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 Planning Committee 

  

 (23rd Meeting) 

  

 6th November 2025 

  

      Part A (Non-Exempt) 

   
 

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

Clement and D.W. Mezbourian of St. Lawrence, and Deputy A. Howell of St. John, 

St. Lawrence and Trinity, from whom apologies had been received. 

 

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

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

Connétable M. Labey of Grouville 

Connétable K.C. Lewis of St. Saviour  

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

Deputy S.M. Ahier of St. Helier North (not present for items A5 – A8) 

Deputy T.A. Coles of St. Helier South (not present for items A1 – A3) 

 

 In attendance – 

 

 C. Carter, Planning Applications Manager 

S. Jones, Planner 

S. De Gouveia, Planner 

G. Vasselin, Planner 

M. Jones, Planner 

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

(items A1 – A6) 

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

(items A7 – A9) 

 

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

 

Minutes. A1. The Minutes of the meeting of 16th October 2025, having been previously 

circulated, were taken as read and were confirmed. 

  

Longfield Villa 

Care Home, La 

Rue du 

Bocage, St. 

Peter: 

proposed 

demolition and 

redevelopment.  

 

P/2025/0399 

A2. The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A5 of 16th October 2025, 

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

the demolition and redevelopment of the property known as Longfield Villa Care 

Home, La Rue du Bocage, St. Peter, for residential purposes. Car and bicycle 

parking, storage, amenity space, landscaping and alteration of the vehicular access 

were also proposed. The Committee had visited the site on 14th October 2025. 

 

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. In doing so, the Committee requested that the second reason for 

refusal be amended to refer to the failure to satisfy the test set out in Policy CI2 

(Healthcare Facilities) of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan, with the wording to be 

agreed by the Chair and Vice Chair.  
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Le Passage 

Farm, Le 

Passage, St. 

Lawrence:  

proposed 

revisions to 

approved 

plans. 

 

(RETROSPEC

TIVE) 

 

RP/2024/1069 

A3. The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A6 of 16th October 2025, 

considered a report in connexion with an application which sought retrospective 

permission for revisions to previously approved plans (planning application 

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

the property known as Le Passage Farm, Le Passage, St. Lawrence, for residential 

purposes. Various alterations were proposed to units 10 to 17 on the site, to include 

revised orientations and site layout; changes to fenestration, roofs, chimneys and 

porch canopies; attic conversion; construction of garages; and hard and soft 

landscaping alterations. The Committee had visited the site on 14th October 2025. 

 

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. In doing so, the Committee requested that the reasons for refusal 

be amended as follows, with the wording to be agreed by the Chair and the Vice 

Chair –  

- the addition of policy TT1 (Integrated safe and inclusive travel) of the 2022 

Bridging Island Plan, due to concerns about the impact of the proposed access 

arrangements on road traffic safety;  

-  the first reason for refusal to be amended to refer to the failure to implement soft 

landscaping on the site; and  

- the second reason for refusal to be amended to refer to the public representations 

made regarding marked changes to the site levels. 

  

Strive Jersey, 

L’Avenue de 

la Reine 

Elizabeth, St. 

Peter: 

proposed new 

hotel and 

associated 

facilities.  

 

P/2025/0774 

A4. The Committee, with reference to Minute No. A2 of 2nd September 2016, of 

the Committee as previously constituted, considered a report in connexion with an 

application which sought outline planning permission for a mixed-use development 

comprising a hotel with 179 guest and staff rooms, a conference centre, spa treatment 

rooms and a swimming pool, at Strive Jersey, L’Avenue de la Reine Elizabeth, St. 

Peter. The formation of 62 covered and 62 uncovered car parking spaces, 22 bicycle 

parking spaces and the installation of photovoltaic arrays to serve the hotel and the 

existing Strive health club and gym facility were also proposed, along with soft and 

hard landscaping, to include the removal of an existing 5-a-side area. The external 

appearance of the development and landscaping would be reserved matters and 

would be the subject of a further planning application, in the event that outline 

planning permission was granted. The Committee had visited the site on 4th 

November 2025.  

 

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, Protected Open Space, Sustainable Transport 

Zone 6 and a Water Pollution Safeguard Area. Policies SP1, SP2, SP3, SP4, SP5, 

SP6, PL5, GD1, GD5, GD6, GD7, GD10, NE1, NE3, EV1, CI5, CI7, ME1, ME2, 

ME3, WER1, WER2, WER5, WER6, WER7, TT1, TT2, and TT4 of the 2022 

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

Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) relating to Residential Space Standards 

(2025), Planning Obligation Agreements (2017), Disposal of Foul Sewage (2012), 

Jersey Strategy Flood Risk Assessment (2021), Percentage for Art (2008), 

Development of Contaminated Land (2017), Jersey Integrated Landscape and 

Seascape Character Assessment (2023) and Site Waste Management Plans (2013).   
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The Committee noted the relevant planning history of the site, including an 

application for the creation of the Strive Jersey sport facility, which had been 

approved in 2016, by the Committee as previously constituted (planning application 

reference No. P/2016/0250 refers); an application for amendments to the approved 

layout of the building, construction of a first floor and formation of training areas, 

which had been approved by the Department under delegated powers in February 

2020 (planning application reference No. P/2019/1066 refers); and an application 

for the installation of a carport, cryotherapy container unit and associated changing 

facilities, which had been approved by the Department under delegated powers in 

October 2021, for a time limited period of 5 years, (planning application reference 

No. MS/2021/0824 refers).  

 

The Committee noted that the outline application included matters of scale, siting 

and means of access. The proposed development comprised hotel accommodation 

(up to 180 rooms, 19 of which would be used to accommodate up to 38 members of 

staff), a conference and business centre, spa, treatment rooms, swimming pool, 

changing facilities, cafés, bars, restaurants and ancillary spaces including car and 

bicycle parking and refuse storage. A 6 storey building was proposed, with an ‘H’ 

shaped layout and the upper levels being progressively stepped back. A 2 storey 

building would link the new building with the existing Strive facility. Photovoltaic 

panels would be installed on the roof of the new covered car parking spaces and on 

the existing Strive Jersey building. Access via the existing vehicle and pedestrian 

access points on L’Avenue de la Reine Elizabeth would be maintained, with a 

circular, one way vehicle access route proposed, through an undercroft parking area 

beneath the hotel. Vehicles exiting the site would be restricted to making a left turn 

only.   

 

The Committee was advised that the proposals would attract investment, create jobs, 

increase visitor spending and diversify the tourism offering in Jersey. The benefits, 

including economic benefits, were acknowledged and had resulted in a large number 

of submissions in support of the application, including from Jersey Sport, Jersey 

Business, Visit Jersey, the Jersey Hospitality Association, Jersey Rugby Football 

Club and the Department for the Economy. Notwithstanding the above, the 

proposals sought to introduce visitor accommodation, large-scale leisure facilities 

and other commercial uses, outside the Built-Up Area and within the Green Zone, 

on a site which was not designated for such uses. Insufficient information had been 

submitted to demonstrate that the proposed use was justified, appropriate and 

necessary in this location. Additionally, the building’s siting, bulk, and massing, in 

combination with the existing Strive Jersey building, would result in an overly 

dominant and incongruous form which would harm the landscape character and 

street scene. 

 

The Committee noted that insufficient evidence had been provided to demonstrate 

the acceptability of the proposal in relation to several technical matters, including 

transport, flood risk, drainage, impact on protected species and standards and 

operation of the proposed staff accommodation. With regard to access, parking and 

highway considerations, the proposal failed to demonstrate that the existing and 

surrounding highway network could safely and efficiently accommodate the nature 

and scale of use proposed, notably the additional traffic movements, servicing 

demands, and safe access operations that would be generated by the development. 

Additionally, the potential for lane conflicts and a lack of physical measures to 

enforce turning restrictions would result in serious safety concerns. The impact on 

the nearby Jersey Airport Roundabout had not been assessed, and a traffic 

management plan for large-scale events had not been provided. 
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As the technical deficiencies related directly to the suitability of the site for the 

proposed use and the scale of development, the proposals were considered 

unacceptable when assessed against the relevant 2022 Bridging Island Plan policy 

requirements. Overall, the benefits were not considered to outweigh the significant 

concerns outlined above and the application was recommended for refusal, for the 

reasons outlined in the Department report.  

 

All representations which had been received in connexion with the application had 

been included within the Committee's agenda pack, including a significant number 

which had been received after the publication of the meeting agenda. 

 

No persons present wished to speak against the application.  

 

The Committee heard from , Senior Transport Planner, Infrastructure 

and Environment Department, who advised that the proposed access arrangements 

lacked sufficient detail to demonstrate safe and efficient operation for all expected 

vehicle types, including emergency services and large goods vehicles. Information 

relating to trip generation was considered unrealistically low given the scale of the 

development, and no provision had been made for electric vehicle charging 

infrastructure or the management of large-scale events. No physical measures were 

proposed to enforce the restriction on right-turn egress, and the impact on the nearby 

Jersey Airport Roundabout had not been assessed.  confirmed that the 

Highways Authority objected to the proposals on safety grounds and did not support 

the proposed development in its current form.  

 

, Land Resource Management, Infrastructure and Environment 

Department, addressed the Committee to confirm that the submitted Ecological 

Impact Assessment did not adequately address the potential impacts of the proposed 

development and that further information and assessment was required.  

 

The Committee heard from , Chief Executive of Jersey Business who 

outlined the contribution of the tourism industry to the local economy. He 

emphasised the need for Government to support strategic investment in Jersey, as 

set out in the recently published ‘Economy and Planning Services Joint Approach’, 

which outlined how planning and economic development services would work to 

support sustainable growth, innovation, and long-term prosperity and deliver better 

economic outcomes for Jersey. The proposals accorded with the strategic aims of 

the Visitor Economy Strategy and were widely supported. The hotel and conference 

facilities would operate year-round and provide high quality facilities and 

employment opportunities. Significant private investment was proposed, and  

 urged the Committee to support the scheme.  

 

, owner of Huggler Hotels and Visit Jersey Board member, addressed 

the Committee, highlighting the need for new, modern hotels in Jersey to meet 

changing demand and market expectations. The visitor economy was strategically 

important to the Island, both financially and in terms of connectivity. Co-location 

with the Strive Jersey facilities would provide significant opportunities and  

 explained that larger hotels were required in order to achieve economies of 

scale. He urged the Committee to grant permission.  

 

The Committee heard from , President of the Jersey Chamber of 

Commerce, representing 600 Jersey businesses employing over 32,000 people. He 

advised that refusal of the application would be a mistake and would undermine 
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confidence in the Island, stating that Jersey would be viewed as being ‘closed for 

business’.  felt that the 2022 Bridging Island Plan was no longer fit for 

purpose and that rigid adherence to planning policy risked holding back much 

needed economic development. He urged the Committee to consider the proposals 

in the wider context of planned investment in Jersey’s infrastructure, with reference 

to projects by Ports of Jersey and the redevelopment of Fort Regent. The proposed 

hotel would complement these initiatives, by providing appropriately sized, high 

quality, modern facilities in a sustainable location.  highlighted the 

economic benefits and urged the Committee to approve the proposals.  

 

The applicant, , noted that the application had been developed in 

response to proven demand for a ‘big brand’ hotel in the Island, with the provision 

of co-located sporting facilities. He outlined the history behind the development of 

the Strive Jersey facility, noting the significant community benefits delivered to 

local children and athletes.  stated that a large, high-quality hotel would 

attract international sporting teams for training camps, with the added benefit of a 

lower carbon footprint. The benefits to the Island would be significant, including in 

terms of connectivity and  highlighted the opportunity to attract wellness 

travellers and Premier League football clubs based in the United Kingdom. In order 

to meet industry standards and ensure the viability of the scheme, a minimum of 175 

rooms were required. The proposed development was in keeping with similar hotel 

buildings located in close proximity to airports around the world and the site, whilst 

designated as protected open space, was in fact currently a car park. The design 

would be reserved for a later planning application, with input from Government 

Departments. In concluding,  urged the Committee to support the 

proposals. 

 

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

and Design Limited, who reiterated that approval in principle was being sought, with 

matters of detail to be considered at a later stage. He urged the Committee to consider 

the implications of refusing the application, stating that it represented a litmus test 

of Jersey’s appetite for inward investment. The benefits were clearly recognised and 

the proposals aligned with the objectives of the Visitor Economy Strategy. The site 

was located in a busy, industrial area which was also a transitional zone in a gateway 

area. The strategic case for the development had been made, as evidenced by the 

widespread support for the scheme and no suitable alternative sites existed. The site 

was in a sustainable location, next to Strive Jersey and close to the Airport, ideally 

suited for the intended purposes.  advised that the economic benefits 

represented a key consideration and that global hotel chains had strict standards and 

requirements that had informed the size and parameters of the scheme. The proposed 

development was not excessive in size and in principle approval was required to 

progress discussions with potential operators and unlock major investment. The 

proposals would result in the creation of a landmark gateway to the Island and 

responded positively to the local context.  urged the Committee to 

support the scheme.  

 

In response to a question from the Committee, it was confirmed that the current 

community programmes operated by Strive Jersey would continue.  

 

The Committee briefly withdrew to deliberate in private.  

 

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

Connétables M. Labey of Grouville and K.C. Lewis of St. Saviour and Deputy S.M. 

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

basis of concerns about the scale and massing of the proposed development, harm 
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to the landscape and technical deficiencies. Accordingly, the application was refused 

for the reasons outlined in the Department report. In doing so, the Committee 

encouraged the applicant to work with the Department to address the concerns noted 

and arrive at an acceptable solution.   

  

Millbrook 

House Hotel, 

La Rue de 

Trachy, St. 

Helier: 

proposed 

revisions to 

approved 

plans.  

 

P/2025/0447 

A5. The Committee, with reference to Minute No. A6 of 30th September 2021, of 

the Committee as previously constituted, considered a report in connexion with an 

application which sought permission for revisions to previously approved plans 

(planning application reference No. P/2021/0478 refers) relating to the 

refurbishment and extension of the property known as Millbrook House Hotel, La 

Rue de Trachy, St. Helier. The Committee had visited the site on 4th November 

2025. 

 

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

application site was situated in the Green Zone and that Millbrook House Hotel was 

a Grade 3 Listed Building. Policies SP1, SP2, SP3, SP4, SP5, SP6, PL5, EV1, GD1, 

GD2, GD5, GD6, GD10, HE1, HE2, ME2, NE1, NE2, NE3, TT1, TT2, TT3, TT4, 

UI3, WER1, WER2, WER6 and WER7 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan were 

relevant. Attention was also drawn to the Jersey Integrated Landscape and Seascape 

Character Assessment (2023), the Government Plan 2024-2027, the Common 

Strategic Policy 2024-2026, the Future Economy Programme 2023, the Delivery 

Framework for Sustainable Economic Development 2023-2026, the Carbon Neutral 

Framework 2022 and the Framework for a Sustainable Transport System 2020-

2030.  

 

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

previously approved application for the refurbishment and extension of the existing 

hotel buildings (including Villa, 1970’s wing and farmhouse group), the restoration 

of the gatehouse, stable wing and hotel grounds, the demolition and replacement of 

existing staff accommodation, the construction of new ancillary hotel buildings 

including a spa and wellness centre, art and yoga studio, eco-pods, glasshouse 

cookery school and restaurant, associated landscaping and drainage works, and the 

creation of a new internal road and vehicular access onto Le Chemin des Moulins 

(planning application reference No. P/2021/0478 refers). The Committee was 

advised that the permission was extant by virtue of works undertaken to demolish a 

number of smaller structures on the site, the creation of a number of footpaths and 

the construction of a small pond as part of the previously approved landscaping and 

ecological enhancements. 

 

The Committee further noted that the application was one of 2 applications relating 

to the site (item No. A5 refers), which would be considered at the extant meeting. 

 

The Committee noted that permission was sought for alterations to the approved 

plans for the refurbishment of and extensions to the existing Hotel Villa buildings, 

to include further extensions and a redesigned layout. The new proposal sought to 

refurbish the main Villa, together with the replacement and extension of the existing 

hotel wing on a similar footprint, to provide serviced apartments with an additional 

17 bedrooms (77 bedrooms in total), a range of accommodation options and ancillary 

accommodation. An ‘Apart Hotel’ and ‘Art Hotel’ concept was planned, which 

would provide a blend of hotel services and apartment living, furnished with art 

produced by local and international artists, for both short and long term stays for 

business and leisure travellers. 57 car parking spaces, 38 bicycle parking spaces, an 

electric vehicle service and a twice daily shuttle bus service to the Airport and St. 

Helier were also proposed.  



23rd Meeting 

06.11.2025 

 

   

 

                                                                                                                                                              692 

 

The Committee was advised that the scheme aimed to restore and bring back into 

use a Grade 3 Listed Building and provide a range of visitor accommodation within 

a highly landscaped setting. The proposed development was considered acceptable 

in principle, with a sustainable design which responded to the local context. 

Transport, drainage and ecological impacts were acceptable and no unreasonable 

harm to neighbouring amenities would result. Consequently, the application was 

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

report.  

 

The Committee was informed that the Department was minded to agree to certain 

amendments to the wording of 3 of the proposed conditions (Nos. 2, 5 and 6) which 

had been requested by the applicant, to allow site preparation work to commence, in 

the event that the application was approved.  

 

2 representations had been received in connexion with the application. 

 

No persons present wished to speak against the application. 

 

The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent,  of Steedman 

Planning, who confirmed that commencement works had been undertaken in respect 

of planning application reference No. P/2021/0478 and that the proposals were 

supported by Visit Jersey. The application sought to rejuvenate and modernise an 

existing hotel in a sensitive and sustainable manner, and she urged the Committee 

to grant permission.  

 

Having considered the application, the Committee unanimously endorsed the 

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

Department report. In doing so, the Committee agreed to the proposed amendments 

to the wording of conditions No. 2, 5 and 6 and requested a further condition 

restricting the serviced apartments to tourism use.   

  

Millbrook 

House Hotel, 

La Rue de 

Trachy, St. 

Helier: 

proposed 

visitor 

accommoda-

tion and 

ancillary 

buildings.  

 

P/2025/0449 

A6. The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A5 above, considered a report 

in connexion with an application which sought permission for the refurbishment of 

a farmhouse, restoration of a gatehouse and stables and rebuilding of a workshop to 

create visitor accommodation, at the property known as the Millbrook House Hotel, 

La Rue de Trachy, St. Helier. The construction of new ancillary hotel buildings 

including a spa and wellness centre, mews cottages, waterside cabins, hotel chapel, 

garden lodge, botanical glasshouse (to include café and studio), estate manager’s 

office and associated landscape and drainage works were also proposed, along with 

the creation of new internal roads and a vehicular exit onto Le Chemin des Moulins.  

The Committee had visited the site on 4th November 2025. 

 

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

application site was situated in the Green Zone and that Millbrook House Hotel was 

a Grade 3 Listed Building. Policies SP1, SP2, SP3, SP4, SP5, SP6, PL5, EV1, GD1, 

GD2, GD5, GD6, GD10, HE1, HE2, ME2, NE1, NE2, NE3, TT1, TT2, TT3, TT4, 

UI3, WER1, WER2, WER6 and WER7 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan were 

relevant. Attention was also drawn to the Jersey Integrated Landscape and Seascape 

Character Assessment (2023), the Government Plan 2024-2027, the Common 

Strategic Policy 2024-2026, the Future Economy Programme 2023, the Delivery 

Framework for Sustainable Economic Development 2023-2026, the Carbon Neutral 

Framework 2022 and the Framework for a Sustainable Transport System 2020-

2030. 
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The Committee noted the relevant planning history of the site, as outlined in Minute 

No. A5 above.  

 

The Committee was apprised of the key changes to the scheme, compared to that 

previously approved under planning application reference No. P/2021/0478, as 

follows –  

- a workshop apartment would replace staff accommodation and would be made 

available to hotel guests;  

- a garden apartment would replace a garden store;  

- 2 of the 3 units in the farmhouse group would be reduced in size;  

- the previous eco-pods would be replaced with mews cottages comprising 2 x 2 

bedroom and one x 4 bedroom units;  

- 5 x 2 bedroom waterside cabins would be set adjoining the proposed ponds to 

the south-western meadow;  

- an estate manager’s office would be set in the northern grounds;  

- the gatehouse would be remodelled with an extension to provide an additional 

bedroom (3 in total), which would be made available to hotel guests;  

- a new parking and access road to the north of the main hotel;  

- a spa and wellness centre, gymnasium and changing rooms previously at 

basement level within the hotel would now be located in a standalone building;  

- a new glasshouse café would replace the previous restaurant; and 

- a new hotel chapel would be located within the grounds. 

 

The Committee noted that the proposal would result in an increase in the number of 

guest bedrooms from 60 to 77, which was designed to ensure the financial viability 

and long-term sustainability of the scheme. 57 car parking spaces, 38 bicycle parking 

spaces, an electric vehicle service and a twice daily shuttle bus service to the Airport 

and St. Helier were also proposed. 

 

The Committee was advised that the development was considered acceptable in 

principle and that it would deliver additional visitor and tourism accommodation on 

a site with an extant permit for a development of a similar nature. The proposed 

buildings were responsive to the sensitive context of the site and would be in a highly 

landscaped setting, optimising green infrastructure and with a high quality of design 

that would mitigate any perceived visual harm. The proposals included sustainable 

design elements and transport, drainage and ecological impacts were considered 

acceptable. It was noted that a request had been made by the Parish of St. Helier for 

a financial contribution towards play provision in St. Andrew’s Park. Following an 

assessment, it had been determined that the request was not sufficiently related to 

the proposed development and the matter had not been progressed. There would be 

no detrimental impact on neighbouring residential amenities. Consequently, the 

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

the Department report.  

 

The Committee was informed that the Department was minded to agree to certain 

amendments to the wording of 3 of the proposed conditions (Nos. 2, 5 and 6) which 

had been requested by the applicant, to allow site preparation work to commence, in 

the event that the application was approved.  

 

2 representations had been received in connexion with the application. 

 

The Committee heard from , a neighbouring resident, who expressed 

concern regarding the potential for noise disturbance from activities undertaken 

within the proposed estate manager’s office. He requested that a condition be added 
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to the permit to ensure that the building was used solely as an office with a restriction 

on excess noise.    

 

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

Associates, who advised that a condition relating to noise was proposed. This would 

require noise generated from the site to be at least 5 dBA (A-weighted decibels) 

below background noise levels. He also stated that the estate manager’s office would 

be a fully screened, lightweight structure.  

 

The applicant’s agent,  of Steedman Planning, advised that a noise 

management plan was also proposed. She thanked officers for the collaborative 

approach adopted by the Department and explained that rising costs had been a key 

driver for the proposed changes. The proposals sought to introduce additional 

bedspace to the development whilst minimising landscape impacts. Landscaping and 

ecological features would contribute to a unique luxury offer and the addition of 17 

bedrooms, in addition to those already approved, and a flexible range of 

accommodation would ensure the viability and sustainability of the scheme.   

 

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

hotel chapel would be used for events such as weddings and that a timber boardwalk 

around the waterside cabins was proposed.  

 

Having considered the application, the Committee unanimously endorsed the 

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

Department report. In doing so, the Committee agreed to the proposed amendments 

to the wording of conditions No. 2, 5 and 6 and requested a further condition 

restricting the proposed guest accommodation to tourism use.   

  

Land to the 

North of St. 

Michael, La 

Route du Petit 

Clos, St Helier: 

proposed  

demolition and 

construction. 

 

P/2025/0627 

A7. The Committee, with reference to its Minute No. A9 of 16th January 2025, 

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

the demolition of a shed and greenhouse and the construction of a 2 bedroom 

residential dwelling with associated storage on land to the north of the property 

known as St. Michael, La Route du Petit Clos, St. Helier. The Committee had visited 

the site on 4th November 2025. 

 

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

site was situated in a Smaller Settlement in the Built-Up Area. Policies SP1, SP2, 

SP3, SP4, SP5, PL4, GD1, GD6, NE1, H1, H3, H4, TT1, TT2, TT4, WER1, WER6 

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

to relevant Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) relating to Residential Parking 

Standards (2023) and Residential Space Standards (2025).  

 

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

application to convert a garage to habitable space, including an extension, pergola 

and car parking, which had been approved by the Department under delegated 

powers in October 2021 (planning application reference No. P/2021/0852 refers). A 

similar application had been withdrawn in November 2022 (planning application 

reference No. P/2022/1124 refers). An application which had sought permission for 

the demolition of a shed and greenhouse and the construction of a 2 bedroom 

residential dwelling had been refused by the Committee in January 2025 (planning 

application reference No. P/2024/0776 refers). 

 

The Committee was advised that the site comprised part of the former garden of the 

property known as St. Michael. Permission was sought for the demolition of the 

outbuildings located therein and the construction of a 2 bedroom single storey 
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residential dwelling with a garden and car parking. The creation of a new vehicular 

access through the car parking area of Clos Le Gallais to the north was also 

proposed.  

 

The Committee was advised that development within the Built-Up Area was 

supported by the policies of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan. The proposals met the 

required minimum residential space standards and would not unreasonably impact 

the amenities of neighbouring properties. Notwithstanding this, by virtue of its mass, 

size, design and materials, the proposed scheme would be visually dominant, 

incongruous and would not contribute positively to the character of the area. The 

proposals would result in overdevelopment of the site and reason one of the previous 

reasons for refusal had not been overcome. Consequently, the proposals failed to 

meet the requirements of Policies SP3, SP4, GD1 and GD6 of the 2022 Bridging 

Island Plan and it was recommended that the Committee maintain refusal of the 

application.   

 

11 representations had been received in connexion with the application.  

 

The Committee heard from , owner of the property known as St. 

Michael, who noted that the applicant was a property developer who intended to sell 

the property on to the Jersey Homes Trust (JHT).  advised that 

whilst the appearance of the proposed building had been altered, concerns remained 

regarding the mass and size of the scheme and the impact of overlooking. 

 

The Committee heard from , owner of a neighbouring property, 

who concurred with the comments by  and expressed concerns 

regarding the over development of the site. 

 

, owner of a neighbouring property, addressed the Committee, 

outlining concerns with regard to overlooking and the overbearing height of the 

proposed building. 

 

The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent,  of Socrates 

Architects, who advised that the proposed dwelling would provide a 2 bedroom 

assisted living bungalow on behalf of JHT. The development met with the 

requirements of the SPG relating to Residential Space Standards (2025) and was 

considered acceptable within the Built-Up Area. To address the reasons for refusal 

of the last application, the proposed height of the development had been reduced by 

2 metres, and a proportion of the building would be sunken into the ground.  

 advised that the revised design had resolved the impact of overlooking and 

the double pitched roof had been designed to integrate with the area. He 

acknowledged that the design of the dwelling with its multi-gable roofs and timber 

materials differed from the surrounding buildings but was in keeping with the 

character of the area.  added that, whilst the proposed parking area 

would be flat, it would be accessed by a 1.2 metre ramp with a 1.15 metre gradient. 

The previous drainage concerns had been addressed, and the development would 

connect to the mains water supply through the adjacent JHT estate connection.  

 

Having considered the application, the Committee unanimously endorsed the 

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

report. In doing so, the Committee expressed concern regarding the 

overdevelopment of the site. 

  

Hamptonne, A8. The Committee considered a report in connexion with an application which 
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La Rue de la 

Hague, St. 

Peter: 

proposed 

construction. 
 

P/2025/0841 

sought permission for the construction of a new summer house at Hamptonne, La 

Rue de la Hague, St. Peter. The Committee had visited the site on 4th November 

2025. 

 

It was noted that whilst the proposed works were of a minor nature, as the applicant 

was a sitting States Member the Committee was required to determine the 

application, in accordance with agreed procedures. 

 

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

site included a Grade 3 Listed Building and was situated in the Green Zone and a 

Water Pollution Safeguard Area. Policies SP1, SP2, SP3, SP4, PL5, GD1, GD6, 

NE3, HE1 and WER5 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan were relevant. Attention was 

also drawn to Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) in respect of the Jersey 

Integrated Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment (JILSCA). 

 

The Committee was advised that the size, height, design and materials of the 

proposed summer house would be in keeping with the landscape character of the 

area. The scheme was not considered to cause an unreasonable impact on the 

amenities of neighbouring properties or the setting of the Grade 3 Listed Building. 

The proposal was considered to align with Policies SP1, SP2, SP3, SP4, PL5, GD1, 

GD6, HE1, NE3 and WER5 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan, and was consequently 

recommended for approval. 

 

No representations had been received in connexion with the application.  

 

The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent,  of Godel 

Architects. In response to a question from the Committee,  confirmed 

that surface water would be collected in a butt situated to the rear of the summer 

house and disposed of into the adjacent greenery. It was further confirmed that the 

foundation stone, on which it was proposed to construct the summer house, was pre-

existing. 

 

Having considered the application, the Committee unanimously endorsed the 

recommendation to grant permission. 

  

Rochemer, La 

Grande Route 

de la Côte, St. 

Clement: 

proposed 

demolition and 

construction 

(RFR). 

 

P/2025/0381 

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. The application sought permission for the construction of ground 

and first floor extensions to the south elevation, the removal of the roof and the 

construction of a second-floor extension, all with associated balconies, at the 

property known as Rochemer, La Grande Route de la Côte, St. Clement. It was 

further proposed to partially demolish and extend a detached garage to the south of 

the site together with various internal and external alterations to the layout, 

fenestration and material finishes, and new hard and soft landscaping to include a 

split-level terrace. The Committee had visited the site on 4th November 2025. 

 

Deputy A.F. Curtis of St. Clement did not participate in the determination of this 

application. 

 

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

site was situated in the Built-Up Area, Shoreline Zone and was on the Eastern Cyle 

Route Network. Policies SP2, SP3, SP4, SP5, PL3, GD1, GD6, GD9, NE1, TT1, 

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

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

relating to Residential Parking Standards (2023). 
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The Committee noted the relevant planning history of the site, which included an 

application for the construction of a sunroom extension to the first floor, which had 

been approved in June 2004 (planning application refence No. P/2004/0695 refers). 

Planning application refence No. P/2024/0643 had sought permission for the 

demolition of an existing extension and garage and construction of a basement, 

single storey, 2 storey and second floor extensions with associated balconies. A split-

level terrace to the south elevation and swimming pool was further proposed. The 

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

2024. 

 

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

that the proposed development, due to its height, scale, massing and prominence 

would result in an over-scaled and incongruous form which harmed the character of 

the area and skyline views. Furthermore, the design, height, and proximity to 

neighbouring dwellings, would lead to a significant intensification of overlooking, 

resulting in an unacceptable loss of privacy for neighbouring properties. The 

proposed garage element of the scheme, by creating additional parking without 

sufficient on-site manoeuvring space, would result in a harmful impact on highway 

safety. Consequently, it was recommended that the Committee maintain refusal of 

the application on the grounds that it was contrary to Policies GD1, GD6, GD9, TT1 

and TT4 of the 2022 Bridging Island Plan.  

 

9 representations had been received in connexion with the application. 

 

The Committee heard from  of Duffell Planning Limited, who was 

representing , owners of a neighbouring property.  

advised that the proposed major extension of the property would be over dominant 

and incongruous in the streetscape, contrary to Policies GD6 and GD9 of the 2022 

Bridging Island Plan. The upper floor of the property would impact on the privacy 

of the neighbouring property, contrary to the requirements of Policy GD1.  

 stated that the partial demolition and extension of the garage would create 

highway safety concerns, contrary to Policies TT1 and TT4.  stated that 

the harm outweighed the benefit of the proposed scheme, which was not in keeping 

with the area. 

 

The Committee heard from , owner of a neighbouring property, who 

advised that a high degree of privacy would be removed if the development was 

permitted. He expressed concerns regarding the effects of the proposed excavation 

for the basement on the adjacent structures and the scale of the building, adding that 

the site was at full capacity.  

 

 owner of a neighbouring property, addressed the Committee and stated 

that the proposed development was too large for the site and expressed concerns 

regarding the impact of overlooking from the balconies. He added that the lane was 

very narrow and highlighted the associated highway safety concerns in connexion 

with the proposed garage extension.  

 

The Committee heard from , owner of a neighbouring property, 

who advised that a number of properties would be affected by the proposed 

development and that no forethought had been given to the impact on the area.  

 expressed concerns in connexion with the proposed garage and the impact 

on the narrow lane, the effects on surrounding properties of the subterranean carpark 

and the loss of sunlight to her property. 
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The Committee heard from , owner of a nearby property, who 

advised that the site was unsuitable for the proposals. He expressed concerns 

regarding the increase in vehicles following the proposed garage extension and the 

proposed terrace above the same, which would impact upon his privacy. He added 

that the structural integrity of the surrounding properties could be compromised by 

the construction and associated large vehicles travelling through the very busy 

private lane. 

 

The Committee heard from , owner of a neighbouring property, who 

expressed concerns regarding the impact of overlooking into his bedroom, kitchen 

and garden. He added that the noise and disruption associated with the prosed 

construction would be unacceptable and that the site would become over developed. 

 

The Committee heard from the applicant’s agent,  of PAGE 

Architects Limited, who advised that he had received conflicting pre-application 

advice. He noted that the purpose of the garage extension was to allow the 

applicant’s existing vehicles to be parked without overhanging into the road, and 

that the garage would be aligned with the neighbouring garage to the south of the 

site. The number of windows to the east had been reduced in an effort to address 

overlooking, and  noted that these could also be reangled to further 

mitigate loss of privacy. The dormer windows had been proposed to accommodate 

the internal staircases, and the bedroom and balcony sizes had been reduced in the 

redeveloped designs. The existing levels of the application site were in keeping with 

the property to the south and  concluded that the development would 

be a positive addition to the differing styles of the area. 

 

The Committee was addressed by the applicants, , who 

reiterated that the garage would be set back in order to allow for the parking of 2 

vehicles together with guest parking and storage.  confirmed that it 

had not been proposed to add a terrace above the extended garage. He added that the 

proposals would improve access to the property and parking arrangements in the 

private lane. 

 

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

K.C. Lewis of St. Saviour, decided to grant permission on the basis that the scheme 

was considered to align with Policies GD1, GD6, GD9, TT1 and TT4 of the 2022 

Bridging Island Plan, contrary to the Department recommendation.  

 

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

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

confirmation, to include the reasons for approval and the approval of any conditions 

which were to be attached to the permit.  

 

  




