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1. Background 

This Percent for art Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) has been developed in accordance with 

Proposal 11 of the Bridging Island Plan (2022) which states that the Minister for the Environment will 

publish updated SPG to support the delivery of public art through new development. 

This guidance seeks to review and replace the earlier 2008 guidance document to align with current 

Island Plan policy also taking into consideration the objectives set out in The Creative Island: An Arts 

Strategy for Jersey 2022-27 with a view to provide practical guidance on interpreting and applying 

the policy in ways that are considered would secure lasting public benefit. 

2. Consultation response 

A limited response to consultation was received, with just four online survey responses to structured 

questions in addition to eight written responses to which one has not consented to publishing their 

comments. There were no ‘late’ comments. 

All comments received have been collated, reviewed and analysed. 

Responses to the structured survey questions show a generally positive pattern, with the majority of 

respondents selecting “agree” or “strongly agree” across most questions. Strong agreement is 

particularly evident in relation to definitions, examples of what counts as public art, document 

structure, and supporting tools. This quantitative evidence is reinforced by qualitative feedback, 

which broadly reflects understanding of the guidance and seeks clarification rather than fundamental 

change. 

One distinct outlier response expresses principled opposition to the existence of a percent for art 

policy. When considered alongside the wider dataset and qualitative submissions, this response 

represents opposition to adopted Island Plan policy rather than concerns about the clarity or 

operation of the draft SPG and therefore sits outside its remit. 

Aside from this outlier, the remaining instances of disagreement or neutrality in the structured 

responses are selective and closely aligned with themes emerging from the qualitative feedback. 

These relate to specific matters of interpretation and application, particularly flexibility across 

different development types, how proportions are applied in practice, and how expectations are 

communicated through the planning process, rather than wholesale rejection of the guidance. 

Taken together, the structured and qualitative responses reinforce the view that the draft SPG is 

generally clear, well received, and represents a clear improvement on the 2008 Advice Note. While 

respondents broadly support both the principle of percent for art (PfA) and the preparation of 

updated guidance to support Policy GD10, the feedback highlights the importance of continued 

explanation and careful application in practice. The main concerns raised focus on implementation 

through the planning process, including proportionality, clarity, certainty, and timing, indicating that 

the discussion is not about whether public art should be delivered, but about ensuring it is secured in 

a predictable, manageable way that does not discourage development. 

The full response to consultation is set out in the appendix at section five. 
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3. Summary of issues and analysis 

Key question/issue Proposed response/change 

POLICY OBJECTION 

The respondent (UserID: 294552898) selected 

“strongly disagree” for all questions and 

provided written comments expressing 

fundamental opposition to the existence of a 

percent for art policy. 

This submission does not engage with the clarity or 

usability of the draft SPG itself but instead challenges 

the legitimacy and underlying rationale of percent for 

art as a planning tool, raises concerns about 

bureaucracy and cost, and questions whether such a 

policy should exist at all. As such, this response reflects 

a policy objection rather than evidence that the draft 

SPG is unclear or ineffective. 

No change to the revised draft guidance 2026 

FLEXIBILITY AND PROPORTIONALITY 

Public art should be treated as an integral 

component of overall development quality 

rather than a standalone requirement. 

Call for flexibility in what PfA can deliver, 

including community spaces, events, play 

integration, public realm enhancements, and in 

some cases off-site delivery. 

The view that public art should be an integral 

component of overall development quality is shared 

and reinforced by the SPG, which places percent for art 

(PfA) alongside other placemaking and design quality 

considerations, including Policies SP3 and SP7, and 

clarifies how it contributes to holistic assessment rather 

than elevating it above other planning policies. 

With regards to what PfA could deliver, the SPG 

responds by broadening the definition of public art to 

include certain artist-led public realm elements while 

maintaining a clear link between development and 

mitigation, consistent with planning law and the 

place-based rationale for planning obligations. 

No change to the revised draft guidance 2026 

EARLY ENGAGEMENT 

The SPG could be interpreted as introducing 

additional procedural steps or mandatory early 

engagement, particularly at pre-application 

stage which could lead to abortive work or 

early exposure to costs before schemes are 

sufficiently defined. 

Similar to the 2008 Advice Note 3 and the preamble to 

GD10 in the Bridging Island Plan 2022, the draft SPG 

2026 explicitly addresses this by clarifying that 

pre-application engagement remains encouraged, not 

required, and that the level of information expected is 

proportionate to the stage of the application. In most 

cases, a clear public art concept is sufficient at 

application stage, with detailed schemes capable of 

being secured by condition. 

The only use of the word ‘mandatory’ in the draft 

guidance is in section 4, where it states, ‘For smaller 

development, public art remains encouraged as a way to 

enhance design quality and local distinctiveness, though 

it is not a mandatory requirement.’ To ensure the 

avoidance of doubt and to promote clarity and 
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consistency with the Island Plan, it is proposed to delete 

the word ‘mandatory’ from the guidance. 

Proposed change to revised draft guidance 2026: 

delete “mandatory” under Section 4 

ARTIST-LED DELIVERY 

This approach could be perceived as 

exclusionary or overly restrictive. 

The expectation that PfA proposals should be artist-led 

prompted the most debate. 

The revised guidance is intended to widen participation 

in the delivery of public art through the Island Plan, 

enabling a broader range of people within the arts 

community to be involved. Consequently, the revised 

guidance removes the requirement to use specified 

public art advisors, as previously set out in the 2008 

Advice Note 3. 

The SPG responds by clarifying that artist-led does not 

mean artist-only. Architects, landscape architects, 

designers, communities, and emerging practitioners all 

have a role in shaping outcomes. The emphasis on 

artist-led delivery is intended to ensure clear 

authorship, accountability, and quality, responding to 

previous issues of unclear or sub-standard PfA 

proposals, rather than imposing professional exclusivity. 

No change to the revised draft guidance 2026 

ROLES AND EXPECTATIONS 

Questions raised about the Public Art Advisory 

Panel and the assessment of artistic quality 

reflect a desire for transparency and 

reassurance, particularly given the scale of PfA 

contributions. 

 

The SPG clarifies that consultation with cultural 

specialists forms part of the established consultation 

process, through which representations may raise 

concerns or request further information that must be 

addressed as part of a planning application. 

The Economy Department will be consulted as a 

statutory consultee as public art is relevant to the 

Minister for Sustainable Economic Development’s remit 

under Article 17 of the Planning and Building (Jersey) 

Law 2002. The way the Economy Department 

undertakes its consultee role is a matter for the 

department; however, the Arts Strategy published in 

2022 recommended the establishment of an advisory 

panel to support cultural assessment. 

Planning officers retain responsibility for weighing all 

material considerations and determining the 

application, with cultural expertise informing, but not 

replacing, the overall planning assessment. This reflects 

established planning practice rather than the 

introduction of a new governance or decision-making 

structure. 
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No change to the revised draft guidance 2026 

VIABILITY AND CONTRIBUTIONS 

Respondents, particularly industry bodies and 

delivery organisations, emphasise that PfA must 

be considered alongside other development 

costs and infrastructure contributions. 

Concerns focus on clarity, certainty, timing, and 

ensuring that requirements do not discourage 

development by creating unnecessary cost 

exposure. 

The SPG acknowledges these concerns by reiterating 

the flexibility embedded within Policy GD10, including 

the hierarchy of delivery and the ability to justify 

exemptions where appropriate. However, the 

consultation also reflects an inherent limitation: SPG 

cannot amend adopted policy or viability thresholds 

and can only explain how they are applied. 

No change to the revised draft guidance 2026 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND LARGER 

SCHEMES 

Respondents highlight sensitivity around large 

schemes and affordable housing provision, 

where cumulative costs and viability pressures 

are most acute. 

There is concern that PfA must be applied in a 

way that recognises these constraints. 

The SPG reflects this by emphasising proportionality 

and flexibility within the existing policy framework, while 

making clear that it cannot change the underlying 

requirements of the adopted Island Plan. The focus 

remains on explaining expectations and application 

rather than altering policy thresholds. 

No change to the revised draft guidance 2026 

 

4. Next steps 

The proposed change to the draft guidance has now been made and the revised guidance adopted 

and published. 

  



Consultation response: Percent for art SPG 

 

P a g e  6 

5. Appendix: consultation responses 

1. To what extent do you agree that it is clear which development proposals must provide public 

art under Policy GD10? 

 

 

2. To what extent do you agree that the SPG is flexible enough to apply to different scales and 

types of development? 

 

 

3. To what extent do you agree that the process for considering off-site public art or, in 

exceptional cases, financial contributions is clear? 
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4. To what extent do you agree that the definition of public art is clear, and that the examples of 

what counts and does not count are helpful? 

 

 

5. To what extent do you agree that the definition of a “professional artist” is clear and 

appropriate? 

 

 

6. To what extent do you agree that the guidance on commissioning and integrating public art 

into development is clear? 
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7. To what extent do you agree that the SPG provides sufficient guidance on early engagement 

and when to appropriately engage the planning process? 

 

 

8. To what extent do you agree that it is clear what information applicants must provide 

regarding public art delivery (including the Public Art Delivery Framework in Appendix 1)? 

 

 

9. To what extent do you agree that the requirements for a Public Art Statement (PAS), including 

the templates, are clear and proportionate/adaptable (Appendices 2, 3 and 4)? 
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10. To what extent do you agree that the transitional provisions are clear? 

 

 

11. To what extent do you agree that the SPG is easy to navigate and understand? 

 

 

12. Other comments 

Written consultation feedback Response 

I would like the % for art was broadened to allow more 

opportunities for construction that: 1) is not necessarily 

within the vicinity of the development (eg a development 

in one area can enable an artwork somewhere else); 2) 

allows for play facilities to be built in each parish in 

conjunction with the Constable of that parish; 3) allows for 

broader themes to encourage active travel (eg bike 

storage, cycle paths, changes to road junctions to enable 

easier pedestrian/cycle access). 

 

UserID: 293890443 (online survey) 

The response is set out in three parts, corresponding to 

the respondent’s numbering: 

1) The draft SPG clarifies the hierarchy of provision set 

out in Policy GD10, which prioritises contributions that 

add value at a local level by reinforcing local 

character, area identity, and a sense of place in the 

first instance. This approach reflects the policy 

intention that public art should generally relate to and 

benefit the immediate context of the development. 

However, Section 5 of the draft SPG sets out 

circumstances where exemptions or alternative 

approaches may be considered where on-site 

provision cannot reasonably be delivered. This 

provides a degree of flexibility while maintaining the 

core objective of achieving meaningful place-based 

outcomes. 

2) The primary objective of the Percent for art policy is 

to integrate art and craft into our built environment, 

not to deliver play space. The Bridging Island Plan, in 

any event, already makes provision for shared play 
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Written consultation feedback Response 

space and/or private amenity space through Policies 

H1 and CI8. These requirements are separate from the 

percent for art policy and are not intended to be 

interchangeable.  
That said, it is acknowledged that public art could be 

integrated within play space provision where 

functional play features are designed and/or 

fabricated by an artist and are conceptually 

developed as artworks. This approach has therefore 

been included within Table 1: What counts as public 

art in the draft SPG. It should be noted, however, that 

visually distinctive or standard play equipment would 

not in itself qualify as public art unless it demonstrates 

clear artistic authorship, commissioning, and 

intentional integration as an artwork. 

3) The primary objective of the Percent for art policy is 

to integrate art and craft into our built environment, 

not to deliver active travel improvements. Active travel 

measures and highway safety improvements are 

secured through separate policy mechanisms (Policy 

TT1 and TT2) and development contributions and are 

therefore not directly interchangeable with percent 

for art obligations. Contributions intended for 

infrastructure delivery cannot reasonably be 

reallocated to public art provision.  

Nonetheless, the definition of what constitutes public 

art has been broadened to include certain public 

realm elements, such as paving artworks or bespoke 

street furniture, where these are artist-led, 

artist- designed, or artist-delivered, and where public 

realm enhancement is the intended objective. 

Standard paving, pathways, or mass-produced 

functional infrastructure without artistic authorship 

would not meet the requirements for acceptable 

public art delivery. 

No change to revised draft guidance 2026 

If the overall aim is to level up the standard of public art 

and diversify the mediums for maximum public enjoyment 

and the strongest engagement, then the pre-application 

stage will be a vital point in the process.  It would be 

helpful to promote this somehow via industry panel and 

also to inspire with great examples. 

 

UserID: 294187100 (online survey) 

Applicants and agents are encouraged to engage with the 

planning process at the pre-application stage, which is a 

free service provided by the Planning applications team. As 

this service is non-statutory, the scope and level of 

information provided are not prescribed. The draft SPG 

nevertheless continues to promote early engagement at 

the pre-application stage, enabling applicants to seek 

advice and guidance from the Arts, Culture and Heritage 

(ACH) sector via the planning system at an early point in 

the design process. 

No change to revised draft guidance 2026 

Maintaining a budget of 1% of construction costs across 

the board, including developments of as few as 5+ 

dwellings, could pose yet another financial barrier to 

projects where construction costs are already inflated, 

The thresholds for when a percent for art contribution 

applies were agreed as part of the Bridging Island Plan, 

which was adopted by the States Assembly in 2022. The 

draft SPG does not change these thresholds but explains 
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Written consultation feedback Response 

possibly resulting in a developer/client compromising on 

expenditure elsewhere in the scheme. (1% of cost when 

this policy was originally introduced will be drastically 

different in £value to today's 1% equivalent!) 

Is there an opportunity to reconsider this lower 

development threshold to help with cost issues across the 

industry, or alternatively to include the work of local 

craftsmen within the 'artist' description on lower-value 

projects (e.g. to incorporate enhanced landscape 

elements/finishes, bespoke gates, higher-[quaility] street 

furniture and play spaces, etc, as many of these elements 

often sadly get lost beyond approval stage when building 

costs escalate)? 

 

UserID: 294554929 (online survey) 

how the existing policy is intended to operate. Any future 

changes to threshold levels would need to be considered 

through a formal Island Plan review, informed by evidence 

and public consultation. 

The draft SPG does, however, seek to allow more flexibility 

in how public art can be delivered. To support this, the 

definition of public art has been broadened to include 

items such as “environmental or horticultural artworks” and 

“artist-designed street furniture”, including artistically 

integrated play features. These provisions are intended to 

help ensure that artistic and high-quality public realm 

elements can be retained within schemes, even where cost 

pressures arise, provided they demonstrate clear artistic 

intent. 

No change to revised draft guidance 2026 

The Consultation is defective as it does not go back to 

basics. The first question should be, 'Should Jersey even 

have a percentage for art policy?' 

Then, 'What have been the successes and failures of the 

current percentage for art policy?' 

And, 'What has been the experience of the few other 

countries who have such a policy?' 

Personally I consider the whole enterprise anti-thetical and 

incompatible with the best in architecture, which should be 

the highest form of public art.  

A 1% funded gaudy gate sitting in front of the 99% funded 

architecture can only be a fail. Where does the Minister 

think the 1% is coming from?  

Architects should be free from the start to design a 

Gesamtkunstwerk, which by definition won't need any 

'add-ons'.  

Of course buildings can be designed in 

consultation/collaboration with other art professionals as 

thought appropriate, but should not be mandated as 

follows, 'In all cases, the [1%] work must be conceived, 

authored and led by professional artists'. 

Then the whole system necessary to set up, regularise and 

control the SPG?  

Please can we have the fully costed gov.je manpower 

figures for administering the SPG, and a considered 

estimate for the cost to applicants, split between 

professional fees and the 1% costs? How does this SPG tie 

in with the States professed desire to reduce bureaucracy, 

regulations and red tape? 

Please can my comments be published as part of the 

consultation process? 

UserID: 294552898 (online survey) 

The respondent raises an important and long-standing 

architectural perspective, in which high-quality architecture 

itself is regarded as the primary and most complete form 

of public art. This view is acknowledged and respected, 

particularly in cases where buildings are exceptionally well 

designed and conceived as integrated works of art. 

Percent for art policy, however, operates from a planning 

and public-interest perspective, rather than an 

architectural one. Its purpose is not to diminish the role of 

architecture or to suggest that buildings cannot 

themselves be artistic, but to ensure that developments 

meeting defined thresholds make a clear and accountable 

contribution to the cultural quality of the public realm. The 

policy recognises that, in practice, not all development will 

achieve exceptional architectural outcomes, and that 

public art provides a consistent mechanism to secure 

cultural value across a wide range of schemes. 

The policy does not prevent architects from pursuing fully 

integrated design approaches or from collaborating with 

other creative professionals where appropriate. Nor does it 

require public art to be a detached or applied “add-on”. 

The draft SPG explicitly promotes early consideration, 

integration and collaborative working, and allows public 

art to be embedded within architecture, landscape or 

public-realm design, provided there is clear artistic intent 

and authorship. 

The concerns raised relate primarily to the principle of 

percent for art as a policy choice, including questions of 

mandate, cost and bureaucracy. These matters sit outside 

the scope of the draft SPG, which is limited to explaining 

how Policy GD10, adopted as part of the Bridging Island 

Plan in 2022, is to be interpreted and applied. The draft 

SPG does not introduce the policy, alter thresholds, or 

determine whether percent for art should exist; rather, it 
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Written consultation feedback Response 

seeks to provide greater clarity, consistency and improved 

delivery of an existing requirement. 

In this context, the draft SPG does not introduce new 

regulatory processes or administrative burdens. From a 

government perspective, it is administered through 

established planning and consultee arrangements. It is also 

recognised that development costs, including professional 

fees and public art contributions, will vary from scheme to 

scheme and are matters for applicants and their project 

teams to consider on a case-by-case basis. By clarifying 

expectations, the draft SPG aims to reduce uncertainty and 

support more consistent and efficient decision-making 

within the planning process. 

No change to revised draft guidance 2026 

I have always admired this part of our guidance and have 

ensured that GD10 is included in the relevant applications. 

My whole family have enjoyed the performing arts for 

decades, but these aren’t included obviously, but our 

appreciation of art is ever present. 

 

EM001 (e-mailed comments) 

Comments noted. 

The guidance is silent on the central role architects could 

play in ensuring that public art ideas are integrated into 

the architectural design thinking and placemaking 

considerations from the outset. Picking up on the JAC’s 

6C’s, character and context are key points of departures 

for all projects, so understanding the past era’s of sites or 

memories associated with them, are compelling triggers 

for both design responses and public art opportunities. I 

feel architects should be promoted in the SPG, in these 

respects. 

The guidance emphasises qualified, experienced artists 

being used, and this is understandable, but I feel there 

ought also to be support for local art students to be 

encouraged. We have successfully worked in this way, with 

surprisingly good results. The SPG should be more actively 

supporting young people and our community in this 

respect. 

The SPG should also be promoting PfA more actively in 

relation to infrastructure projects, which are often 

largescale and in the public realm, but often desperately 

deserve a layer of delight (not often delivered). It was a 

sad day when the lights along the Victoria Avenue seafront 

were switched from multi-coloured festoons several years 

ago (like currently at Havre des pas), to cold white 

replacement versions. In a similar vein the excellent Island 

Identity paper, astutely recognises the character value that 

ordinary components of Island life bring us, stating: 

The response is set out in three parts: 

The public art delivery process enables applicants and 

agents, including architects, to explore and integrate 

opportunities for public art up to the artist selection stage. 

During the design phase of a proposal, architects are well 

placed to establish the conceptual framework, spatial 

opportunities, and contextual narrative that can later 

inform the artist brief. Once appointed, the artist is 

expected to respond to and develop this framework, 

ensuring public art is meaningfully integrated within the 

architectural design and placemaking intent. 

The revised approach also seeks to broaden access to local 

artists, providing greater flexibility and choice for 

applicants and developers. The qualifying criteria for 

professional artists are not intended to preclude the 

involvement of emerging artists, students, or learners, 

provided they are appropriately supported and engaged 

within the delivery process. This allows opportunities for 

skills development while maintaining quality and 

accountability in public art outcomes. 

Section 4 of the draft SPG sets out when public art is 

required and who is responsible for its delivery, including 

public sector and infrastructure-led development. All 

applications that meet the threshold requirements of 

Policy GD10, whether private or public, are expected to 

give due consideration to public art provision and to 

submit sufficient information to enable informed 



Consultation response: Percent for art SPG 

 

P a g e  13 

Written consultation feedback Response 

“….Our physical identity is not confined to notable 

‘heritage’ buildings, but is also derived from the 

commonplace structures and places that provide the 

backdrop to our daily lives: homes, shops, offices, farm 

buildings, street furniture, banques, lavoirs, post boxes, 

piers, slipways and gardens….” 

 

EM002 and EM003 (e-mailed comments) 

assessment. This includes infrastructure projects where 

public realm works present opportunities to enhance 

character, identity, and public enjoyment through artist-led 

interventions. 

No change to revised draft guidance 2026 

It is my view that the SPG is clear and concise in its 

rationale and justification. My only concern is in regards to 

the decision-making process – especially in regards to the 

moderation of quality and appropriateness of proposals/ 

artistic appointment. Within the proposed SPG it mentions:  

‘Planning officers are responsible for determining 

applications and will consult the Arts, Culture and Heritage 

Sector within Local Economy on public art proposals.  

To strengthen transparency and provide robust cultural 

appraisal, sector officers may also draw on advice from a 

public art advisory [panel3] to assess artistic quality, 

authorship, contextual relevance, and the proposal’s ability 

to deliver the cultural objectives set out in the Art Strategy. 

This advice informs cultural assessment within the planning 

process, while final decisions remain with the planning 

authority.’  

I agree with this in principle, however I have questioned 

Planning Officers in the past on this matter and no such 

‘Public Art Advisory Panel’ has ever been mentioned. 

Further, after reviewing The Creative Island: An Arts 

Strategy document, and undertaking preliminary research 

online, I have not found any reference to this Panel having 

been founded/ whom [consitutes] this panel and how they 

are elected.  

I strongly believe that since PFAs [consititute] 1% of 

construction costs, which is no insignificant amount 

(especially when looking to large scale developments), that 

appropriate moderation is crucial to enable the short and 

long-term success of public art projects. I believe that 

more information should be included in this respect to re-

assure the public, in particular, as the targeted recipients 

of the proposals, whom have been known to question the 

credibility of PFA proposals. 

For future reference could I please be added to the list of 

individuals to be consulted in regards to all PFA matters? I 

have an MFA (Fine Art) and undertake PFA Consultation 

locally, and have a special interest in this area. 

 

EM004 (e-mailed comments) 

Officers contacted the respondent on receipt of their 

e- mailed comments to discuss the points raised. 

The public art advisory panel referenced in the draft SPG is 

envisaged within The Creative Island: An Arts Strategy for 

Jersey 2022–27. The panel, the establishment and 

operation of which rests with the ACH sector, is intended 

to be formed of representatives from established arts 

organisations, including (but not limited to) ArtHouse 

Jersey, Jersey Art Centre, and the Jersey Opera House. Its 

role is to provide specialist advice, where required, to the 

ACH sector within the Economy Department, which is a 

consultee within the planning process. The panel is 

advisory in nature rather than an elected body, and its 

operation is expected to support informed 

decision- making on public art matters, including technical 

aspects. The comments offered by the panel, and the basis 

upon which they are provided, will be published as a 

consultee response in relation to individual planning 

applications, and will, therefore, be open and transparent.  

Early engagement with the ACH sector plays a pivotal role 

in this context, as their expertise can help shape 

meaningful, high-quality public art outcomes that respond 

to the wider public realm and maximise community benefit 

through development-led contributions. 

At this time, no additional planning policy work is 

anticipated beyond the delivery of Proposal 11 within the 

Bridging Island Plan relating to revising and updating the 

2008 percent for art advice note. 

No change to revised draft guidance 2026 
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Written consultation feedback Response 

I think it’s brilliant that you are writing this SPG. It’s high 

time that the criteria were set out clearly.  

I have one comment on the draft: In your table explaining 

what is include or excluded from being appropriate PFA, 

under community co-created artworks, it says that ‘Internal 

staff’ do not count. What does this mean? Can staff not 

contribute? Even if they meet the criteria for a relevant 

artist? 

 

EM005 (e-mailed comments) 

Under the category “community co-created artworks with 

artist oversight”, the emphasis is on collaborative works 

that involve community participation but are led and 

curated by a suitably qualified professional artist. In this 

context, members of the community are not expected to 

be professional artists themselves. Where community 

participants contribute to a public artwork under the 

direction and artistic leadership of someone who meets 

the qualifying criteria, the resulting work would be 

considered appropriate public art. 

The reference to “internal staff art” not counting as public 

art relates specifically to artworks produced for, or 

displayed within, private or semi-private environments, 

such as offices, retail spaces, or private residential lobbies, 

where enjoyment is limited to a localised audience. i.e. 

staff only. Such works would not constitute public art for 

the purposes of percent for art delivery, regardless of 

whether they were produced by an eligible artist. 

This distinction is intended to ensure that public art 

outcomes are genuinely accessible to, and experienced by, 

the wider public, rather than restricted to private internal 

settings. 

No change to revised draft guidance 2026 

The Industry Partnership Board has been recognised as a 

“vital forum for collaboration between Government and 

Industry professionals” (source: The Jersey Development 

Industry Partnership Board: Year One Report) and has 

worked with the government to help improve the planning 

system. The Board is pleased to have supported marked 

improvement in the management of Development 

Control, which is greatly welcomed, but alongside has 

consistently raised concerns regarding the complexity of 

the policy framework, which has a direct impact upon 

whether developments are actually implemented, or come 

forward at all. 

In line with the Government’s stated desire to facilitate 

business and reduce bureaucracy, the Board has put 

forward suggestions to simplify the planning application 

process. The Board is not seeking to reduce the quality of 

development. However, to enable developers to progress 

a scheme, they need to be confident that planning 

permission is likely to be granted. The more complex the 

planning system is, the more expensive it is to submit a 

planning application, the more unpredictable the outcome 

is, and the less confident the developer can be that 

permission will be granted. At any time, this risk can stifle 

individual developments, and when economic 

circumstances are uncertain, it can paralyse the 

The contribution of the Industry Partnership Board to 

engagement between government and industry is 

recognised and appreciated, and the points raised have 

been carefully considered. 

The Board should recognise that the SPG cannot and does 

not introduce new policy, change the policy balance of the 

Island Plan, or extend the scope of Policy GD10. 

The revised Percent for art SPG has been prepared in 

response to Proposal 11 of the Bridging Island Plan, 

supporting Policy GD10, as adopted by the States 

Assembly in 2022. The Minister for the Environment is 

therefore required to publish updated guidance to clarify 

how this policy should be interpreted and applied.  

The guidance also seeks to respond to recommendations 

set out in The Creative Island: An Arts Strategy for Jersey 

2022-27 relating to improving the quality and coherence 

of public art, and the process for its delivery. 

The purpose of the revised SPG is, therefore, to provide 

greater clarity, consistency, and certainty in the delivery of 

public art. The existing guidance, published in 2008, is 

nearly 20 years old, and has been in need of review for 

some time. It responds to longstanding issues where 

proposals were introduced late, lacked sufficient definition, 

or failed to demonstrate clear artistic intent, often leading 

to delay, prolonged negotiation, or suboptimal outcomes 
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development industry and cause established businesses to 

contract, or even fail, as we have seen recently. 

In this context, the Board is disappointed that this draft 

SPG adds complexity to the process of submitting a 

planning application, and it is surprised that additional 

guidance on the Percent for art policy has been prioritised 

ahead of other guidance. It is also surprised that it has not 

been the subject of full public consultation, or published 

on the government website. 

The existing Policy GD10 is quite clear, and planning 

officers have been able to balance its objectives with other 

material planning considerations, as they should. It is a 

relatively simple process, and the Board does not feel that 

there was, or is, an urgent need for additional guidance. 

Moreover, the SPG does more than provide guidance, it 

raises the profile of PFA above that in the adopted Island 

Plan, and introduces another, single issue focused, 

consultee into the planning process. It also states that PFA 

should be addressed at the pre-application stage, at which 

point a developer is seeking to agree key principles rather 

than producing detailed designs, which obviously take 

significantly more time, and money, to produce. 

The SPG introduces an expectation that any PFA response 

will meet a definition of art and be produced by an artist. 

Policy GD10 is fundamentally aimed at providing public art 

as part of a development. Indeed, it can only be justified as 

a planning requirement if it relates to a development that 

requires planning permission. It is not a Percent for Artists 

policy, and it is not appropriate to restrict proposals to 

those produced by artists (as defined in the SPG), in the 

same way that it is not appropriate to require that all 

buildings be designed by architects. It is quite possible for 

architects, landscape architects and amateur artists for 

example, to design features or events which could be 

considered to be art or artistic. One of the aims of the Arts 

Strategy is to be inclusive, but the requirement to employ 

a professional artist is clearly exclusive. 

The Board believes that any art, reasonably required as 

part of a development, should be seen as an integral part 

of the overall quality of the development, alongside policy 

SP3 (Placemaking) as the draft SPG states, and not as a 

separate and distinct requirement. The Board’s view is that 

the acceptability of a development, and particularly its 

design or the quality of its open spaces, should be judged 

as whole, and that the value of any art which is part of 

that, should be assessed on the basis of its quality in 

planning terms, rather than on the basis of its financial 

in the planning process, thus presenting risk and cost to 

the developer. Clearer guidance is intended to mitigate 

these risks rather than add to them.  

Consultation on the draft SPG was targeted, reflecting that 

Policy GD10 applies only to larger development proposals 

that meet specific thresholds (of five or more homes and 

200sqm of non-residential floorspace). Engagement 

therefore focused on those industry stakeholders most 

likely to be affected by the guidance. The Ministerial 

Decision, and the basis for it, authorising the work and 

consultation process is publicly available1. 

Public art delivery was first set out in detail in the 2008 

Advice Note, which already encouraged early 

consideration of percent for art and referenced the 

preparation of artistic briefs and artist-led responses. The 

revised SPG builds on that existing framework, including 

adapting the text-based public art delivery framework into 

a process flow diagram, and does not represent a change 

in policy direction.  

The revised SPG encourages, but does not require, 

developers to consider public art contributions early in the 

design process, including at the preapplication stage. This 

reflects longstanding best practice and mirrors the 

approach set out in the 2008 Advice Note and in the 

preamble to the existing island plan policy.  

Pre-application engagement remains a non-statutory 

service, with no mandatory submission requirements. Early 

discussion is promoted to help avoid late, poorly 

integrated proposals and to reduce risk, cost and 

uncertainty, but it is not compulsory: this remains an 

optional choice for a developer and their professional 

advisors. 

In accordance with the process flow diagram, 

proportionate information is expected at the planning 

application stage. In most cases, this will be limited to a 

clear public art concept demonstrating intent, location, 

and integration with the development, with more detailed 

design and delivery matters capable of being secured by 

condition should planning permission be granted. 

The SPG does not give greater priority to the percent for 

art requirement than to other planning considerations, but 

places it alongside them as part of the overall assessment 

of development. Percent for art is intended to be 

considered as an integral element of development quality, 

contributing to placemaking objectives alongside other 

relevant policies.  

 
1 Percent for Art - Draft: Supplementary Planning Guidance - March 2026 

https://www.gov.je/Government/PlanningPerformance/Pages/MinisterialDecisions.aspx?docid=EDC83CAF-215C-4287-B7DD-0BB76062B2D8
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value. It is noted that policy GD10 states that the 

contribution to public art should be “approximately 1%” 

(emphasis added), and the authorised decision maker 

should be allowed to assess the contribution in the round. 

This is already assessed by the planning officer, the 

Landscape Officer and the JAC. 

Although the Bridging Island Plan, (page 3), notes that 

when considering a development, it is important to have 

regard to the plan as a whole, the SPG states that PFA is 

mandatory. If a developer does not choose to provide a 

PFA contribution this “must be justified” (page 10 – 

emphasis added), and this must be done at the pre-

application stage. This implies that pre-application advice 

is also now mandatory. The Board is also surprised that the 

SPG recommends that a developer applies for a Certificate 

of Completion. It is not clear why this is specifically 

required for a PFA contribution. 

The Board proposes that:- 

• Whilst developers should be encouraged to consider 

PFA early in the design process, potentially at the pre-

application stage, that this is not mandatory; 

• A PFA contribution of approximately 1% should be 

considered as an integral part of the development, not 

a separate requirement, and that emphasis is placed 

on the artistic and public value of the PFA contribution 

rather than its financial cost; 

• That the acceptability of the PFA contribution is 

assessed by the planning officer, and that where 

additional input is considered necessary this can be 

provided by the JAC or the Landscape Officer without 

introducing an additional consultee. 

• At the planning application stage, only a concept is 

required, with a detailed scheme to be submitted only 

if planning permission is granted. This would be 

required by condition. 

• Although an artist or art advisor will usually be 

involved, the requirement that any PFA contribution 

must be produced by an artist, be removed. 

Conclusion 

As stated above, the Board’s aim is to reduce cost, delay 

and risk, but not quality. The value of public art is 

accepted, but PFA contributions will only be realised if the 

development which funds it, comes forward, is approved, 

is viable, and is implemented. To ensure that can happen, 

the Board still argues that the planning system is too 

complex and unpredictable, and needs to be simplified. 

The over-arching feedback from the Board is that this 

proposed SPG introduces more work, more cost, more 

time and more risk for a developer – and all within a 

context of an industry that has been asking the 

Government for the opposite, in the interests of 

While Policy GD10 refers to a contribution of 

approximately 1%, the SPG does not focus on financial 

input alone. Instead, its emphasis is on the artistic quality, 

public value, and appropriateness of the outcome. 

Development proposals continue to be assessed 

holistically, with public art forming part of wider 

placemaking and design quality considerations. The 

guidance is not intended to determine whether 

development is acceptable, but to ensure that, where 

percent for art applies, it delivers meaningful public 

benefit. 

The expectation that percent for art proposals are 

artist-led reflects the original intent of Policy GD10 and 

prior to its adoption the 2008 Advice Note. This is not an 

employment restriction, nor does it exclude architects, 

landscape architects, or other designers from playing a 

central role in shaping artistic outcomes. The revised SPG 

is more open and inclusive than previous arrangements, 

removing reliance on very few arts advisors and allowing 

access to percent for art opportunities for all artists who 

meet the qualifying criteria. 

Consultation with relevant consultees, in this case the ACH 

sector of the Economy Department, reflects established 

planning practice of consulting other parts of government 

where public policy objectives are being delivered through 

the planning process. It specifically responds to the 

requirements of the law, that areas of interest to other 

Ministers are engaged in the planning process (under 

Article 17). 

The revised guidance also seeks to respond to 

recommendations set out in The Creative Island: An Arts 

Strategy for Jersey 2022-27 relating to the establishment 

of an arts panel, to advise on public art interventions, 

which can be realised through engagement with ACH. 

ACH will be responsible for establishing any such panel 

and for ensuring that it operates within the existing 

parameters for the determination of planning applications, 

including timescales for determination. 

These changes of process will ensure that appropriate 

expert advice is available where public art is proposed. 

Planning decisions remain the responsibility of planning 

officers and continue to be guided by professional 

judgement, having regard to all material factors, including 

consultee responses. 

References in the SPG to the compliance certificate and 

procedural matters reflect existing provisions within the 

Planning and Building (Jersey) Law and are included for 

clarity. 
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stimulating enterprise. The Board therefore hopes that the 

SPG is amended and then opened for public consultation. 

 

EM006 (e-mailed comments) 

It is noted the Chair, as Head of Development and Land, 

does not contribute to or endorse Board submissions where 

this would conflict with his role in Government. 

Proposed change to revised draft guidance 2026: 

delete “mandatory” under Section 4 

Andium Homes appreciate the opportunity to comment 

on the draft SPG.  

At the outset we want to stress that we are committed to 

producing high quality developments. These will usually 

include shared open spaces and/or public realm 

improvements, which may include pieces of artwork. We 

also organise community events and often provide 

community rooms within our developments.  

We are concerned however, that the number of factors 

which now have to be addressed, in detail, as part of a 

planning application, can seriously affect the cost of a 

development and the time taken to achieve a decision. 

Our position is that developments should be of a high 

quality, but the process for gaining permission should be 

simplified.  

Unfortunately the SPG appears to introduce additional 

requirements and an additional consultee. We note that 

the SPG requires PFA to be considered at the pre-

application advice stage and also encourages developers 

to apply for Certificates of Completion. In our view 

Bridging Island Plan policy GD10 is quite clear, and a more 

complex approach with this additional administrative 

burden, is not necessary. 

The requirement for substantial amounts of information as 

part of a planning application can make submitting an 

application unnecessarily onerous and expensive. In the 

case of PFA, we would consider the need for PFA at the 

pre-application stage, but would not expect to produce a 

concept until the planning application stage. PFA designs 

are not normally contentious, but as planning permission 

could be refused for any number of other reasons, it is not 

an efficient use of time and money to produce a detailed 

PFA design at this stage, as that work could prove 

abortive. We would therefore suggest that a detailed PFA 

design need not be submitted until permission is granted, 

with the details required by condition. 

In addition, rather than be a separate requirement, in our 

view a PFA contribution should be considered as an 

integral part of a development, which would be consistent 

with addressing policy SP3 (Placemaking). Policy GD10 

states that the contribution to public art should be 

“approximately 1%”. Our focus is on creating attractive and 

welcoming open spaces and connectivity, and we have 

also hosted community events and, as noted above, 

Andium’s contribution and commitment to creating quality 

developments for islanders are commended and 

appreciated. 

The overall themes raised are consistent with those 

submitted by the Industry Partnership Board, and the 

response above therefore applies. 

The following additional response is warranted: 

Community events and shared spaces proposed as 

percent for art initiatives are addressed within the category 

of “artist residencies with public outcomes”. This is clearly 

set out in Table 1: What counts as public art, where 

relevant examples are provided. These elements were 

deliberately included and clarified following earlier 

discussions with Andium prior to the development of the 

draft SPG. 

As with many aspects of planning policy, the Island Plan is 

seeking to deliver wider public policy objectives through 

the planning process, and this is the case for public art.  

The Arts Strategy, published in 2022, states that: The arts 

have, to date, been relatively marginal to approaches to 

place-making and planning. Opportunities have been 

missed to establish innovative and imaginative public realm, 

to interweave arts infrastructure into new developments, 

and to utilise artists in processes of community engagement 

and place visioning. The Island Plan sets out the policy 

requirement for public art delivery through development, 

and the revised guidance seeks to ensure that this might 

be delivered efficiently and effectively but in a way that it is 

proportionate and flexible. 

In relation to the JEP article referenced, Policy GD10 

already provides sufficient flexibility, which is reflected and 

reiterated in the draft SPG. The responsibility lies with the 

applicant to justify any exemption or alternative approach, 

where appropriate, in the context of individual planning 

applications on a case-by-case basis relative to the 

requirements of the Island Plan policy. 

The general requirement to seek to deliver public art 

through the planning process is, however, a matter for the 

States Assembly, which is determined through the plan-

making process, and not the process of delivering 

supplementary guidance. 

No change to revised draft guidance 2026 
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provided community rooms which can be used for creative 

activities. We would advocate that the SPG allow for these 

initiatives to be considered, and focus on quality rather 

than financial value. To this end, we would also 

recommend that there be flexibility to employ designers 

including architects, and school and community groups in 

the design of these spaces and our PFA contributions, and 

not just professional artists.  

In July last year the Minister noted that he would consider 

removing the requirement for a PFA contribution on 

affordable housing developments - Affordable housing 

projects could be exempted from public art policy to 

ensure they remain affordable - Jersey Evening Post. Many 

building projects are not being carried out because they 

are simply not viable at the moment, and where affordable 

housing is proposed, viability is even more fragile. Large 

developments are expected to fund an increasing variety 

of public infrastructure works both on and off-site, 

particularly transport works and transport subsidies. Any 

additional costs threaten viability, and therefore whether a 

development takes place or not. As an example, on the 

Ann Street Brewery site the PFA contribution is more than 

£500,000. This has added a net cost of around £2,000 per 

home, when we are trying to bring forward affordable 

housing for those who cannot afford to buy or rent a 

home in the open market. 

We are not seeking to reduce the quality of our 

developments, their open spaces, or residents’ living 

conditions, far from it, but when the planning issues are 

considered in the round, we would argue that to require 

PFA in addition is unnecessary and potentially counter-

productive in the case of affordable housing, and that it 

would be more appropriate to reduce the cost of these 

homes to our clients.  

We hope that these comments are helpful and that the 

SPG will be amended accordingly. 

 

EM007 (e-mail comments) 
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