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Planning Committee

(19th Meeting)

3rd July 2025

Part A (Non-Exempt)

All members were present, with the exception of Connétables M. O’D. Troy of St.
Clement, 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 K.C. Lewis of St. Saviour

Connétable M. Labey of Grouville

Deputy A. Howell of St. John, St. Lawrence and Trinity
Deputy S.M. Ahier of St. Helier North

Deputy T.A. Coles of St. Helier South

In attendance —

C. Carter, Planning Applications Manager

C. Jones, Senior Planner

B. James, Planner

L. Davies, Planner

R. Hampson, Planner

G. Vasselin, Planner

S. Sellors, Planner

A. Elliott, Planner

L. Plumley, Senior Secretariat Officer, Specialist Secretariat, States Greffe
(items Al — 6)

H. Roche, Senior Secretariat Officer, Specialist Secretariat, States Greffe
(items A7 — 10)

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

Al. The Minutes of the meeting of 19th June 2025, having been previously
circulated, were taken as read and were confirmed.

A2. The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A7 of 19th June 2025,
considered a report in connexion with an application which sought permission for
the construction of a cattery with 13 boarding units at the property known as La
Trigale, La Route de L’Eglise, St. Lawrence. Retrospective permission was also
sought for the construction of a concrete deck and retaining wall. The Committee
had visited the site on 17th June 2025.

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.

The Committee confirmed refusal of the application for the reasons set out in the
Department report.
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A3. The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A9 of 19th June 2025,
considered a report in connexion with an application which sought permission for
the construction of a 2 storey extension to the south elevation of the property known
as Richmond, La Grande Route de St. Clement, St. Clement. Various external
alterations, to include new surface drainage were also proposed. The Committee had
visited the site on 17th June 2025.

The Committee recalled that it had been minded to grant 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
approval.

The Committee confirmed unconditional approval of the application for the reasons
set out in the Department report.

A4. The Committee considered a report in connexion with an application which
sought permission for the construction of 128 affordable homes on Fields No. 558,
559 and 632, La Grande Route De St Pierre, St. Peter. External storage; car,
motorcycle and bicycle parking; landscaping; communal areas, including a
children’s play area; a new electricity substation; and access alterations were also
proposed. The Committee had visited the site on 1st July 2025.

A site plan and drawings were displayed. The Committee noted that the application
site had been designated for affordable housing and was situated in the Green Zone
and a Water Pollution Safeguard Area, adjacent to various Listed Buildings. Polices
SP1, SP2, SP3, SP4, SP5, SP7, PL3, GDI1, GD2, GD3, GD6, GD10, NE1, NE2,
NE3, HEI1, HES, H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, CI§, MEI1, TT1, TT2, TT3, TT4, WERI,
WER2, WER6, WER7 and UI3 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan were relevant.
Attention was also drawn to relevant Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG)
relating to the Development Briefs for Affordable Housing Sites (2023), Residential
Space Standards (2025), Residential Parking Standards (2023), Density Standards
Guidance (2023) and Planning Obligation Agreements (2017).

The Committee noted the relevant planning history of the site, which included a
previous application for an affordable housing scheme on Field No. 632 and part of
Field No. 559 (outline planning application No. PP/2017/1444 refers), which had
been refused by the Minister for the Environment, in accordance with the policies of
the 2011 Island Plan, following a public inquiry held in March 2018 (MD-PE-2018-
0030 refers).

The Committee noted that permission was sought for 128 new homes of mixed
tenure comprising 13 x 4 bedroom houses, 95 x 3 bedroom houses, 8 x 2 bedroom
bungalows, 4 x 2 bedroom apartments, and 8 x one bedroom apartments. A housing
tenure split of 45 per cent social rented dwellings and 55 per cent affordable housing
for purchase was proposed. A new vehicular and pedestrian access would be formed
on to La Grande Route de St. Pierre, with pedestrian access on to La Route du
Manoir and La Rue des Sapins. La Verte Rue would be closed to vehicles at the
western end and re-aligned at the northern end of Field No. 559 to join the central
spine road through the development. In addition, transport improvements would
include traffic calming measures, a new bus shelter and 2 new pedestrian crossings.
A new public open space would be provided to the southwest corner of the site,
featuring a canopy and amphitheatre.

The Committee was advised that the scheme would deliver 128 much needed
affordable homes on a site designated for this purpose and accorded with the policy
requirements of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan and relevant SPG. The mix and
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density of housing was considered appropriate and was supported by the Strategic
Housing and Regeneration Team. The design of the proposed scheme was
considered to be of a high quality and suitable mitigations were proposed in respect
of ecological, heritage, visual and neighbouring amenity impacts.

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) to secure a
contribution towards transport improvements (£984,497); affordable housing and
the proposed tenure split; a landscape and ecology management plan; management
and maintenance plans and the establishment of a residents’ forum. In the event that
a suitable POA could not be agreed within 6 months, 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, including a number of late submissions.

The Committee heard from |- Principal Transport Planner,
Infrastructure and Environment (I and E) Department, who noted that the site was
well located in terms of community amenities and acknowledged the strategic
importance of the scheme. Whilst there had been no objection to the proposals, i}
I 2dvised that certain detailed matters, including proposed transport
mitigations along La Grande Route de St. Pierre and the design of the site access
junction, had yet to be finalised via a Highway Agreement. Subject to the above, and
the applicant entering into a suitable POA, the proposals were supported by the
Department.

In response to questions from the Committee, ||l confirmed that the
assessment undertaken by the I and E Department focussed on Government owned
roads. No signalised pedestrian crossings were proposed, and it was anticipated that
changes to the design of the site access junction would be required, pending further
safety checks. The POA contribution towards transport improvements included the
sum of £411,417 towards improvements to the No.9 bus service by increasing the
frequency from hourly to half-hourly and extending the operating hours. i

confirmed that vehicle tracking simulations had been undertaken which
included access by refuse lorries.

The Committee heard from |l 2 resident of St. Peter. Whilst he had no
objection in principle to the development of the site for residential purposes, |
expressed concerns regarding the design approach. The proposals would result in
the loss of large amounts of historically significant mature hedgerows which could
have been retained and incorporated into the design. The proposed changes to La
Verte Rue would impact a historic rural lane and were unjustified. Insufficient
consideration had been given pedestrian and cycle friendly initiatives, with the
emphasis being on vehicular access. il vrged the Committee to reject the
application and encourage a revised approach which took the above matters into
consideration.

addressed the Committee on behalf of a housing association
representing 18 homes in the immediate vicinity of the site. He advised that
consultation with local residents had been poor. Many had been unaware of the site
having been rezoned for affordable housing and public consultation had been
undertaken at a late stage in the design process, leaving residents feeling
disenfranchised. Best practice, as outlined by the Royal Institute of British
Architects, called for meaningful engagement in the design process. | N
also expressed concerns regarding the impact of the proposals on the setting of
nearby Listed Buildings and highway safety implications. He urged the Committee
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to reject the proposals.

The Committee heard from |- Who lived opposite the proposed entrance
to the development, and was concerned about loss of privacy and highway safety.
She also believed that there had been insufficient consultation and inadequate
mitigation measures were proposed. Increased traffic movements would have an
impact on the local school, and this had not been adequately considered. | N
requested that the design of the site access junction and drainage infrastructure be
finalised prior to approval being granted and highlighted the importance of
meaningful engagement with neighbours. Reference was also made to a recent report
of the States Complaints Panel in this connexion (R.101/2025 refers).

The Committee heard from |l 2 neighbouring resident, who outlined
concerns in relation to loss of privacy, noise, disruption and light pollution. He
echoed previous speakers’ concerns regarding the lack of engagement with
neighbours who would be directly affected by the proposals and urged the
Committee to reject the application.

, a resident of St. Peter, addressed the Committee and stated that
whilst he did not object to the principle of development, he was concerned by the
highway safety implications. Noting a previous fatality in the area, and in view of
the fact that the proposals would result in increased traffic movements, he suggested
that 2 filter in turn junctions should be installed in order to safely manage the risks.

, a resident of St. Peter, outlined concerns regarding the overall
quantum of development proposed versus the amount of amenity and play space
proposed. The size of the proposed dwellings was also considered inadequate for
families in the longer term. | vrged the Committee to reject the proposals.

The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent, | | j JUEENEE of Duffell Planning
Limited, who reminded the Committee of the public benefits of the scheme. These
included the provision of affordable housing, community and public amenity spaces,
green spaces, access and traffic improvements, transport enhancements and the
creation of a new and vibrant community in the Parish. |l ¢xplained that
the POA contribution was higher than anticipated due to the fact that part of the site
was in the Green Zone. She indicated that whilst the applicant was willing to pay the
higher amount, consistency of approach was required. The suggestion that
community engagement had been insufficient was refuted. |l concluded
by stating that the proposals accorded with the policy requirements of the 2022
Bridging Island Plan and she urged the Committee to grant permission.

The applicant’s architect, |||  ll of Godel Architects, addressed the
Committee and outlined the considerations that had informed the design. The
proposals responded to the local context, the visual impact had been minimised, and
the design was of a high quality. Landscape and ecological enhancements were
proposed, together with traffic and transport improvements. Extensive community
engagement had been undertaken and the scheme aligned with relevant
requirements. The proposals would deliver a lasting legacy for the Parish and |Jjjij
I v gcd the Committee to support the application.

The Committee heard from | of Andium Homes, the affordable
housing provider for the site. He emphasised the strategic importance of the scheme,
which was described as a model housing development which fostered a sense of
belonging and community, within an attractive setting. The proposed development
was landscape led and would fit comfortably within the local context. Whilst minor
impacts were acknowledged, no unreasonable harm would arise and the scheme
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would result in significant public benefits. || | I vrged the Committee to
support the proposals.

The Committee heard from Connétable il of St. Peter, who outlined his role
in the rezoning of the site for affordable housing. There was a proven need for new
affordable homes in the Parish and 2 Parish Assemblies had been held to consider
the proposals and the proposed new access arrangements had been approved. The
proposals would have a positive impact on the local economy and create a vibrant
new community in the heart of St. Peter’s Village. New open spaces and transport
improvements were proposed. Notwithstanding the stated benefits, the Connétable
recognised that some nearby residents would be affected by the development, and
he hoped that constructive dialogue could be entered into to address concerns. On
balance, he advised that the proposals were supported by the Parish.

In response to questions from the Committee, the following was noted —

- the applicant was working with officers to address safety concerns related to
traffic and transport;

- a Grampian condition was proposed with regard to connection to the foul sewer
network;

- homes would be allocated via the Affordable Housing Gateway;

- whilst the applicant had not directly engaged with every affected neighbouring
property, all submissions made as a result of community engagement had been
considered;

- notwithstanding the above, the Department was satisfied that adequate
community engagement had been undertaken; Policy GD2 not being
prescriptive in this regard;

- the proposed changes to La Verte Rue included the introduction of vehicle
passing places which would affect the existing banques; and,

- the development had been engineered to accommodate roof-mounted solar
panels in future.

Having considered the application, the Committee unanimously approved the
application, subject to the imposition of the conditions set out in the Department
report and on the basis of the applicant entering into a suitable POA, as detailed
above. In doing so, the Committee requested an additional condition requiring the
submission of a detailed scheme of works for La Verte Rue, the wording of which
would be agreed by the Chair and Vice Chair. Members also commented on the need
for consistency of approach with regard to the calculation of POA contributions for
sites rezoned for affordable housing and the need for meaningful community
engagement, to include direct consultation with neighbouring residents. It was
suggested that the requirements of policy GD2 should be reviewed and the
Committee directed that a recommendation be made to the Minister for the
Environment in this connexion, in accordance with Article 9A of the Planning and
Building (Jersey) Law 2002.

AS5. The Committee considered a report in connexion with an application which
sought permission for the demolition of a garage block and the construction of 42
units of supported housing accommodation for persons aged over 55 years, at the
property known as St. Joseph's Care Home, St. John’s Road, St. Helier. Car parking,
amenity space, and refuse and bicycle storage were also proposed, together with
landscaping and the construction of an electricity substation to the northwest of the
site. The Committee had visited the site on 1st July 2025.

Deputy S.M. Ahier of St. Helier North did not participate in the determination of
this application.
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A site plan, drawings and a 3-dimensional model were displayed. The Committee
noted that the application site was situated in the Primary Centre/Built-Up Area of
St. Helier, the Eastern Cycle Route Network and the Green Backdrop Zone. Polices
SP1, SP2, SP3, SP4, SP5, PL1, GD1, GD2, GD5, GD6, GDS, GD9, GD10, NE1,
NE2, HE1, H1, H2, H3, H4, H7, CI8, ME1, TT1, TT2, TT4, WERI1, WER2, WER6
and WER?Y of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan were relevant. Attention was also drawn
to relevant Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) relating to the St. Helier
Design Guidance, Residential Space Standards (2025), Residential Parking
Standards (2023) and Density Standards (2025).

The Committee noted the relevant planning history of the site, including a previous
application for the demolition of the garage block and the construction of 7 units of
supported housing, which had been withdrawn (planning application No.
P/2024/0291 refers).

The Committee noted that the application site comprised a 99 bedroom care home,
offices, staff accommodation, car parking, landscaped gardens, a garage block, and
4 blocks of residential accommodation for persons aged over 55 years, located to the
northeast of the site. Permission was sought for 38 x one bedroom units and 4 x 2
bedroom units of supported housing accommodation which would be spread across
6 buildings (4 of which would be 2 storeys high, the remainder being single storey),
within the garden to the east and south of the existing care home.

The Committee was advised that the proposals were considered appropriate for the
location with regard to the scale of the proposed development, the existing built
context of the site and surrounding area, the topography of the site and the loss of
trees. The proposed new residential units would provide a good standard of
accommodation within the Built-Up Area of St. Helier and met the required
residential space standards. The proposals would not result in unreasonable harm to
neighbouring amenities, protected species or the setting of Listed Buildings.
Highway safety and traffic impacts were considered acceptable, and the
development would contribute towards sustainable forms of transport. A Planning
Obligation Agreement (POA) was proposed to restrict occupation to persons aged
55 years or more and to secure the sum of £122,402 towards the Eastern Cycle Route
Network and a bus enhancement subsidy.

Consequently, the application was recommended for approval, subject to the
imposition of 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), to secure the aforementioned age restriction and
financial contribution. In the event that a suitable POA could not be agreed within 6
months, the Department would be authorised to refuse the application or,
alternatively, to refer the application back to the Committee for further
consideration.

All representations received in connexion with the application had been included
within the Committee’s agenda pack, including a number of late submissions.

The Committee heard from |- Landscape Officer, Infrastructure and
Environment Department, regarding the ecological aspects of the development. The
importance of the existing mature trees on the site in the context of the Green
Backdrop Zone was highlighted. Whilst the proposals would result in the loss of a
number of trees, the strategic benefits of the proposed development were recognised.
The Committee was advised that the trees that would be lost were primarily lower
quality specimens. The proposals were considered acceptable subject to a number of
conditions designed to protect trees on the site, including an arboricultural method
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statement, tree protection plan, root protection areas and a watching bricf. |
noted that a landscaping scheme and a robust landscape management and
maintenance plan would also be required.

The Committee heard from Connétable || of St. Helier on behalf of
concerned local residents. The Connétable stated that the proposals would have an
impact on neighbouring properties and also the care home itself. Whilst new planting
was proposed, it would take years to become established and provide the necessary
screening. The benefits of the existing gardens to the care home residents could not
be underestimated and would be lost in part, should the application be approved. The
Connétable urged the Committee to reject the proposals in favour of a more modest
scheme and on the basis that insufficient car parking spaces were proposed.

Deputy I of St Helier North addressed the Committee to outline
local residents’ concerns, which included insufficient car parking provision, and also
inadequate access for emergency vehicles.

Deputy | of St Helier North highlighted a lack of nearby community
facilities and green spaces, which would negatively impact on the living conditions
of future occupants. She believed that the scheme would result in the
overdevelopment of the site, contrary to Policy GD1 of the 2022 Bridging Island
Plan.

The Committee heard from Deputy |l of St John, St. Lawrence and Trinity,
on behalf of Jersey Trees for Life. She noted that 2 healthy mature trees would need
to be felled, causing harm to the green infrastructure of the site. Deputy
expressed concerns regarding the accuracy of the number of trees that would be lost
and the misidentification of certain species. The proposed root protection zones did
not take account of the topography of the site and the watching brief was considered
insufficiently robust. Deputy [Jjjjiij stated that the loss of ancient veteran trees was
unacceptable, could not be justified and would result in a loss of biodiversity. She
urged the Committee to reject the proposals.

The Committee heard from |l Who lived in sheltered accommodation on
the site. |l 2dvised that her husband was a resident of the care home and
they both greatly enjoyed the beauty and peace of the surrounding gardens. The
disruption that would be caused by the construction of the development would
severely impact the health and wellbeing of existing residents and cause great
distress to patients suffering from dementia. She stated that it would be
unconscionable to subject residents to a prolonged period of disruption which would
ultimately result in the loss of a much-valued community amenity. |l vrged
the Committee to refuse permission.

I - ncarby resident, addressed the Committee and expressed concerns
regarding the impact on his property. Structural reinforcements would be required,
and no thought appeared to have been given to this. He also expressed concerned
regarding the level of proposed car parking spaces, which was considered inadequate
for the proposed use.

The Committee heard from | . 2 ncighbouring resident, who was
concerned about overlooking and the loss of green space on the site. Due to the
topography of the site, her amenity space would be overlooked by the proposed
development. She also expressed concerns regarding the proposed layout of the
buildings on the site, given their intended use, noting that they were too remote from
the care home, in the event that the residents required assistance out of hours.

The Committee heard from |- »cighbouring residents of the
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site. | cxpressed concerns regarding overbearing, and loss of privacy and
light. The proposals were considered to represent the overdevelopment of the site
and there was a risk of structural issues arising due to the geology of the area, which
consisted of loose shale and clay. |l highlighted existing issues relating
to the capacity of the drainage infrastructure in the area, which would be
compounded by the proposed development. |l cndorsed his wife’s
comments and added that the proposed car parking provision was insufficient. JJjij

I V' ccd the Committee to reject the application.

The Committee heard from | 2 resident of St. John’s Road, who had
personal experience of the care home. He concurred with concerns expressed by
previous speakers regarding the risk of structural issues arising due to the geology
of the area, noting that an embankment on his property had been seriously
undermined as a result of excavation work undertaken by a neighbour. He concluded
by stating that major development in the area which required large scale excavation
was inadvisable.

The Committee heard from [l Bl Head of Strategic Housing and
Regeneration, Cabinet Office, who highlighted the increasing demand for sheltered
housing. The proposals were supported subject to clarification regarding the
proposed tenure and care provision, with some uncertainty having been noted
regarding the applicable use class for the units. il recommended that the
conditions and POA be amended to ensure that occupation of the accommodation
remained restricted to persons aged over 55 years, for sheltered housing only.

The applicant’s agent, |l of Duffell Planning Limited, addressed the
Committee and outlined the rationale for the proposals. It was noted that an onsite
warden and emergency response system directly linked to the nearby care home
would be in place and efficiencies would arise from the co-location of services. The
proposed development was supported by Policy H7 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan
and would provide well designed, carefully thought-out accommodation for older
people who wished to live independently, with support available if required. The
majority of the trees on site would be retained and appropriate mitigations were
proposed in respect of visual impacts. No unreasonable harm to neighbouring
amenities was foreseen and the proposals had been revised in response to concerns
raised. In concluding, |l advised that the scheme had been designed to
accord with the requirements of all relevant planning policies and SPG, including
car parking, and she urged the Committee to grant permission.

The Committee heard from the applicant’s landscape architect, || | | | I vho
advised that a tree survey had been carried out at an early stage in proceedings in
order to inform the design and layout of the proposed development. Notable trees
had been identified, and protective measures were proposed. He advised of some
misinformation regarding the number of trees which would be affected and also the
condition of certain trees. He noted that 2 mature trees which would be felled were
in a poor condition. The proposed development would be set amongst the existing
trees and additional planting, landscaping, amenity space, accessible paths and
seating would be provided. Overall, the number of trees on the site would be
increased and the Committee was urged to support the proposals.

The applicant’s agent, | - 2ddressed the Committee, outlining the need
for the facility. It was noted that similar schemes had been successfully implemented
in other jurisdictions and efficiencies were achieved due to the co-location of
services. The proposals would deliver a much-needed, high quality development that
responded to the Island’s changing demographics. It was anticipated that residents
of the development would principally be elderly people, most of whom would be
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significantly older than 55 years.

The Committee heard from the applicant’s architect, || S of MAC
Architectural Services, who discussed the design approach, noting that the majority
of the mature trees on the site would be retained. The proposed development
considered the topography of the site, was modest in scale and sympathetic to the
existing context. In concluding, | vrged the Committee to support the
application.

In response to questions from the Committee, the case officer confirmed that the
proposed car parking provision was considered appropriate and that storage for
mobility scooters was proposed. Whilst the scheme would achieve a lower than
required density, this was considered essential to protect the character of the area
and was therefore acceptable in this instance. The Committee was advised that
concerns regarding structural stability would be considered at the Building Bye
Laws stage.

Having considered the application, the Committee, with the exception of Connétable
P.B. Le Sueur of Trinity, Chair, and Deputy T.A. Coles of St. Helier South,
concluded that it could not support the proposals due to the overall design and scale
of the proposed development, the loss of green infrastructure and the impact on the
Green Back Drop zone and landscape character. Consequently, the Committee
refused the application on the basis that it did not accord with policies SP4, SP5,
GD6, GD8, NE2 and NE3 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan.

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 confirmation and to set out the
reasons for refusal.

A6. The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A4 of 5th December 2024,
considered a report in connexion with an application which sought permission for
the construction of 16 affordable homes on Field No. 1404, La Grande Route de St.
Jean, Trinity. Car, motorcycle and bicycle parking; refuse storage; private and public
amenity space, including a children’s play area; and landscaping, were also
proposed. The Committee had visited the site on 1st July 2025.

Connétable P.B. Le Sueur of Trinity, Chair, 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, drawings and a 3-dimensional model were displayed. The Committee
noted that the application site had been designated for affordable housing and was
situated in a Water Pollution Safeguard Area, adjacent to various Listed Buildings.
Polices SP1, SP2, SP3, SP4, SP5, SP7, PL3, GD1, GD2, GD3, GD6, GD10, NE1,
NE2,NE3, HE1, HES, H1, H2, H3, H4, HS, CI8, ME1, TT1, TT2, TT3, TT4, WER1,
WERG6, WER?7 and UI3 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan were relevant. Attention
was also drawn to relevant draft Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) relating
to the Development Briefs for Affordable Housing Sites (2023), Residential Space
Standards (2025), Residential Parking Standards (2023), Density Standards
Guidance (2023) and Planning Obligation Agreements (2017).

The Committee noted the relevant planning history of the site, including a similar
previous application for the construction of 16 new affordable homes (planning
application reference No. P/2024/1065 refers) which had been refused by the
Committee in December 2024. It was recalled that the reasons for refusal included



641
19th Meeting
03.07.2025

- nuisance impacts on future residents from the operations at Bonny’s Country
Garden to the north of the site;

- the proposed landscaping to the northern site boundary and the position of a 2-
storey gable wall, which would result in loss of light and overshadowing to the
operations at Bonny’s Country Garden; and,

- the proposed housing tenure of 100 per cent social rented housing.

The Committee noted that the application under consideration sought permission for
the construction of 16 new affordable homes, comprising 3 x 2 bedroom, 11 x 3
bedroom and 2 x 4 bedroom dwellings, with refuse and cycle stores and associated
car parking. The scheme also included the formation of a new vehicle and pedestrian
access, public open space and landscaping.

The Committee was advised that the application addressed the previous reasons for
refusal and would deliver a good quality affordable housing scheme in line with the
policy requirements of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan and relevant SPG. Appropriate
mitigations were proposed in respect of visual and ecological impacts. With regard
to the previous reasons for refusal, it was noted that a noise mitigation strategy had
been developed, which included alterations to the building fabric, facades, glazing
and the installation of ventilators where necessary, without the need for any off-site
mitigation. The landscaping to the northern boundary of the site had been amended
to a height of 2 metres, with trees no longer proposed and a mesh/chain link barrier
would be installed for security purposes. Changes had been made to roof heights and
massing to address concerns about loss of light and overshadowing. Finally, the
proposed housing tenure split had been revised to provide 45 per cent social rented
housing and 55 per cent affordable purchase homes and the scheme was supported
by the Strategic Housing Unit.

The Committee was informed that whilst the proposed access arrangements did not
meet the required standards, the approach represented the best achievable solution
given the site constraints. Various transport-related mitigations were proposed,
including a raised table on La Grande Route de St. Jean, which would be delivered
directly by the Infrastructure and Environment Department.

A Planning Obligation Agreement (POA) was proposed to secure affordable housing

and the proposed tenure split; a landscape and ecology management plan;

management and maintenance plans; the establishment of a residents’ forum; and,

the following financial contributions —

- £26,021 for improvements to pedestrian infrastructure/active travel
enhancements,

- £37,982 for bus service enhancements,

- and a payment in the region of £100,000 towards the raised table for traffic
calming works (the amount to be uplifted to reflect the cost of the works, if
necessary).

The application was recommended for approval, subject to the imposition of 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). In the event that a suitable POA could not be agreed within 6 months, the
application would be referred back to the Committee for further consideration.

All representations received in connexion with the application had been included
within the Committee’s agenda pack, including a number of late submissions.

The Committee heard from ||l Manager, Housing and Nuisance Team,
Environmental Health Department, regarding statutory nuisance, which was
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governed by the Statutory Nuisances (Jersey) Law 1999. The Committee was
advised that a pre-existing noise could be deemed a nuisance when an individual
became aggrieved by it. Should it reach the threshold of a statutory nuisance, the
individual causing the nuisance was required to abate it. Whilst no objection had
been raised by the Environmental Health Department, il highlighted the
potential for a statutory nuisance to arise in the future.

The Committee heard from | Principal Transport Planner,
Infrastructure and Environment Department, regarding traffic and transport matters.
He advised that the raised table on La Grande Route de St. Jean was required in
order to reduce vehicle speeds on approach to the development and improve safety,
as speed surveys had shown poor speed limit compliance in the area.

The Committee heard from |- 2 resident of Fairways, a neighbouring
property which was served by the proposed access route. She expressed concern
regarding the lack of a detailed timeline for the installation of the proposed raised
table, given the issues with speeding on La Grande Route de St. Jean.

, of Bonny’s Country Garden (Bonny’s), addressed the Committee,
noting that his views remained unchanged since the submission of the previous
application. Any loss of daylight and sunlight would affect the successful operation
of the business, and he remained concerned about the implications of having to abate
the noise emanating from operations at Bonny’s in the future. He also expressed
concerned regarding highway safety risks and urged the Committee to reject the
proposals.

In response to a question from the Committee, |l confirmed that the fans at
Bonny’s operated on a year-round basis and that some lighting was used within the
seed tunnels on the site.

The Committee heard from Deputy |l of St John, St. Lawrence and Trinity,
in support of Bonny’s and in her personal capacity as a resident of the area. She
remained concerned about the impact of the proposals on Bonny’s in the longer term
due to the potential for complaints about noise. She also expressed concerns
regarding the quality of life for future occupants of the development, stating that
residents would not be able to fully open windows. Deputy Jeune also highlighted
the lack of community amenities in Sion Village and the risk of setting an
undesirable precedent with ribbon development occurring in the area. In concluding,
she stated that consultation with residents had been inadequate and urged the
Committee to refuse permission.

The Committee heard from |l 2 neighbouring resident, who expressed
concerns regarding highway safety risks and quality of life for future occupants of
the development. He did not believe that a raised table was appropriate due to the
noise it would generate and advised that neighbours had not been sufficiently
consulted with regard to the proposals. The previous reasons for refusal had not been
adequately addressed in his view and he urged the Committee to reject the scheme.

The applicant’s agent, | of MS Planning, highlighted the changes
that had been made in order to address the previous reasons for refusal. The principle
of delivering affordable housing on the site was well established and the proposals
would deliver a sympathetic development of 16 high-quality homes. Extensive
public engagement had been undertaken, with the scheme having been revised in
response to the same. A technical assessment in relation to sunlight and daylight
levels demonstrated only a very minimal impact on Bonny’s, for part of the year.
Diffused light would remain available, and the impact was considered acceptable.

I notcd that the applicant had offered to work with | to
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implement noise attenuation measures but had not received a response. Professional
on-site noise monitoring had been undertaken and a noise mitigation strategy
developed, which would see mitigation measures being implemented within the
application site. It was considered unlikely that the statutory nuisance threshold
would be met, as the impacts could be managed appropriately and were considered
acceptable by the Department. In concluding, | vreged the Committee
to support the application.

The Committee heard from | of Aura Sound and Air, who outlined
the findings of the noise monitoring survey which had been undertaken based on the
units most likely to be affected by noise from Bonny’s. She explained that the design
of the site had been evaluated, and all relevant standards could be complied with.
No internal or external noise issues were anticipated.

In response to questions from the Committee, || I advised that the
operation of the fans at Bonny’s had been identified during the survey and that a
degree of background noise had also been noted, most likely related to traffic on La
Grande Route de St. Jean. Both manned and unmanned monitoring had been carried
out, and based on the results, || I *2s confident that the enjoyment of
the internal and external amenity space on the development would not be
significantly affected by noise from Bonny’s.

I of the Jersey Homes Trust (JHT), the social rented housing provider
for the site, addressed the Committee and explained that 3 bedroom homes were the
most sought-after properties in JHT’s portfolio. There was a clear need for such
properties and the proposals would provide much-needed affordable family
accommodation on a site zoned for this purpose. He urged the Committee to support
the application.

The committee heard from the applicant’s architect, ||| | I of Morris
Architects, who outlined the mitigation measures proposed within the fabric of the
buildings, which included enhanced facade specifications, glazing and acoustic
trickle ventilators. It was not anticipated that mechanical ventilation would be
required, and the mitigations could be achieved with standard building materials and
products.

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 of a suitable POA, as outlined above.
In doing so, the Committee requested an additional condition requiring acoustic
testing to be carried out prior to occupation of the development to ensure the
effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures.

A7. The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A6 of 5th December 2024,
considered a report in connexion with an application which sought permission for
the partial change of use of the premises formerly known as Nude Food Dunes, La
Route de la Pulente, St. Brelade, from a café/restaurant to provide a 2-bedroom unit
of self-catering holiday accommodation. It was further proposed to enclose the
southern terrace for café use, undertake various external alterations, create hard and
soft landscaping and install a pergola on the northern terrace. The existing public
toilets would be retained. The Committee had visited the site on 1st July 2025.

A site plan and drawings were displayed. The Committee noted that the application
site was a Grade 3 Listed Place (Archaeological Site) located in the Protected
Coastal Area and the Coastal National Park. Policies SP2, SP3, SP4, SP5, SP6, PL5,
NEI1, NE3, ER4, EV1, TT1, TT2 and WER?7 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan were
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relevant. Attention was also drawn to the relevant Supplementary Planning
Guidance (SPQG) relating to Holiday Lets (2024).

The relevant extensive planning history of the site was noted, to include a number
of previously approved applications relating to the change of use of the premises
from public toilets to a café (planning application reference No. P/2015/1600 refers).
Permission had also been granted for the construction of a refuse store, entrance
canopy and a service duct (planning application reference No. P/2022/0455 refers).
It was recalled that planning application reference No. P/2024/0137, which included
revised plans for the entrance canopy, proposed new signage and the installation of
an extraction flue had been refused by the Committee in May 2024. A further
application for the proposed partial change of use from a café/restaurant to provide
a 2-bedroom unit of self-catering holiday accommodation and various external
alterations had also been refused in December 2024 (planning application reference
No. P/2024/0861 refers). This decision had been the subject of a third-party appeal
in accordance with Article 108 of the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 2002.
Ultimately, the appeal had been dismissed by the Minister for the Environment and
the refusal of planning permission maintained, contrary to the recommendation of
the Independent Planning Inspector (Ministerial Decision reference No. MD-ENV-
2025-379 refers). The Minister had refused permission on the basis of 2 of the 3
original reasons for refusal as stated by the Planning Committee; specifically, the
failure to demonstrate the absence of market demand for the approved use of the
premises, and the fact that the conversion of the existing building to tourist
accommodation was not supported by the 2022 Bridging Island Plan.

The Committee was advised that the conversion of the existing building, which was
located within the Protected Coastal Area, was not supported by the 2022 Bridging
Island Plan or the SPG relating to Holiday Lets (2024). Redundancy of the existing
daytime and evening economy use had not been adequately demonstrated and the
evidence provided suggested demand for the approved use. Furthermore, the
establishment of a new use less widely available to the public was not considered to
be in the wider community interest. Consequently, the application failed to satisfy
the requirements of Policies SP2, SP6, PL5, ER4 and EV1 of the 2022 Bridging
Island Plan and it was recommended that the Committee maintain refusal.

74 representations had been received in connexion with the application.

The Committee heard from || “ho sought clarification in respect of
the differences between the previously refused application for a change of use of the
premises and the application under consideration. He added that the correspondence
from the applicant’s planning consultant ignored the fact the site was located in the
Protected Coastal Area and the Coastal National Park and urged the Committee to
refuse permission.

The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent, | of /- Design Limited,
who advised that the revised application represented a carefully considered response
to the previous reasons for refusal of planning application reference No.
P/2024/0861. With regard to the retention of employment land, attention was drawn
to the proposed family café with all-weather enclosure and visitor accommodation
which would contribute positively to the daytime and evening economy. In this
context, |l pointed out that reference to Policy ER4 was not relevant. It was
noted that the business had been actively marketed by 3 separate agents without
success. It was not possible to reduce the realistic asking price for the business and
no reasonable offers had been received for the site in its current format.

noted that, together with other Bridging Island Plan Polices, Policy EV1 encouraged
the provision of additional tourist accommodation in both the Built-Up Area and the
countryside. |l stated that the proposals for the mixed use of the site would
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enable the vacant building and public toilets to be re-opened, enhancing the area and
increasing the marketing potential of the site.

The Committee heard from the applicant, | - the owner of the building,
who advised that she had consulted the Department during the application process
in order to discuss the revised scheme. |l rciterated that the site had proved
difficult to sell in its current business format and referred to the failure of the
previous venture, which had gone into liquidation after only 4 months of operating.
I had spent £3.5 million on the property and wanted to recoup funds by
marketing the site at a discounted price. The family style café¢ and holiday
accommodation would attract both Islanders and tourists. Turning to the attached
public toilets, |l advised that flooding from the toilets had affected the
basement area of the former Nude Dunes building on a number of occasions.
Consequently, difficulties had been experienced in obtaining insurance for the public
toilets, with Islands Insurance offering cover with certain caveats. |
reminded the Committee that the previous application had been approved by an
Independent Planning Inspector, and that she intended to seek a judicial review if
permission was not forthcoming.

The Committee expressed concerns regarding certain areas of the site being used for
domestic purposes and recommended that enforcement action be taken by the
Department in this connexion.

Having considered the application, the Committee unanimously maintained refusal
of the application for the reasons set out in the Department report. In doing so,
Members requested that Policy GD6 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan be listed as
an additional reason for refusal.

A8. 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. The application sought permission for the construction of a single
storey extension to the east elevation of the property known as No.1 Cheval Roc
Apartments, Les Nouvelles Charrieres, St. John. The Committee had visited the site
on 1st July 2025.

A site plan and drawings were displayed. The Committee noted that the application
site was located in Sustainable Transport Zone 6, the Protected Coastal Area and the
Coastal National Park. Policies SP5, PL5, GD1, GD6, GD9, NE1, NE3 and H1 of
the 2022 Bridging Island Plan were relevant. Attention was also drawn to the
relevant Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) relating to Housing Outside the
Built-Up Area (2025) and the Jersey Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character
Assessment (2023).

The Committee was advised that the application had been refused on the grounds
that the proposals disproportionately increased the size of the dwelling in terms of
gross floorspace, building footprint and visual impact. Furthermore, the relationship
of the development to existing buildings by way of layout, form, scale, material,
detail and landscape enhancement was not considered to protect or improve the
distinctive character or quality of the Protected Coastal Area and Coastal National
Park. The scheme failed to demonstrate that harm had been avoided, mitigated and
reduced as far as reasonably practicable. Consequently, it was recommended that the
Committee maintain refusal of the application on the basis that it was contrary to
Policies SP5, GD6, GD9, PL5, H9, NE1 and NE3 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan.

No representations had been received in connexion with the application.
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The Committee heard from the applicant, | ] the owner of the property,
who advised that he believed that the proposals had been designed under permitted
development rights and that he would be willing to amend the plans in order to
achieve planning permission.

Having considered the application, the Committee maintained refusal of the
application for the reasons set out in the Department report. In doing so, Members
recommended that the applicant consult with the Department on revised proposals.

A9. The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A of 30th April 2007,
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 construction of a single storey, pitched roof
canopy with 4 rooflights over an existing patio at the property known as La Sonne
de la Mer, La Route des Genets, St. Brelade. The raising of an existing western
boundary wall, new end wall with glazed balustrade to the south elevation and the
relocation of steps to the northern boundary was also proposed. The Committee had
visited the site on 1st July 2025.

A site plan and drawings were displayed. The Committee noted that the application
site was located in the Smaller Settlement of St. Brelade, the Built-Up Area and the
Green Backdrop Zone. Policies SP2, SP3, PL4, GD1, GD6, and GDS of the 2022
Bridging Island Plan were relevant. Attention was also drawn to the relevant
Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) in relation to the Jersey Integrated
Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment (2023).

The relevant planning history of the site was noted, including a number of
applications previously approved by the Committee relating to various external
alterations, changes to the position of windows and raising of ground floor level, and
a loft conversion with various external alterations, including changes to window
positions to unit 3 (planning application reference Nos. RP/2007/0463 and
RP/2007/0462 referred). Further applications for the repositioning of an existing ,
with material alterations to the layout and elevations and for the demolition of an
existing garage, and the construction of a new dwelling had also been approved by
the Committee, as previously constituted (planning application reference Nos.
RP/2005/1744 and RP/2004/0878 referred).

The Committee was advised that the application had been refused on the grounds
that the relationship of the development to the existing buildings and settlement form
was considered disproportionate in scale, mass and density and increased the visual
prominence of the development. Furthermore, the proposed development failed to
enhance or optimise green infrastructure, resulting in built form which would not
integrate into the landscape character of the Green Backdrop Zone. Consequently, it
was recommended that the Committee maintain refusal of the application on the
basis that it was contrary to Policies SP2, SP3, GD1, GD6, and GDS of the 2022
Bridging Island Plan.

No representations had been received in connexion with the application.

The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent, of Gallaher
Architects, who advised that the application site was in the Built-Up Area and hidden
from public view. The proposals had been designed over the existing hardscape and
would be subservient in form, following the topography of the land. || N
referred to the mis-matched overdevelopment of the nearby | Estate
and added that the applicant was willing to adapt the proposals should permission
not be granted.
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Having considered the application, the Committee, with the exception of Connétable
M. Labey of Grouville and Deputy S.M. Ahier of St. Helier North, maintained
refusal of the application for the reasons set out in the Department report. In doing
so, members recommended that the applicant consult with the Department on
revised proposals.

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. The application sought permission for the construction of a new
vehicular access onto La Rue du Sameres, with a new car parking area to the north
of the property known as Jasmine Cottage, La Rue de Samarés, St. Clement. It was
also proposed to realign the boundary wall, install a fence and construct a new bin
store. The Committee had visited the site on 1st July 2025.

Deputies A.F. Curtis of St. Clement and A. Howell of St. John, St. Lawrence and
Trinity, did not participate in the determination of this application.

A site plan and drawings were displayed. The Committee noted that the application
site was located on the boundary of the Built-Up Area and on the Eastern Cycle
Route Network. Policies SP2, SP3, PL3, GDI1, GD6, TT1 and TT4 of the 2022
Bridging Island Plan were relevant.

The Committee noted the relevant planning history of the site, including an
application for the demolition of an existing conservatory and the construction of a
single storey flat roof extension to the south elevation (planning application
reference No. P/2025/0142 refers) which had been approved by the Department in
March 2025.

The Committee was advised that the application had been refused on the grounds
that the proposal to create a separate vehicular access and parking area to the north
failed to have regard to the existing layout of the site and would be likely to impact
highway safety and the general usage of La Rue de Samarés. The Department noted
that provision existed for the expansion of the existing parking area, resulting in a
single and improved access for the site. The Parish of St. Clement had not supported
the application. Consequently, it was recommended that the Committee maintain
refusal of the application on the basis that it was contrary to Policies TT1 and TT4
of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan.

No representations had been received in connexion with the application.

The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent, | I of X10D Design
Limited, who advised that the proposed new single car parking space met the
required visibility splay standards and would provide a safer vehicle access to the

property.

The Committee heard from the applicant, | llll. Who explained that easier
vehicular access was required when entering and leaving the property with a young
child and that the current car parking arrangement was unsafe with sub-optimal
visibility. |l advised that the proposed new single car parking space would
be the primary access to the site, with the current arrangement being used as visitor
parking. No additional traffic would be created, and the scheme would provide a
safe enclosed garden space. The applicant referred to neighbouring properties where
similar work had been undertaken to open up garden space for vehicular parking use.

Having considered the application, the Committee maintained refusal of the
application for the reasons set out in the Department report.
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