deputy A.F. 
Curtis of St. Clement, Vice Chair, acted as Chair for the duration of this item. 

 

A site plan, 3-Dimensional model and drawings were displayed. The Committee noted 
that the application site was situated on the Built-up Area boundary and in a Water 

Pollution Safeguard Area. A bakehouse within the site was classed as a proposed Grade 

4 Listed Building and a number of Listed Buildings were located in the vicinity of the 

site. Policies SP1, SP2, SP3, SP4, SP5, SP7, PL4, GD1, GD2, GD3, GD5, GD6, GD10, 
NE1, NE2, HE1, HE5, H1, H2, H3, H4, CI8, ME1, TT1, TT2, TT3, TT4, WER1, 

WER5, WER6, WER7 and UI3 were relevant.  

 
The Committee noted that pre-application advice had been sought in connexion with 

the proposals, which had been amended in response to the same. The number of 

dwellings had been reduced from 27 to 26, together with the retention of a roadside 
banque and the provision of 4 additional car parking spaces.  

 

The Committee noted that the application proposed the demolition of the main part of 

La Ruette, together with various incongruous extensions and ancillary outbuildings, 
including a dilapidated stable block. The dwelling would be replaced with a 5 bay 

farmhouse comprising 4 apartments, with the western granite wing being retained and 

converted to an apartment and communal storage areas. The bakehouse would be 
retained (with modern additions removed) and would be used for bicycle parking. 21 

houses, including detached, semi-detached and terraced dwellings, would be 

constructed on the remainder of the site, predominantly around the perimeter. 4 x one 

bedroom, 10 x 2 bedroom, 2 x 3 bedroom and 10 x 4 bedroom units were proposed, 
with 54 car parking spaces scattered around the site. La Rue du Moulin du Ponterrin 

would be widened, with the existing vehicular access repositioned and improved to 

enhance visibility. A new pedestrian footpath would be created across the frontage of 
the development.  

 

If permission was granted, a Planning Obligation Agreement (POA) was proposed to 
secure the following – 

− a financial contribution towards improvements to public transport infrastructure 

and services (£69,399.97);  

− the provision of a new drainage storage tank and upgrade of the Victoria Village 

Sewage Pumping Station (£653,733.00);  

− the installation of planting enhancements to the site boundaries;  

− a Landscape Management Plan; and 

− a management plan, maintenance plan and resident’s forum.  

 
The Committee was advised that the proposed development was supported in principle 

and that the case for partial demolition had been made. The proposals would result in 

increased density and would offer a balanced mix of new homes in a desirable semi-
rural location. The scheme included a comprehensive suite of sustainability measures 

including electric vehicle and bicycle charging, green roofs, sustainable drainage 

systems and rainwater harvesting. High-quality design and materials, together with 
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traditional architectural detailing would ensure that the development contributed 
positively to the countryside setting and appropriate mitigations were proposed in 

respect of drainage and transport issues. There would be no unreasonable impact on 

neighbouring amenities and the scheme accorded with residential space and car parking 
standards. Consequently, the application was recommended for approval, subject to 

certain conditions detailed within the Department report and the entering into of a 

suitable POA, pursuant to Article 25 of the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 2002 

(as amended), as detailed above. In the event that agreement could not be reached in 
respect of the POA within 6 months of the date of approval, the application would be 

returned to the Committee for further consideration. 

 
All representations received in connexion with the application had been included within 

the Committee’s agenda pack. 

 
The Committee heard from , Assistant Director, Infrastructure and 

Environment Department, in connexion with drainage matters. Subject to the conditions 

outlined in the Department report and the entering into of a suitable POA, it was 

confirmed that drainage concerns would be appropriately mitigated. A private on-site 
pumping station was proposed, together with a new storage tank and upgrades to the 

Victoria Village sewage pumping station.  

 
Connétable P.B. Le Sueur of Trinity addressed the Committee on behalf of the Parish 

of Trinity Roads Committee. Concerns were expressed regarding the provision of car 

parking, with particular reference to the smaller (one and 2 bedroom) homes, which 
would have only one allocated parking space each. Due to poor public transport 

provision, residents would rely heavily on private cars and the increased intensification 

of use of the site gave rise to highway safety risks. Significant road safety issues were 

highlighted in relation to several junctions with limited visibility and the proposed road 
widening was also considered hazardous. Whilst the principle of the redevelopment of 

the site was accepted, the proposals were deemed unsuitable in the wider context of 

Victoria Village. The Committee was urged to refuse permission. 
 

The Committee received  and , representing residents 

of Victoria Village.  advised that whilst there was no objection in principle 

to the redevelopment of the site, the scheme was not considered to be in keeping with 
the rural character of the area and was believed to be contrary to a number of Island 

Plan Policies, including SP2, SP3, SP4, SP7, PL4, TT1 and WE7. A more modest 

development which was sympathetic to the surrounding rural context was suggested. 
Concerns regarding highway and pedestrian safety were also noted, with particular 

reference being made to the junction at La Rue du Moulin du Ponterrin. The provision 

of car parking and the potential for indiscriminate parking were also raised together 
with the harmful impact of the development on Victoria Village. Concern was also 

expressed with regard to the late publication of material information, including a 

comment from the Drainage Section of the Infrastructure and Environment Department.   

 
 stated that the scheme would result in the overdevelopment of the site 

and would be harmful to the character of Victoria Village and the surrounding area. 

There had been no assessment of the unique character of the Village or consideration 
of whether sufficient capacity existed for a development of this nature. Whilst the 

scheme proposed an ‘eco style development’,  stated that the definition 

of this was unclear and she advised that the proposed development would result in a 
significant increase in density. She also suggested that further information was required 

in respect of the drainage arrangements, together with clarity on the specific 

requirements of the POA. Whilst the design had been informed by comments from the 
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Jersey Architecture Commission,  was not convinced that the JAC 

unequivocally supported the scheme. She also referenced concerns expressed by the 

Parish Roads Committee and highlighted the impact of the development on the 
surrounding road network. In concluding, she stated that the scheme also failed to 

satisfy the requirements of Policies GD6 and NE3 and urged the Committee to refuse 

permission.  

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

Limited, who advised that details of the drainage solution had been included in the 

submission and the proposals would result in upgraded infrastructure. He reminded the 
Committee of the demand for housing in the Island and advised that the scheme would 

provide 26 high quality family homes on a windfall site. The scheme complied with the 

relevant 2022 Bridging Island Plan policy framework and accorded with all standards. 
The Department supported the application and was recommending approval and  

 urged the Committee to grant permission.   

 

 of KR Synergy, a transport consultancy, addressed the Committee, 
and advised that the scheme complied with Policy TT1 and would provide a safe 

environment for all road users. The application had been considered by the Parish 

Roads Committee in January 2025, and no objections had been received. Infrastructure 
improvements, to include widened footpaths and an enhanced bus service were also 

proposed. Independent traffic and speed surveys had been undertaken and it had been 

concluded that peak time traffic volumes would remain low. With reference to the 
junction at La Rue du Moulin du Ponterrin, it was noted that this met the required 

standards. The provision of car and bicycle parking exceeded the standards and direct 

access to cycle routes would be provided. In concluding,  described 

the scheme as proportionate and thoughtful and urged the Committee to support the 
proposals.  

 

The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent,  of Ashbe 
Construction, who advised that the scheme was ‘landscape driven’ and that density 

levels were considered acceptable and in accordance with standards. The proposals had 

been amended in response to the comments of residents, the Department and the Jersey 

Architecture Commission. The highways authority had also confirmed satisfaction with 
the scheme. 

 

A brief discussion followed, with a difference of opinion being noted in respect of the 
views of the highway authority in relation to the scheme. 

 

Having considered the application, the Committee, with the exception of Connétable 
D.W. Mezbourian of St. Lawrence and Deputy S.M. Ahier of St. Helier North, decided 

to refuse permission on the grounds of Policies TT1, SP4 and GD6. 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.  

  

Karuso, Le 

Mont de 

Gouray, St. 

Martin: 
proposed 

extension and 

associated 
alterations.  

 

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

permission for the construction of first and lower ground floor extensions at the 

property known as Karuso, Le Mont de Gouray, St. Martin. Associated interior and 

exterior alterations, to include the installation of dormer windows, rooflights and a 
balcony were also proposed. Permission was also sought for the conversion of the 

garage to residential accommodation, together with various alterations, hard and soft 

landscaping and decking comprising storage. The Committee had visited the site on 
17th March 2026. 

 





27th Meeting 
19.03.2026 

 

   

 

      750 

This had been a determining factor in the purchase of the property.  noted 

that neighbouring properties had been updated and developed and she advised that the 

family merely wished to do the same in order to create a safe and functional home.   
 

The applicant’s agent, , advised the Committee that the scheme had 

been revised in response to advice from the Department and that professional advice 

had been sought in relation to construction and building control matters. There would 
be no requirement to underpin the property and an existing bank had been stabilised in 

1996. There would be no overlooking and the garage could be removed without 

planning permission under permitted development rights. The scheme had been 
designed to harmonise with the existing built context. In response to questions from 

Members,  detailed the changes to the southern elevation, with particular 

reference to the proposed new balcony.  
 

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

K.C. Lewis of St. Saviour and Deputy A. Howell of St. Lawrence, St. John and Trinity, 

endorsed the Department recommendation to grant permission.  
  

Field No. 29, 
St. Martin.: 

proposed 

construction of 

field shelters, 
tack rooms, 

storage, hay 

barn and 
changes to 

access track 

(RFR) 
(RETROSPE-

CTIVE). 

 

P/2025/0707 

A8. The Committee considered a report in connexion with a request for the 
reconsideration of a retrospective application which had been refused by the 

Department under delegated powers and which sought retrospective permission for the 

construction of 4 field shelters, 2 tack rooms, equipment and food stores, a covered hay 

barn and the resurfacing of an existing access track on Field No. 29, St. Martin. The 
Committee had visited the site on 17th March 2026. 

 

A site plan and drawings were displayed. The Committee noted that the application site 
was an agricultural field situated in the Protected Coastal Area. Policies SP2, SP3, PL5, 

ERE1, ERE5, ERE7, GD1, GD6, NE1, NE3, TT1, TT4 and WER6 of the of the 2022 

Bridging Island Plan were relevant. 
 

The Committee noted the relevant planning history of the site, which included 2 

applications which had been withdrawn, for the construction of an agricultural storage 

shed and a sand school (planning applications ref Nos. P/2021/1723 and P/2013/0176 
refer). A separate, but related application was also noted (Minute No. A9 below refers). 

The Committee further noted that the site was currently used for racehorse training, 

horse grazing, livery services and composting. Various items were stored on the site, 
including boats, disused vehicles, containers and horse boxes.  

 

The Committee was advised that the Land Controls section had advised that the site 

could only be used by a bona fide agriculturalist for agricultural or horticultural 
purposes. The Committee recalled that the Protected Coastal Area was afforded the 

highest level of protection and sufficient justification was required on a number of 

levels for the introduction (or continuation) of a commercial equine enterprise in this 
sensitive location. The loss of high-quality agricultural land and the manner in which 

the scheme protected or improve the distinctive landscape character had to be 

considered, together with the contribution to the rural economy. High quality design 
which did not cause unreasonable harm to neighbouring amenities was also required.  

The Committee noted that the application lacked certain crucial information and detail 

required to properly assess the application. Where information had been provided 

policy conflicts arose. Consequently, it was recommended that the Committee maintain 
refusal on the grounds that the application was contrary to Policies GD1, TT1, TT4, 

GD6, NE3, ERE5, ERE1 and ERE7 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan. 

 
11 representations had been received in connexion with the application. 
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The Committee heard from , a neighbouring resident, who objected to the 
application on the basis that the scheme did not comply with the relevant Bridging 

Island Plan policy context.  stated that works had been undertaken in a 

piecemeal manner without the necessary consent. The applicant had failed to submit a 
business plan and the impact on neighbours had not been considered.  also 

noted that no information had been provided in relation to waste management and she 

was concerned about the safety implications arising from the storage of horse manure 

in skips on the site. She also noted the potential for traffic intensification and understood 
that there was no vehicular access on the adjoining land.  

 

The Committee heard from , representing , who objected 
to the application.  noted that previous applications had been withdrawn 

due to objections. The extant application sought to regularise unauthorised 

development, which was viewed as an attempt to circumvent the planning process.  
 noted that the Department did not support the application on the grounds that 

it was contrary to policy and lacked sufficient detail. He suggested that no additional 

information had been provided to justify approval. 

 
The Committee heard from , who objected to the application on the basis 

that it was contrary to planning policy and would be harmful to the surrounding 

environment and amenities.  was also concerned about noise nuisance, 
highway safety, waste management, water pollution and the storage of skips in the field. 

 

In support of the application, the Committee heard from , the applicant, 
who confirmed that he was a bona fide agriculturalist and had written permission from 

Land Controls for equine use on the field. The Committee noted his background in 

training racehorses and  outlined the challenges he had faced in the past in 

securing land and stables. He advised the Committee that it was standard practice to 
keep racehorses in stables, hence the need for the field shelters. He had been surprised 

to learn that the application had been refused as the shelters were modest and not visible 

from the public realm. As he had operated from the site for 5 years without incident, he 
contended that approval of the stables would not result in traffic intensification. 

However, a refusal would have a significant impact on Jersey Race Club activities. In 

response to questions regarding a track which led to a meadow, the applicant confirmed 

that whilst he had levelled this to provide better access for a neighbour, he was not 
permitted to access to the meadow.  

 

The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent,  of Dyson Buesnel 
Architects.  confirmed that as the structures were already in situ, the 

submission of a planning statement/business plan had not been considered necessary. 

The applicant had operated from the site for some time and prior to that, horses had 
grazed on the land for approximately 13 years. The land was stony and unsuitable for 

growing. In response to questions regarding waste management, it was noted that some 

manure was harrowed into the ground and some was stored in skips, which were 

removed from the site when full.  
 

Having considered the application, the Committee maintained the decision to refuse the 

application for the reasons set out in the Department report. In doing so, it noted that 
there appeared to be no record of the approved equine use referred to by the applicant 

and it was suggested that he liaise with the Department in this regard.  

  

Field No. 76A, 

St. Martin:  

installation of 

A9. 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 retrospective permission for the construction of 3 
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field shelters 

and hay loft 

(RFR) 
(RETROSPE-

CTIVE). 
 

P/2025/0708 

field shelters and a covered hay loft on Field No. 76A. The Committee had visited the 

site on 17th March 2026. 

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

was an agricultural field situated in the Protected Coastal Area. Policies SP2, SP3, PL5, 

ERE1, ERE5, ERE7, GD1, GD6, NE1, NE3, TT1, TT4 and WER6 of the of the 2022 

Bridging Island Plan were relevant. 
 

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

application which had been withdrawn, for the construction of a sand school (planning 
applications ref No. P/2013/0176 refers). A separate, but related application was also 

noted (Minute No. A8 above refers). The Committee further noted that the site was 

currently used for racehorse training, horse grazing and livery services. 
 

The Committee was advised that the Land Controls section had advised that the site 

could only be used by a bona fide agriculturalist for agricultural or horticultural 

purposes. The Committee recalled that the Protected Coastal Area was afforded the 
highest level of protection and sufficient justification was required on a number of 

levels for the introduction (or continuation) of a commercial equine enterprise in this 

sensitive location. The loss of high-quality agricultural land and the manner in which 
the scheme protected or improve the distinctive landscape character had to be 

considered, together with the contribution to the rural economy. High quality design 

which did not cause unreasonable harm to neighbouring amenities was also required.  
The Committee noted that the application lacked certain crucial information and detail 

required to properly assess the application. Where information had been provided 

policy conflicts arose. Consequently, it was recommended that the Committee maintain 

refusal of the application on the grounds that it was contrary to Policies GD1, TT1, 
TT4, GD6, NE3, ERE5, ERE1 and ERE7 of the Bridging Island Plan 2022 

 

11 representations had been received in connexion with the application. 
 

(All oral representations received in relation to the application appear under Minute No. 

A8 of the meeting).  

 
Having considered the application, the Committee maintained the decision to refuse the 

application for the reasons set out in the Department report. 

 




