STATES OF JERSEY

ISLAND PLAN 2011: REVISED DRAFT
REVISION — APPROVAL (P.37/2014) —
SIXTH AMENDMENT

Lodged au Greffe on 6th May 2014
by Deputy J.H. Young of St. Brelade

STATES GREFFE

2014 Price code: C P.37 Amd.(6)



ISLAND PLAN 2011: REVISED DRAFT REVISION — APPROVA(P.37/2014) —

SIXTH AMENDMENT

PAGE 2 —

After the words “the revised draft revision to tkland Plan 2011” insert the words —

“except that the following additional revisions Bhee made to the Island
Plan 2011 in addition to the Minister’s draft Reers—

(@)

(b)

in the preamble to the Shoreline Policy (pag@),l after
paragraph 4.98, insert the following additional gggaphs (and
renumber subsequent paragraphs as required) —

‘4,99 St. Brelade’s Bay is generally regarded as ohthe most

beautiful natural bays in the Island. Successiwelbd@ment
plans have sought to retain and protect its nahgalty and
character whilst recognising its role as an ativagblace for
tourists and Islanders to visit and as a placday and live.
Development affecting the coastal strip of this ,bag
defined by the Shoreline Zone, has the potentiafftect the
special character of the whole bay.

4.100 Particular care is, therefore, required msuee that the

redevelopment of existing buildings, involving thei
demolition and replacement; and/or the extensioexafting
buildings, does not seriously harm the character of
St. Brelade’s Bay. Accordingly, replacement buitdirhere
should generally not be larger than that beingaegd: in
the case of tourism accommodation coming out «f tige
there is the possibility of reducing the visual ampof these
often large buildings by some or all of: a reduceslal
scale, mass and volume of a building, particulaviyere
existing buildings are large; more sensitive anahsgthetic
siting and design; materials, colours and finistmasre
sensitive to the character area. The design arld e€any
extension in this part of the bay should remairssemient to
the existing building and should not disproportieha
increase its size. The cumulative enlargement dflibgs
over time will be also be a material consideratjon.

in Policy BE4 (Shoreline Zone) (page 140) aftdre words
‘3. development which adversely affects public asa® and along
the coastline and seafront.’ insert the words —

‘Within the Shoreline Zone for St. Brelade's Bayhet
following forms of development will not normally be
approved:

4. the redevelopment of a building, involving deitiah
and replacement, where the proposal would be larger
in terms of any of gross floorspace, building faotp
or visual impact than the building being replaced,
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5. the extension of a dwelling, where the proposal:

a. is not subservient to the existing building in
terms of design and scale;

b. is not designed appropriately relative to eRigti
buildings and its context;

C. having regard to its planning history,
disproportionately increases the size of the
building in terms of any of its gross floorspace,
building footprint or visual impact.’ .

DEPUTY J.H. YOUNG OF ST. BRELADE
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REPORT

For decades, St. Brelade’s Bay has been recogasede of the most beautiful bays
in Jersey. The south-facing land behind the sandyshore of sand dunes and coastal
plain is completely enclosed by the steep woodedrpment to the north and the
coastal national park to the east and west.

Some early residential development in the bay fake during the 1920s and 1930s.
After the occupation, the post-war tourism expamsaw the development of large
hotels right on the shoreline damaging the bay fower-development. There was an
urgent need for car parking and other support stfugture. This prompted the States
to bring forward the Barrett Plan in 1963, whicloposed that land on the shoreline
should be used as open space.

This plan was rejected, but in 1968 the Statesamgipr the St. Brelade’'s Bay Plan,
which limited the further extension of hotels ardidential development. For 20 years
this plan succeeded in preventing new developnfentpy of this plan is included in
the 1968 Report which was an Appendix to the 20b&raiment to the Island Plan
lodged by former Deputy Jeune (see Appendix 2).

The 1987 Island Plan further protected the baynbwdlucing the green backdrop zone
into the bay. Development was permitted in this ezoprovided the landscape
remained prominent. The shoreline zone in the bag also established to protect
open views and public access. Both zones exisytatal are still the main planning
tools we have to conserve the character of theahdyto prevent over-development.

In 1989 the Island Development Committee (“IDC”) s a new study group to
secure environmental improvements in the bay, @wogtad a plan to take advantage
of the opportunities for future improvements andigudevelopment decisions.

In 2002 the revised Island Plan consolidated thiskywbut no new actions were

introduced. In 2011, former Deputy Jeune succdggiubposed an amendment to the
plan (see Appendix 2), which introduced a requineinfer updated supplementary
planning guidance because of the pressures orathelhis was incorporated into the
2011 Island Plan.

The 2011 Island Plan included a commitment to aenamtailed planning framework
for the bay: “particularlythe defined built up area including those partshaf built up
area within the green backdrop and shoreline zdnesnsure that the redevelopment
and redevelopment of existing buildings in parécus sympathetic to its context and
does not detract from the visual amenity of thedoay the public enjoyment of it.”

Unfortunately, as at May 2014, neither this develept framework nor
supplementary planning guidance have been producedommenced, and the
pressures from speculative redevelopment of thehlaag further increased a recent
decision to approve a single residential propefisome 14,000 square feet.

As well as development pressure, there is anotteson for strengthening the policy
in this review .The 2011 Plan put in place the @aasational Park, which includes
most of our spectacular coasts where little or egetbpment had taken place. This
policy affords all the coastline going westwardsnirwest of St. Brelade, St. Ouen’s
Bay, the north and east coast, around to Goreysd heasts of outstanding landscape
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character are given the highest level of protectan planning regime can afford.
Because there has been over-development of exjstopgerties in this zone leading to
strongly negative public reaction, the Minister n®w proposing to introduce
objectives measures. The Minister’'s proposed chavifidimit the replacement of

existing properties within the Coastal NationalkPand Green Zone to the existing
footprint and floor area of the building being raq#d.

The remaining part of the coastline was assignemtime built-up areas, including a
substantial part of St. Brelade’s Bay. The newriggins proposed by then Minister
on the Coastal National Park will succeed in thosez but it will have effect of
intensifying the damaging trend towards acquisitidrmodest dwellings occupying
coastal sites in the shoreline zone and their cept@nt with very much larger
properties, and will intensify the development andcupation, especially in
St. Brelade’s Bay. Current policies for this buifi-zone area already encourage high-
density development. Pressures on St. Brelade'saBagertain to increase.

A recent planning decision for a property in the Ieve led to significant public
concern, and calls for the Island Plan’s policies the bay to be strengthened to
prevent over-development and damaging changeg tohtiracter of the bay.

Because the Minister is now proposing to introdabgectives measures which limit
the replacement of existing properties within thea§tal National Park and Green
Zone to the existing footprint and floor area oé thuilding being replaced, the
pressures are likely to increase on St. Breladeis B

On 29th April 2014, in response to concerns, | teefoliblic meeting at St. Brelade’s
parish hall to hear the views of residents. The tmgewas attended by planning
officers and over 80 members of the public, inahgdiesidents. There was unanimous
support for action to progress the local develognpéem for the bay, and a volunteer
parish group was reformed to work with planningfessionals. It is essential this
work is supported by professional resources, eitmerplanning officers or by
consultancy requiring funding.

In his reply to my oral question on 29th April 201#he Minister indicated his
willingness to consider providing professional adfinancial support to carry out
this work. In a subsequent meeting with him, thaister will need to agree the scope
of the project and the parish formal recognitionh& Local Development Plan project
confirmed. This project is likely to take betweera®d 12 months to complete. It is
hoped that this will be confirmed by the time oé ttiebate on my amendment. Until
the Local Development Plan is completed, the Mamiswill be unable to issue
supplementary planning guidance to relieve deve@gmressures.

The public meeting on 29th April 2014 overwhelmingtupported calls for a
strengthening of the policies for the bay to prévmmer-development and conserve the
character of the bay. My follow-up meeting with flanning officers and Minister on
30th April identified that the best way this coudd achieved would be to strengthen
the shoreline zone policy for St. Brelade’s Bay.

The change proposed is to adopt the same poliaygehen the shoreline zone of the
built zone by imposing a restriction on the sizeextiensions to existing buildings and
replacement buildings permitted, as the Ministerda/ proposing to do in the Coastal
National Park. My amendment provides the requifgi@aiive criteria for determining
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planning applications. Development control decisisrhich have already been made
will be unaffected by the change in policy | amgwsing.

Although the shoreline zone also extends to othdt-bp areas, e.g. in St. Aubin’s
Bay and Grouville Bay where the same consideratiiisapply, | have limited my
amendment to the section of shoreline zone in ®aBe’s Bay, since the public
meeting confirmed that area.

My amendment offers a stronger policy. It includesew objective measure which
meets the criteria for a robust and workable plagrpolicy, allowing change to
happen, but managing it to prevent over-developngm policy sits squarely within
the purpose of the Planning Law, i.e. to keep Jetsasts in its natural state. | hope
that the Minister will accept the amendment and tens will adopt it as part of the
amendments to the Island Plan 2011.

Financial and manpower implications

There are no resource implications from the amemdnte Policy BE4 for the
shoreline zone; however, | have been advised flgaDepartment’s ability to produce
the Local Development Plan for St. Brelade’'s Baythimi the resources of the
Department of the Environment will be reviewed by tMinister for Planning and
Environment in partnership with the parochial autlgoIf the Department resources
are insufficient, the Minister will consider proung financial support. If this should
become necessary, my estimate this cost is bet@28/900 — £40,000. Additional
funding of £100,000 was provided to the Departnaena result of my amendment to
the MTFP for 2012 — 2014. | would request that thiwk be given priority by the
Minister.
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APPENDIX 2

STATES OF JERSEY

ISLAND PLAN 2011: APPROVAL
(P.48/2011): THIRTEENTH AMENDMENT
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ISLAND PLAN 2011: APPROVAL (P 48/2011): THIRTEENTH AMENDMENT

PAGE2-

After the words “the revised draft Island Plan 20117 insert the words “except that —

in Chapter4: Bult Emvironment, after paragraph4.23 (on page 132)
msert the following paragraphs and foomote, and re-mumber the later
paragraphs and footnotes accordingly —

(a)

(k)

484

485

5t. Brelade™s Bay is penerally regarded as one of the most beantifil
natural bays in the Tsland Successive development plans®"' have
sought to retain and profect its natural beauty and character whilst
remm'sjng itz Tole as an attractive place for tourists and islanders
to visit and as @ place to stay and live. However, 1t is important that
the spint of the 1968 proposiion “Development m St Brelade's
Bay area (P.15/1963)° and the 1982 5t Brelade's Bay
Emvironmental Improvement Plan. confimue to be addressed m this
and subseguent Island Plans where they remain relevant today.
Whalst the landscape setting and impertant open spaces which
characterize the bay are identified and protected through Island
Plan policies, there is considersd fo be a need to review and
develop a more detaled plannmg framework for the area, and
specifically the defined Bult-up Area, meluding those parts of the
Built-up Area within the Green Backdrop and Shoreline Zones, to
ensure that curent and future pressure for the development and
redevelopment of exsting bunldings in particular is sympathetic to
its context and does not defract from the visual amemity of the bay
and the public enjoyment of it

(21} P.15/19488: Development in 5t Brelade's Bay area; 1987 Island Plan; 1989

5t Brelade’s Bay Environmental Improvement Plan; 2002 Island Plan ”

after the words “to mude its funre development and enhancement” m
Pmpas.al 13: Local Development Plans {page 132) add the following
words * and for 5t Brelade’s Bay to ensure that development is
svmpathehr to its context and does not detract from the visual amenity of
the bay and the public enjoyment of it.”

DEFUTY AE. JEUNE OF ST. BRELADE
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EEPORT

This amendment 13 brought with the support of the Comnétable of 5t Brelade and
Deputies 5. Power and M. Tadier of St. Brelade.

5t Brelade’s Bay 1s arguably the prenmer bay m the Island for fapmlies, both for
Islanders and visitors alike. Crver the past 40 years there has been some sympathetic
development. but corrently there are concems amongst Parishioners about the degres
and mass of the recent and proposed developments in the Bay area

There have been concems about the degree of development in the Bay area since
1968, The first on record 15 the propositon brought by the Island Development
Commuttee (IDC™) in 1968. This is recorded as m the document in Appendix 1
(attached). At this time there is no record as to the subsequent follow-up to this
proposition. Conventional wisdom 15 that it was absorbed inte the Island Plans, baut
this i3 by no means certain

After the Great Storm in 1987, 2 working group was formed m order to develop a plan
to improve the Bay area. This was completed in 1989 and is attached as Appendix 2.
Whilst this Plan was concemed with makmg improvements to accommodate the large
mumbers of coaches which were stull visiting the Bay, many of the mprovements were
sensible and some have, in essence, been made For example, the 5t Brelade’s Bay
Hotel gardens have replaced the scruffy car park and the Oyster Bar and Crab Shack
have improved the old cafe area

What is quite obvious 15 that previcus Assemblies considered that the S5t Brelade's
Bay area was special and that there should be care and sensitivity in its development.

In fact. on 2nd November 1982 1t was necessary for the IDC to bring a proposition to
the Assembly m crder to give planning permission for a small limgalow in the Bay.
The Mimstes of the Assembly state:

St. Brelade's Plan: excepfion.

THE STATES, adopting a Proposition of the Irland Development Commities,
muthorizad thar Commities to permir the development of ene bungalow in the
garden of Le Houmet, Mont Sohier, 5t Brelade s Bay, as shown on Dirawing
No. 121311 as an exception to the tams of the Act of the States, datad 30t
April, 1968 which granted approval to the 5t Brelade s Bay Plan,

We mmdertook research mnto the Island Plan 2002 in order to identify which fenets of
P.15/1968 were subsumed into the Island Plan (Appendix )

In the development proposals approved as part of P.15/1968 there were a number of

mAin points —

{a) to approve the linmted development of exishng hotels m the area of
St. Brelade's Bay:

) to agree that no other commercial development. with the exception of outdoor
recreational facilities be permitted:
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{c) to approve residential development consisting of up to eight quality dwellings
to be sited approxinstely in the position shown on layout plan No. SBB.2.03;

{d}  to agree that, apart from the dwellings recommended in paragraph (c). no
other residential development be pernmtted m the area of the Bay. except for
limited extenzions to existing dwellings and the recomstruction of existing
imsatisfactory dwellings to broadly the same size and to reflect the character
of the neighbourhood.

The work done was as follows —

The 2002 Island Plan (“the Island Flan™) as on the States website, the Final Diraft of
the 2002 Island Plan and the St Brelade’s Bay Plan in P.15/1968 (“the Bay Plan™)}
were reviewed. It appeared that certain of the Information on the States website differs
from the Firal Diraft; in parficular Section 8 (Housing) and Section 11 (Tourism).

In the Feport, direct quotes from the Island Plan are in italics and comments and'or
items of particular note are in bold; references to (a), (), (c), and (d} are to the pomts
listed in the paragraph above (P.15/1968).

In summary —

1. The mclusion of other Development Plans in the Island Plan would mdicate
that the 5t Brelade’s Bay Plan in P.15/1968("the Bay Plan™) may have been
discussed

2. 5t Brelade's Bay as an area 15 not defined and delimited which might be of
se,

3. There is hnutation of development within 5t. Brelade’s Bay with different
zones offening different degrees of protection

4. Various Policies are referred to in the Report and should be read in their
enhrety.

A

A

With direct reference to the mmnbering m the Bay Plan it appears that (a), (b}
amd {d) are incorporated to a certain extent (see Report) but (£} 15 not.

At (a) in the Bay Plan, hmited extension of existing hotels 1s agreed and at point (b) of
the Bay Plan no other commercial development is agreed. I have not found reference
to a complete ban of any further commercial development m the Island Flan

Pomt (c) approves 8 specific sites for residential development as shown on the map
attached to the Bay Plan and agam I have found no reference to these wathin the
Island Plan.

It should also be noted that the Planming Department were: unaware of P.13/1968 and
very few were aware of the 1939 5t Brelade's Bay Emvirenmental Improvement Plan
when questoned. It would seem that pomnt (1) of the conclusions may be open to
question.

The recent spate of developments mn the Bay suggests that there should be a coherent
plan for development im the Bay rather than the cument piecemeal proposals.

Page -4
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Preservation of histonc buildngs has depended on the actions of a few mdividuals
rather than a comprehensive mventory of the Bay and identification of valuable
buildings. The combination of both P. '15/1968 and the 1989 Plan are effectively a
well-researched Development Plan for the Bay.

The recent applications to Planmng are for buildings of a scale and mass completely
disproporticnate to the comtext of the Bay and to the existing nnldings. Continuation
of this scale of development would be detrimental to the area and detract from the
enjoyment of the Bay for Islanders and vistors alike.

It 15 for these reasons that we are bringing this amendment to request the Minister for
Planming and Emvironment to include the principles of the St Brelade’s Bay
Development Plan set out in P.15/1968 and the St Brelade’s Bay Emvironmental
Impprovement Plan of 1989 i the Island Plan 2011.

Financial and manpower implications

The ability for this work to be rescurced from within the resources of the Department
of the Emvironment will be reviewed by the Mimster for Plannming and Environment. in
partmership with other key stakehelders such as the parochial authorities, during the
Plan penod
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APPENDIN 1

ACT, DATED 6th MARCH, 1988, AND REPORT
OF THE ISLAND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
REGARDING DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS IN
THE ST. BRELADE’S BAY AREA, TOGETHER
WITH A PROPOSITION RELATIVE THERETO.

Presented to the States by Deputy M. Letio of 5t
Lamvence, President of the Dland Development
Commitlee.

Lodped au Greffe on vath March, 1908,

BIOWOODS PRINTERS LIMITED, STATES' PRINTHRS.

2go=—ro/2 g/ 5(2) 1558, P—tg
Price : Ten Ponce,
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[SLAND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE.

sth March, 1968

THE COMMITTEE, with reference to its Act
F] No. 34 dated 7th February, 1968, received a
draft report and proposition prepared by the Chief
Executive Officer concerning development proposals
in the St Brelade's Bay area

The Committee approved the said report and
proposition, together with a layout plan number
S5BE.z2.03, and requested the President to present
them to the Stares.

A, D. Le BROCO,
Crreffier of the States.

P48/2011 Amd (13)
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REPORT.

HisTORICAL BACKGROIND,

1. Possible development in the Bay area at St
Brelade has been under consideration for a very
considerable time and various proposals have been
made some of which have been placed before the
States. Mr. W. H. Barrett made proposals as
expressed in Jersey Development Plan, Section 11,
Paragraph 21.1 (Page 24) for the future development
af Bt. Brelade’s Bay, These proposals were outlined
in Diagram 17 which forms part of Section [1 of the
Flan, In effect, the recommendations of the congul-
tants were for a new road layout to be provided
mvolving a one-way traffic system and that the back
land he used for high density hotel and residential
development.  'The consultants envizaged that some
buildings would be constructed to a height of one
hundred feet and clsewhere to one hundred and
thirty feet and that the area between the old and
new roads be given over to terraces, car parking and
other tourist Facilitics, The then Island Dcvﬂ]ﬂ.p_
ment Committee in ks recommendations to the
States on the development proposals stated in respect
of 5t. Brelade's Bay fnler alta :— * The Committee
does not at this stage wish to make any recom-
mendation on St. Brelade’s Bay—with the exception
of Woodford. It is shown as undesignated on the
zoning plan pending more detailed investigation and
a later report to the States.”™™  The States at thar
time accepted the Committee’s recommendation with
the exception of Woodford which was also to be
shown undesignated. Accordingly, the States then
approved  Jersey Development Plan, Zoning Map
No. 5 which shows St. Brelade's Bay as undesignated.

Pt of pghs.
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z. In 1gfy, the then Island Development Com-
mittee considered 2 number of alternauve develop-
ment schemes for the arer and finally the Committes
lodged a repert and proposition on gth February,
1965 ® recommending a scheme providing for the
immediate construction of a total of thirty-four
dwcllin{gs on just over five acres of land with pro-
vision for a possible twenty dwellings on a further
3.]. ACIES Uf and.. Thl’,‘ &CI:H‘.‘[T]E l!l‘j{} pm'\"]dﬂd {UI &
passible future link to complete 3 new road system.
The then Committes considered it to be an easential
prerequisite of the development that additional car
parking facilities be made available in the area and
recommended that the area of land immediately to
the east of Hotel I'Horizon be acquired for that
purpose.

3. Subsequent to the lodging of this report a
meeting was held at the St Brelade's Parish Hall on
11th March, g6z, [or the purpose of discussing the
Committes’s report and proposition, Tt was agreed
at the Farish meeting firstly, that no further com-
mercial development should be permitted in the Bay
area e no applications for flats, hotels etc, and
secondly, that no other major development be
permitted in the area but that in suitable areas
limited in-filling might be allowed. In view of these
and other comments, the then Committes decided
that further revised plans should be prepared.

4. Aeccordingly, on 1ath October, 1905, the then
Committes lodged revised proposals for minimal
development consisting of sixteen dwellings together
with road and car parking improvements. @ On
z6th October, 1ghs, the States debated the Com-
mittec's report and  proposition and  decided  to
approve i—

(i) the designation of Area 1 in St. Brelade's
Bay as shown on the plan accompanying
the report and proposition for car parking
purposes ;

A Pegg of (gbs which was withdrawn an 14th Seprember, 1oy,
np_By of ghc
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n

(i) the widening of Maont Schier in accordance
with the plans prepared by the Public
Works Commities,

The States rejected proposals for the construction
of the sixteen dwellings.

THE FFFECT OF THE STATES DECISION.

5. The Committee took the States decision not
te approve the very minimal development that had
been proposed for the 5t Brelade's Bay area to be
one which could only be interpreted 2z being
agaimst any further development.  Accordingly, from
that time on, the Committee’s policy has been only
ia EIL]Pl‘UU{: minor exXiensions o C‘?LIEIIHF_: pfﬂ arties
or to gecure the rehuﬂdlilg of uxiﬁting unsatis actory

roperties with a small tolerance,  Furthermore, the
“omrmittee has always had careful regard o the
views expressed at the 5t Brelade Parish meeting on
r1th March, 1465, to the effect that umjm' residential
development schemes including the provisions of
blocks of flats and commercial development should
not be permitted.

THE PRESENT POSITION,

6. The Commmittes has in more recent times
received an application for a major extension to the
St, Brelade’s Bay [Motel and has also been advised
that apphications from other hotels of 4 similar nature
may be pending. At the same tme, the Committes
has taken note of a number of applications for
extensions to existing dwellings and for new domestic
dwelling units in the area. Accordingly, m consul-
tation with the Tourism Committes, the Cormmuittees
decided to review the overall demand for additional
hotel extensions in the Bay area with a view to asking
the States to reconsider 1ts policy o relation 1w the
extension of commercial development 1o the Bay
arca and  also 1o inwvestigate the possibility of
constructing 2 small number of pond  quality
dwellings,
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JRISM'S RECOMMENDATIONS ON HOTEL EXTENSIONS

10 IsLann DEVELOPMENT CoMMITTEE.

i

The Touriem Committee, after consultation

with the owners of the varlous hotels in the Bay
area, has made the following recommendations to

the

Island Development Committee,

St Brelade’s Bay Hoiel

The Committee recommends the construetion
of an extension which would have the effect of
increasing the size of the premises which al
present accommodate 184 persons, so as to
provide accommodation for approximately qo4
guests and 8o staff ;

Huotel L' Havizon

The Committee recommends extensions
which would have the effect of increasing the
existing accommodation of 16z guests to 207
guests and  at the same time of providing
additional toilets and baths, also other facilities
to accomimodate private partics |

Golden Sands Hotel

That Committee recommends that the pre-
mises should be developed in respect of lounge
and kitchen acoommodation on the sea-aside of
the road, but it would only support the develop-
ment of staff accommodation, which was
1|rger.l:f;; needed, on the landward side of the
road :

Chatean Valeuse

The Committee recommends extension of the
premises which would allow the total number of
ersons accommaodated thereon o be increased
rom 47 1o 53

P.4872011 Amd (13)
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Biarrite Hotel

The Committee recommends the aéppruval of
i ; the east
wing of the premises within the next five vears

the proprietor’s proposals to exten

in order to provide a recreation room and
additnonal staff accommedation which would

extend about 30 te g0 feet southwards from the

existing gable end of the east wing.

Tue Isiawn DevELorMENT CoMBMITTEE'S COMMENTS

o% Tourisy COMMITTEE'S BECOMMENDAT HONS,

8. The Island Development Cammittee has con-

sidered most carefully the Tourism Committee's
recommendations on hotel extensions it the Bay
ared and has the following comments and recom-
mendations to make upon them as follows :—

St. Brelade’s Bay Hote!

The Committee is of the opinion that the
proposed development of the St. Brelade's Bay

Hotel is an oo large a scale bearing in mind the

problems of road traffic in the area and a need
to provide mereased parking facilities wichin the

zsite arez. The Committee, therefore, recom-
mends that the scale of development be reduced
in size namely to extensions which have the
effect of increasing the accommodation of guests
to an overall total not exceeding 225 puests
together with appropriate staff accommodation.
Furthermeore, the Committee would 11!:|uir{~. car
parking to be provided within the curtilape of
the site to an epproved scale of one car parking
E_FJQ.CE Lo r-f.l'lll' EJE'.-‘.-:f.ln.H ]'I:ﬁ'idt':ﬂ (el tn'l.l'llf)}'l:!ll on
site plus provisien for additional car packing for
patrons of the restaurant and night club trade

carried oo at the premises ;

Hotel I"Hortzon

The Committee recommends the extension

P r[ZIETl":'\FtEd B
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Calden Sands Hotel

The Committee accepts the recommendation
bt would point out that there is no question of
any icrease in guest accommedation ;

Chateau Faleuse

']"l:l: C'L"I.!'Irl'lir.tl':t H{Cfp'_'i the rl:l:(]lr:l'l'l'lt‘['ldi!liur] 1
Biarrits Hotel
The Committee aceeprs the recommendation.

0. The Committee, therefare, recommends to the
States that they approve in general terms the lImited
hotel  extensions  recommended by the Tourism
Committee but modified by the Island Development
Committee ps indicated 1o the foregoing paragraph 8.
At the same time, the Commitice recommends that
no new I"ll'Jtt‘.Iﬁ Sl'!llllid |'I: L'l'.'l'l'lﬁtf'll.'.'tl;'d i.r1 1|'|.t' Ei!}l’ ired

MarmELLo Towen SITE.

1o, The Committee s of the opinion that
bearing in mind that this site lies between the main
road and the sea front, it should not be developed
with a hatel but should remain open, and possibly
be used solely for recreavional purposss. The
Committee would cecommend that thiz land be
acquired on behalf of the public, if, and when an
opportunity presents itself

UTHER COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT,

i1, The Commattee 3 of the cpunion that na
other commetcial development shiould be permitted
in the Bay area, excepting forms of outdoos recreation
some of which might be sponsored by private
enterprise. ’

RESTDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT.

12, Whilst the Commitiee is opposed w recom-
mending rezoning propossls for residential develop-
ment of any specific areas of land in the Bay area, it
does consider that thers are suitable sites for up 0
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g

about eight individual dwellings of good quality,
Accordingly, it recommends that dmclopmcnt of
this nature and quality should be permitted broadly
in the positions mdicated on the layout plan,  Se far
as other residential development 15 concerned the
Committee recommends thar the existing policy of
approving limited extensions to existing dwellings
and the replacement of existing unsatisfactory
dwellings by new ones which are broadly the same
character and size should be maintained. Apart
from this, the Committee is of the opinion that ne
further residential dev elopment should be permitted
in the Bay area,

Provision oF ROADE.

13 As previously approved by the States, the
Public Works Committee has prepared and obtained
approval of plans for the widening of Mont Sohier.

SUMMARY.

14, The Committee seeks the approval of the
States to the policy set out in this report namely,
thar limited extensions to existing hotels be per-
mitted, but that no other commercal development
be permitted excepting outdoor recreational facilities.
Furthermore, that some residenrial development not
exceeding a total of eight dwellings be permitted but
that the existing policy of approving limited exten-
slons to existing dwellings by new ones of broadly
1.|"|1:\' SAME 5128 D s !II'It. []'l{"l'l
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PROPOSITION.

FIVHE STATES are asked to decide whether they
are of opinion

{a) to approve the limited development of
existing hotels in the area of St. Brelade’s
Bay ;

() to agree that no other commercial develop-
ment, with the exception of outdoor
recreational facilities, be permitted ;

() to approve residential development con-
sisting of up to cight good qualsty dwellings
to be sited approximately in the position
shown on layout plan No, SBEB.z.03 ;

{d) to agree that, apact from the dwellings
recommended in paragraph (¢}, oo other
residental development be permitted in the
area of the Bay, except for limited exten-
sions to exisung dwellings and the re-
construction  of  existing  unsatisfactory
dweilings to broadly the same size and to
reflect the character of the neighbourhood.

Lspamp DeEvVELOPMENT COMMITTEE.
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APPENDIN 2

EFFORT ON ST. BEFTADE'S BAY

Concluszions:

1.

h

The inchusion of other Development Plans in the Island Plan would indicate
that the St. Brelade's Bay Plan m P.15/1968 (“the Bay Plan™} could have been
discussed.

St. Brelade's Bay as an area is not defined and delimited which mught be of
use.

There 15 hmitation of development within St Brelade’s Bay with different
zones offering different degrees of protection

Vanous Policies are referred to m the Report and should be read m ther

With direct reference to the numberng m the Bay Plan 1t appears that (a}, (k)
and {d) are mcorporated to a cerfain extent (see Report) but (c) is not.

At (a) m the Bay Plan Inuted extension of existing hotels 13 agreed and at
pount (b) of the Bay Plan no other commercial development is agreed. I have
not foumd reference to a complete ban of any forther commercial development
in the Island Plan

Point (c) approves & specific sites for residential development as shown on the
map attached to the Bay Plan, and agam I have found no reference to these
within the Island Plan

Methodology

To compile the Report I reviewed the 2002 Island Plan (“the Island Plan™) as on the
States website, the Final Draft of the 2002 Izland Plan and the 5t Brelade’s Bay Plan
(“the Bay Plan”). It appears that certam of the information on the States website
differs to the Final Draft. i parbicular Section 8 (Housing) and Section 11 (Tounsm}.
In additon, the Propesal Map found on the website shows a Coastal National Park
wiich i not on the draft Proposal Map.

In the Report, direct quotes from the Island Plan are m italics and my comments
and‘or items of particular note are m bold.
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1. The 1968 5t. Brelade’s Bay Plan P.15/1968 (“the Bav Plan™)

I can find no mention of the actal Bay Flan m the 2002 Island Plan (“the Island
Plan”™). Whether the Bay Plan was forgotten/ignored or discussed at all is, therefore,
uncertamn. but within the Island Plan there is reference to other development plans that
were discussed and/or adopted. There is also reference to pmdance notes referred to in

Appendix 2.

Sections supportng the mclusion of amy existing plans —

3.2 — outlines the broad amms of the Island Plan and at bullet pomt 4 states that one of
the mims “is fo ennpe land-use plarming is approached i a positive, corporate
manner, by transiating the sirategic aims and objectives of the States of jersey (as
Sfound i the Strategic Policy reviews, the Staves " Emviaronmental Charter, infernational
commitments and other relevant documents) mto a Plan... "

4.5 — refers to publishing Gudance Notes and refers to those in the Appendix:

3.51 — 5t. Cmen’s Bay Framework adopted;

6.51 — approval mven to St Mary's and St Martin's Plans Ref Policy B7;

131 — 5t. Ouen’s Bay Framework taken into accoumnt;

8.125 —reference to Plannmg Policy Advice Notes; and

9.14 — mention of 5t. Martm’s Village Conservation and Development Plan

L 5t. Brelade’s Bav (“the Bav™)

The Bay Plan does not define exactly what constitutes 5t. Brelade’s Bay m ferms of
planmng. Clarification of this might be useful.

The Final Draft of the 2002 Island’s Proposal Map and the Map which is on the States
website ‘website Map™) appear to differ, m that the latter has a Coastal Management
Zone. The Bay 15 categorised in the 2002 Plan as follows —

{a) An Urban Settlement;

b Cowuntryside Character and Planming Fones comprising —
1) A Zone of Cutstandimg Character;
(i1 A Green Zone;
(imy  Couniryside Zone;

{c} A Backdrop Green Zone;

(d A Toumst Destination Area;

(=} Area with Important Cipen Space; and

L] Coastal Management Zone (from website Map).

The above Zones/Areas each provide a certain degree of protection and'or confrol in
terms of development m the Bay area to wluch they apply.
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3. Urban Development (under Section 3)

321 327 disenss urban settlenents classing St Brelade's Bay as such.

322 states {in terms of future development) that “St dubin, 5t Brelade's Bay and
Gorey ave limited in their capacity becmise of their historic character and coastal
seiting”.

Potentially inferving limited development but not restricting it as in the Bav Plan
at (c) to § specific sites.

4. Countrvside Character Aveas and Planning Zones (under Section 5)

Table 5.2 in the 2002 Plan identifies the Comtryside Character Areas and Plamming
Lones.

St Brelade’s Bay is n the Zone of Cutstanding Character as a bay with inter-
tidal flats and reefs;

St. Brelade's Valleys are m the Green Zone as Enclosed Valleys; and

South-West Headland (St. Brelade) 15 m the Countryside Zone as Interior
Agricuttural Land

Reference 1s made to a report “Jersey Island Plan Review: Counfryside
Character Appraisal 1998 and the levels of protection in the apprasal have
been translated into the above three planning zones. (See 5.34)

=N Zone of Ourstanding Character (“the OC Zone™)

The highest level of protection is given to the OC Zone in Policy C4 — Zone of
COutstanding Character and “all proposals will be subject fo vigovous axamination of
their emvirenmental implicafions .." and "will require an Emironmental Impace
Assessment to be carried out for any development liksly to have a significant effect on
the emvironmeent.

Vanous other pomts under C4 mchude —

(i propoesal for redevelopment of existing residenbial properties m this
zone will enly be permitted where they are within the same or lesser
footprint of the existing dwelling where any such proposal makes a
positive contmbution to the character of the area and where it 15 in
accordance with other pnneiples and policies of the Plan:

{ii)  a presumption agamst the redevelopment of existing non residental
buldings for residential and other use in this zone with mention of
exceptions, efc. and the provisos thereof;
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(1)  extensions to existng bnldmgs not nornmally permutted and other
developments strongly resisted unless they are proven to be in the
Izland mterest. (See (d) of Plan though “strengly reststed” not same
as no development.)

Reference 15 made to the OC Zone in Pohicy C12 — Tommsm and Recreation Support
Facilities in the Countryside states that “There is a presumption against the provision
of torrism and recreation support facilities in the Zone except for minor improvemenis
to enfamce public enjoyment of the coast and couniryside.

. Green Zone

Policy C5 — Green Zone deals with developments in this zone and states, inter alia,
“proposals for new development which must ecour outside the built up area will only
be permiited in the Green Zone wheve it is demonstrated that there are no nuitable
altermative sites available i the Coummryside Zone " An Emarommental Inmpact
Assessment may be required.

7. Countryside Fone

Policy C6— Comtryside Zone states that “The area outside the Zone of Chistanding
Character, the Green Zone and the built up areq is desisnared the Countryside Zons.
Thiz zome will be given a high level of profection and there will be a gemeral
presumption against all forms of new development for whatever purpose. ™ It goes on
to say, however, that “the Planming and Exvironment Committes recognise thar within
this zone there are many huldings and establiched uses and that fo preclude my
development would be unreasonable.” Then follows a list of types allowed and'or
criteria and provises allowing extensions, ete.

Part (d) of the Bay Plan allows for linited extensions to existing dwellings
and reconstruction of existing unsatisfactory dwellings to broadly the
same size and to reflect the character of the neighbourhood™ but does not
permit any other dwellings apart from the 8 in part () of the Bay Flan.

8. Green Backdrop Zone (Section 6)

The Green Backdrop Zone is defined in 6.63/6.66 and Policy BE-10 the Green
Backdrop Zone and includes part of St. Brelade’s Bay. Its aim 15 to ensure that any
proposed development within this zone conserves the landscape backdrop to urban
areas through careful siting, the design retenfion of existing trees and the use of
appropriate planting. It is aclmowledged at 6.66 that greater resolve im ifs
application is needed than has been applied in the past.

The Bay Plan at (c) approved residential development of up to 3 dwellings as
sited om lavout plan No. SBB.2.03. Not clear what the basis of the siting of these
sites was without further information but the Zones at 5, 6, 7 & § all have some
limitations on development.
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a, Shoreline Lone (Section &)

Defined m 6.67/6.68 and Policy BE-11 Shoreline Zone and mchides part of
St Brelade’s Bay. Within this zone, inter alia, there is a presumption against new
bunldings or extensions to existing buildings where such development will fill gaps or
obstruct public views to the foreshore or the sea.

10, Tourist Destination Area (Section 11)

11.2% defines St. Brelade's Bay as a Tounist Destination Area — precise boundanies to
be defined by the Toumst Commuttee. Presumably these have been defined
somewhere — the Proposals Map not particularly helpful showing just a large star
somewhere in 5t. Brelade’s Bay,

Policy TR — Development of New Tourist Accommodation states —

“In the Coummryside Zone and the Green Zone, extensions fo exising fourist
accommodation or the comversion of existing buildings will normally Ere
permitted where the proposed development .sam_ﬁe.s ‘the above criteria’
{Le. within TR1) and “there 5 @ prenumgption against new and the extension gf’
existing accommodation in the Zome af ﬂu’srmw‘:’ng Characier.”

The Plan at (a) approved the limited development of existing hotels in the area of
St. Brelade’s Bay: and

The Plan at (d} inter alia “...permitted limited extensions of the existing
dwellings and the reconstruction of existing unsatisfactory dwellings fo broadly
the same size and to reflect the character of the neighbourhood™.

Policy TE2 — Toumst Destination Areas states at bullet point 4 that —

“there ir a presumption agamst the change of wse of a property from fourist
accommodation or 4 fouwrism Support property o a non-tourist related use
provided the existing use remains viable " (Zanzibar?)

Furthermore, proposals for new tourist accommodation and support facilifies will
nommally be permitted m a Tourist Destination Area with certain provises under TE2
{382 below).

Policy TE3 — New or Extended Tounsm and Cultural Attractions discusses that these
are normally permitted in the Counfryside and Green Zone within the critenia in TR
and with certam provisos. There is, however, a presumption against such development
i the OC Zone:

The Bav Plan at (a) approved limited development of existing hotels in the area of
St. Brelade’s Bav.,

TES — Development of Recreation Fesources states that —

“there is a presumption against the development of recreational resources in
the Zome of Outsianding Character except for minor improvements fo enhance
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public enjoyment of the coast and the cownryside. " But “Proposals for the
development of recreation resowrces will normally be permitted” provided the
catena in TES 1s followed

The Plan at (b) stated that “no other commercial development, with the exception
of outdoor recreational facilities, be permitted.”

11. Area with Important Open Space (Section 6)

Amn area within 5t. Brelade's Bay is shown on a5 an Tmportant Open Space. These fall
under Policy BES which states —

“thar there will be a prenumption against the loss of imporfant open spaces a5
designated on the Lland and Town Propesals Map. ™

12. Coastal Fone Management ( Section T}

Mentioned at 7.21-7.22 and Policy M2 Coastal Zone Management Strategy amd
shown on the website Map. I am not clear to what extent this has been adopted
and/or addressed but a Coastal Management Park is shown on the website Map.

13. General Policies (Section 4)
G153 — Replacement Buildings and G5 — Environmental Impact Assessments.

Dated 19th December 20140
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