THE LAND PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT (GUERNSEY) LAW, 2005

AND SECTION 19 OF THE LAND PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT (GENERAL
PROVISIONS) ORDINANCE, 2007

NOTIFICATION OF REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION

PROPOSALS: Convert and extend building/bunker to create dwelling. Change
of use of agricultural land to form garden.(Protected
Monument)

LOCATION: Clavelee House, Chemin Le Roi, Rue Du Catioroc, St. Saviour.

APPLICANT: Mr & Mrs Miller

| refer to the application referred to below received as valid on 25/06/2025
regarding the above proposals as described more fully in the application and
drawings referred to below.

Date of refusal of permission: 25/09/2025
Drawing Nos: PF+A Ltd: 7868-01 B1, B2, B3
Application Ref: FULL/2025/0998

Property Ref: E011000000

The Development & Planning Authority has decided to refuse your application under
the provisions of section 16 of the Land Planning and Development (Guernsey) Law,
2005 for the following reasons:-

1. The proposed works are considered to have a significant and unacceptable impact
on the protected monument, resulting in the loss of several of the important
remaining historic features which contribute to the high to outstanding level of
special interest. Their loss would therefore result in a significant adverse effect. The
development would not assist in enabling or facilitating access to, or enhance the
appreciation of, the bunker by the public and so the assessment of the application
against IDP Policy GP6 (Protected Monuments), as well as the material
considerations for protected monuments has concluded that the application would
be contrary to Policy GP6.

2. The existing bunker is limited in size and as such is not capable of conversion to the
proposed residential use without the single-storey extension proposed. The existing
building is not of a size and form that would meet the minimum standards set down
in the Building (Guernsey) Regulations, 2012 and the practical guidance on those
requirements in the associated Guernsey Technical Standards and is contrary to Policy
OC1 and paragraph 16.1.6 of the Island Development Plan as the extension is
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necessary to achieve the proposed conversion of this existing building to a residential
unit. In addition, paragraph 16.1.7 in the preamble to OC1 considers that extensions
must be modest and not of a scale or significance that means it will form a significant
part of a new unit, meaning that the building will need to be capable of conversion
without the need for a significant extension, whereas the extension currently
proposed forms the majority of the kitchen/dining/living accommodation for the unit
which clearly illustrates that the extension is essential to facilitate the change of use.

OTHER REMARKS:-
Right of appeal against planning decisions

Your attention is drawn to the provisions of Section 68(1) of the Land Planning and
Development (Guernsey) Law 2005, which provides a right of appeal, against a
decision to refuse an application for planning permission or outline planning
permission to the Planning Tribunal on the merits. An appeal to the Planning Tribunal
under section 68 of the Law against this decision must be made before the expiry of
the period of six months beginning with the date on which the Authority made this
decision.

Copy of representations made

In reaching this decision the Development & Planning Authority took into account any
written consultations made under Section 11(1) of the Land Planning and
Development (General Provisions) Ordinance, 2007 (‘the Ordinance’). A copy of any
consultation responses made to the Authority under section 11 will be included with
this decision in accordance with section 19 of the Ordinance.

A J ROWLES
Director of Planning
Planning Service
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Application No: FULL/2025/0998

Property Ref: E011000000

Valid date: 25/06/2025

Location: Clavelee House Chemin Le Roi Rue Du Catioroc St. Saviour
Guernsey

Proposal: Convert and extend building/bunker to create dwelling. Change
of use of agricultural land to form garden.(Protected
Monument)

Applicant: Mr & Mrs Miller

RECOMMENDATION - Refusal with Reasons:

REASONS FOR REFUSAL

1. The proposed works are considered to have a significant and unacceptable impact on
the protected monument, resulting in the loss of several of the important remaining
historic features which contribute to the high to outstanding level of special interest.
Their loss would therefore result in a significant adverse effect. The development would
not assist in enabling or facilitating access to, or enhance the appreciation of, the
bunker by the public and so the assessment of the application against IDP Policy GP6
(Protected Monuments), as well as the material considerations for protected
monuments has concluded that the application would be contrary to Policy GP6.

2. The existing bunker is limited in size and as such is not capable of conversion to the
proposed residential use without the single-storey extension proposed. The existing
building is not of a size and form that would meet the minimum standards set down in
the Building (Guernsey) Regulations, 2012 and the practical guidance on those
requirements in the associated Guernsey Technical Standards and is contrary to Policy
OC1 and paragraph 16.1.6 of the Island Development Plan as the extension is necessary
to achieve the proposed conversion of this existing building to a residential unit. In
addition, paragraph 16.1.7 in the preamble to OC1 considers that extensions must be
modest and not of a scale or significance that means it will form a significant part of a
new unit, meaning that the building will need to be capable of conversion without the
need for a significant extension, whereas the extension currently proposed forms the
majority of the kitchen/dining/living accommodation for the unit which clearly
illustrates that the extension is essential to facilitate the change of use.

OFFICER’S REPORT

Site Description:




The site comprises a World War Two concrete bunker located on Rue Du Catioroc on the
coast road at Perelle. The land levels are higher than the road, meaning that the building
is set at a higher level and land beyond rises steeply to the south.

The site is located Outside of the Centres in the Island Development Plan and is located
in an area which has high potential for archaeological finds.

The bunker itself is also a protected monument, added to the list during the
determination of this application. The existing bunker was surveyed by the Authority’s
Conservation and Design team following the receipt of representations during the
consultation period. These representations highlighted the rarity of the bunker design,
being one of only two ever built, uniquely adapted for both air and coastal defence. The
degree of special interest was considered to be high, due to the high to outstanding
archaeological, historic and other special interest (group value, setting and features)
value, along with the vulnerability, survival of fabric, rarity and National and European
Importance, and so the bunker was added to the protected monument list.

Relevant History:

N/A
Existing Use(s):
Agricultural Use Class 28

Brief Description of Development:

Permission is sought to convert the bunker to a dwelling and change the use of a section
of agricultural land to domestic garden.

The existing bunker was believed to have been constructed around 1944 by the
occupying German forces during WW2, it is built from reinforced concrete to a simple
design. The building is composed of the three rooms, the main gun room, a smaller
personnel room and entrance chamber which is accessed by steps which lead down
from outside with a heavy armoured door between the entrance chamber and main gun
room. There is a separate small octagonal store which is also accessed externally via
steps down. This store has no roof and is currently open.

It is proposed to remove the internal concrete walls between the entrance room and the
smaller personnel room, and open up the western side of the bunker entirely to allow
for a side extension. The extension will be comprised of an aluminium frame with double
glazed fenestration, these works will allow the creation of an open plan
kitchen/dining/living area. New curved windows will enclose the bedroom and fill the
existing opening onto the terrace.

A new curtilage is proposed providing a garden around the bunker but largely to the east
and north east, with parking proposed to the north, with a new access created from Rue



du Catioroc. The information does not indicate any demarcation of the curtilage from
the surrounding agricultural land.

No structural report was submitted with the application.

Relevant Policies of any Plan, Subject Plan or Local Planning Brief:

Island Development Plan:

S4: Outside the Centres

OC1: Housing Development Outside of the Centres
GP1: Landscape Character and Open Land

GP6: Protected Monument

GP8: Design

GP9: Sustainable Development

GP15: Creation and Extension of Curtilage
GP16(A): Conversion of Redundant Buildings

Representations:

Two letters of representation have been submitted objecting to the application and
raising the following points:

e The bunker was [at the time of the representation] not listed but is of a very rare
design, L414A and so the application should be refused.

e The bunker is of importance for the study of WW2 and brings in students and
tourists to the island.

e Asection is included from www.bunkersite.com which describes the importance and
rarity of this particular bunker.

e Such structures should be preserved for future generations.

In addition, the Channel Islands Occupation Society (Guernsey) have raised concern

regarding the conversion of the bunker citing the unusual design which is in excellent
condition, and the need to formally list and protect such structures from the Occupation
era.

La Societe have also raised concerns regarding the adverse impact the development
would have on the open character of the area, the introduction of new noise and visual
disturbance and highlights that the application makes no mention of domestic curtilage
or the need for biodiversity enhancements. They also note that there would likely be a
net ecological loss as a result of the development and the Strategy for Nature would not
be met. It is also feasible that bats may use this building to roost, and this must be
addressed.

Consultations:

Festung Guernsey —



http://www.bunkersite.com/

Thank you for your letter dated 30th June 2025 and the opportunity to comment on
Planning Application Full/2025/0998. Following a thorough review of the available
documentation, we wish to submit the following observations and concerns.

The structure in question is an L414a bunker, originally designed for perimeter airfield
defence with a 2cm flak gun. Historical records, including a first-hand account from
Commander Deiter Hankel of the La Catioroc resistance nest, confirm its unique wartime
maodifications, including the installation of a 5cm tank gun and a hybrid flak
emplacement.

This bunker is one of only two known examples of its type across the entire Atlantic Wall,
as recognized by experts such as Dr. Rudi Rolf. Its distinctive features, including the rare
422P01 entrance defence plate and a speaking tube system linked to the nearby Tobruk,
underscore its historical significance.

The proposed development includes the removal of key structural elements such as the
side wall and internal crew room and entrance defence walls. While we acknowledge
that full restoration may not be feasible, it is imperative that the bunker remains
structurally intact. Preserving its original form ensures that future historians can study
and appreciate its historical value, regardless of its contemporary use.

Furthermore, the proposal appears to contravene Policy GP16a of the Island
Development Plan, which permits conversion of redundant buildings only when:

- The building is no longer required or reasonably capable of its original use.

- The conversion does not adversely impact the landscape's character and openness.

- The building is of sound construction and can be converted without extensive alteration
or rebuilding.

The extent of internal reconstruction required for domestic accommodation clearly
violates these criteria. The L414a bunker retains significant heritage value and is not
obsolete. Additionally, the definition of "extensive alteration or rebuilding" remains
subjective. We suggest the Planning Authority establish a clear metric or formula to
assess this, referencing previous decisions such as Full/2021/1409, where lesser
alterations led to refusal.

We are also concerned about unauthorised works already undertaken, including core
drilling and significant damage to the front embrasure. A site visit on 13/07/2025
confirmed these activities, which are unacceptable and warrant investigation and
remediation.

Should the application be approved, we request permission to conduct a comprehensive
survey of the structure prior to any further modifications. Components of historical
value, such as the armoured embrasure plate, should be preserved for potential future
restoration.

Approval of this proposal would set a troubling precedent for the treatment of rare
heritage buildings. It risks undermining the preservation of historically significant



structures for short-term development gains. We respectfully urge the Planning
Authority to reject this application and consider measures to protect the L414a bunker
for future generations.

In conclusion, while we support reuse of the structure, any modifications must be
sympathetic to its original design and historical importance. We therefore respectfully
urge the Planning Authority to reject this proposal and instead consider measures to
preserve and protect the L414a bunker for future generations.

Festung have also sent in a supporting document from Arthur Van Beveren, who is a
military historian who has written a book on the Atlantic Wall. Mr Van Beveren considers
that the L 414A bunker is a rare and significant historical artefact that challenges the
perception of the Atlantic wall as a strictly planned project. It holds cultural, historical,
and tourism value, and its preservation is essential to maintaining the memory of the
German occupation and the broader history of World War Il. The report emphasises the
importance of protecting such structures as part of shared heritage and as a potential
tourist attraction.

Summary of Issues:

The key issues in this case relate to the proposed works to the Protected Monument,
also the principle of the proposed development including the change of use of
agricultural land to domestic garden and the living environment of future occupiers.

Assessment against:

1 - Purposes of the law.

The objectives set out in Section 1(2) of The Land Planning and Development (Guernsey)
Law, 2005, ‘the Law’, have been considered and this report forms part of the
assessment, with policy issues set out in Section 2 below.

2 - Relevant policies of any Plan, Subject Plan or Local Planning Brief.

Policy GP6
The bunker which is subject to this application was added to the protected monument

list during the determination process which means that Policy GP6 of the Island
Development Plan is now relevant as the proposal would directly affect a protected
monument.

Protected monuments, including their setting and any land adjoining them which is
necessary for the support or preservation of the monument or its setting, are very
sensitive to development. The Land Planning and Development (Guernsey) Law, 2005
and the Land Planning and Development (Special Controls) Ordinance, 2007 offer them
significant protection and there is a presumption against development that affects a
protected monument and its setting.



IDP Para 19.7.4 sets out the balance the Authority is required to consider between the
purposes of the Planning Law and the objectives set out in the Strategic Land Use Plan
(SLUP). It also states that Policy GP6 gives protected monuments a high level of
protection from change in order to support, preserve and protect them in view of the
public importance in their preservation by reason of which they are listed.

It is proposed to remove the internal concrete walls between the entrance room and the
smaller personnel room, and open up the western side of the bunker entirely to allow
for an aluminium framed side extension. New curved windows will enclose the bedroom
and fill the existing opening onto the terrace, with newly created garden area beyond.

These proposed works are considered to have a significant and unacceptable impact on
the protected monument, as they would result in the loss of several important
remaining features such as the untouched internal layout, steel plates closing off the
entrance, armoured defence plates and doors and speaking tube system. As these
features contribute to the outstanding level of special interest, their loss would result in
a significant adverse effect. The proposed garden would also alter the setting of the
bunker. The development would not assist in enabling or facilitating access to, or
enhance the appreciation of, the bunker by the public and so the assessment of the
application against IDP Policy GP6 (Protected Monuments), as well as the material
considerations for protected monuments has concluded that the application would be
contrary to Policy GP6.

Policy OC1
The approach to development set out within the SLUP and the Spatial Policy of the IDP is

reinforced through Policy S4 (Outside of the Centres) and the introduction to Part 3 of
the IDP Policies for Outside of the Centres which, whilst acknowledging that the Plan
makes provision for certain types of development Outside of the Centres, states that
proposals for new housing will not generally be supported. The Spatial Policy also helps
to protect the countryside from unacceptable forms of development in order to avoid
unnecessary urbanisation of the Island’s undeveloped areas (IDP paragraphs 15.1.4 and
15.1.11).

In relation to residential development the IDP makes provision for all necessary housing
land within the Centres and does not allow for new build housing Outside of the Centres
(with the exception of those developments permitted through Policy OC1: Housing
Outside of the Centres). This approach follows the strategic requirement to focus
housing within the Centres. The exception to allow for conversion of buildings Outside of
the Centres to residential use is not therefore required or intended to make a
contribution to housing land supply or to drive the creation of more dwellings Outside of
the Centres.

Policy GP16(A) forms an exception to the above, allowing for conversions of redundant
and structurally sound buildings to one of a number of specified uses, including
residential (which complies with criterion b. of GP16(A)), which ordinarily would not be
permissible, on the basis that this would comprise a sustainable and efficient use of
resources and would enable reuse of buildings which, given that they remain



structurally sound, are unlikely to be demolished and would otherwise remain unused
but part of the surrounding landscape.

The balance in terms of housing provision outside of the centres is however to protect
the physical environment and to ensure that the spatial strategy of the Plan is not
undermined. To this end, any proposal to create housing must comply with a series of
rigorous tests, summarised in Policy OC1 (Housing Outside the Centres) and
encapsulated in Policy GP16(A) (Conversion of redundant buildings) in the IDP.

It is important to note that the individual policies or paragraphs of the IDP Written
Statement should not be read in isolation or out of context and the IDP should be read
as a whole including all relevant policies, preceding text, Annexes and the Proposals
Map as well as reference to any relevant Supplementary Planning Guidance published
by the Authority (IDP paragraph 1.4.14). All proposals are expected to be consistent with
the Plan Objectives relevant to the specific proposals. As such, in considering proposals
for potentially redundant buildings located Outside of the Centres, IDP Policy GP16(A)
should not be read in isolation.

Policy OC5(A) makes provision for development not related to a farmstead/existing
agricultural holding where all other relevant policies are satisfied.

Conversion of the building

g) modest extension
Paragraph 19.17.8. of the IDP (preamble to Policy GP16) states:

Proposals to convert an existing building may be accompanied by a modest extension
provided that the extension is not of such scale that it forms a significant part of the new
unit, in effect creating a new building contrary to this policy.

Similarly, this is also stated in paragraph 16.1.7 in the preamble to Policy OC1 and so the
overarching policy direction is to enable reuse of existing buildings which would otherwise
remain redundant, for an appropriate use (i.e. one for which the existing built form and
location are suited) and whilst modest extension can be allowed as part of a proposal, the
direction is not to allow such extension to enable the use of a building where it would not
otherwise be possible or for which it would not be suited, or capable. Following this
direction, the Policy GP16 states that the existing building must be capable of conversion
without extensive alteration or rebuilding, and consequently that building must be of a
size, without extension, to serve the intended use as it stands. This means that for
residential purposes the existing building must be of a size and form that can provide an
adequate living environment without the need for a significant extension. The extension
currently proposed forms the majority of the kitchen/dining/living accommodation for
the unit which clearly illustrates that the extension is essential to facilitate the change of
use, and is required to meet the minimum space requirements, having regard to the
Guernsey Technical Standards (GTS). Paragraph 16.1.6 of the IDP states:



The relevant requirements of the Building (Guernsey) Regulations, 2012 and the
practical guidance on those requirements in the associated Guernsey Technical
Standards will be taken into account in determining whether a proposed unit offers
an adequate standard of accommodation.

This means that the building, prior to any extension, would need to be at least 30sqm
measured internally.

Although the planning agent asserts that the proposals would meet the Building
Regulations for a dwellinghouse (one person occupancy based on Part G of the GTS) this
has been assessed (by the agent) based on the proposed extended floor area and not the
existing.

The existing building has an approximate floor area of 20sqm, including the externally
accessed store, and this means that the floor area is less than 30 sgm which is the
minimum requirements for the creation of a one person dwelling. The extensions
proposed are required, not only to provide a kitchen, living room and dining room which
are not able to be accommodated within the existing building but are also required to
meet the minimum accommodation sizes set out in Table 2 of Part G of the Building
(Guernsey) Regulations, 2012.

Attention is drawn to a recent appeal at Courtil des Couleurs (PAP-009-2024) where an
appeal against the Authority’s decision to refuse permission to convert, extend and alter
a former horticultural building to create a dwelling was allowed. This appeal decision
refers to relevant floor space standards and that the Authority relies on the Building
(Guernsey) Regulations, 2012 for the minimum sizes for dwellings and flats. The decision
sets out that “proposals that meet these requirements and can also demonstrate a
satisfactory layout and arrangement are deemed to provide a satisfactory minimum
standard of living accommodation”.

The appeal decision also addresses the matter of modest extensions and the reason for
refusal where the existing building by itself is not large enough to meet the minimum
internal space standards for a single-person, one bedroom dwelling. The Tribunal refer
to the provision of Policy GP16(A) to allow for modest extensions which, in their view,
could enable conversions to be achieved. However, the Authority has applied since its
introduction in 2016, the approach that the building must be capable of meeting the
current Building Regulations without extension. In this case, the building, with a
combined existing ground and first floor area of less than 30 sqm would not meet the
minimum requirements for the creation of a one-person dwelling.

Other matters

For the reasons set out above, other matters that would ordinarily be relevant to the
determination of this application have not been the subject of a full and detailed
assessment. For completeness’ sake however, those matters that would be relevant are
set out below, although it should be noted that the fact they do not form the basis for
any additional reasons for refusal does not mean that this application is acceptable in
those respects.



The onus is on the applicant to demonstrate that a building is of sound and substantial
construction (GP16(A) c.) and recent appeals considered by the Planning Tribunal have
indicated that such proposals should be accompanied by an appropriate Structural
Survey. Such a survey has not been provided in this case. A visual inspection of the
exterior of the building suggests that the building is in generally good condition. It would
be unreasonable to request a survey with the associated expense because this would
represent abortive work given that the application is unsatisfactory in other respects
however, the application has not sought to address the need for a survey to
demonstrate that the building is of sound and substantial construction.

In addition, the extension proposed in order to create sufficient floor area requires the
removal of 0.5m thick internal walls and 2m thick reinforced concrete external walls
which is considered to amount to extensive works and would therefore fail to accord
with Policy GP16c. This extension although recognised as being small in terms of
external volume, creates a 11sgm of additional amount of floor area due to the removal
of the thick concrete walls, which cannot be considered a modest extension when the
original floor area is only 22sqm. There is therefore conflict with criterion g of GP16.

The scheme relates to a Protected Monument and matters relevant to Policy GP16(A)
criteria d and e are considered above. There are no immediate residential neighbours
and the development would not have a detrimental impact on residential amenity
(GP16(A) h and GP9 b.).

The scheme considers the health and well-being of future occupiers by providing
accommodation with adequate natural light and ventilation along with access to
external amenity space, therefore the scheme addresses Policy GP8 d.

The scheme fails to incorporate information relating to sustainable development and
does not clearly demonstrate how the scheme can address the requirements of Policy
GP9.

Policy IP9 requires consideration to be given to the existing public road network’s ability
to cope with any increased demand as a result of the development and the access
requirements of people of all levels of mobility and health. Given the scale of the
existing building and that a single one-bedroom dwelling is proposed, it is unlikely that
there would be any significant adverse impact on the existing road network, or that
acceptable access could not be provided.

Should the building be converted to a dwelling an area of domestic garden would be
required to ensure that the property is served by an area of external amenity space. The
land shown in the application submission to be used as garden is currently agricultural
land. The change of use does not require any established boundary features to be
removed, would not have an unacceptable detrimental impact on the landscape
character nor on the amenities of surrounding residents in accordance with Policy GP15.

The site is not located within an Area of Biodiversity Importance and a very minimal
amount of native planting is shown on the landscaping plan, although this is not



considered sufficient to demonstrate environmental benefits in respect of biodiversity
should planning permission be granted. This is necessary to address the requirements of
the States’ Strategy for Nature, 2020, which has been adopted as Supplementary
Planning Guidance. Additional native planting or biodiversity enhancements would be
required to represent a proportionate approach to environmental benefits on site to
address the Strategy for Nature SPG, given that the proposal is for the change of use of
approx. 350sgm of land.

Conclusion

The scheme does not comply with Policies GP6 or OC1 of the Island Development Plan
and is recommended for refusal.

3 - General material considerations set out in the General Provisions Ordinance.

In addition to the consideration of policy issues, Section 13 of the Land Planning and
Development (General Provisions) Ordinance, 2007 identifies other material planning
considerations which could be relevant. These include the appropriateness of the
development in relation to its surroundings in terms of design, layout, scale, siting and
materials; the likely effect on the character and amenity of the locality; any possible fall-
back position by way of extant planning permissions or exempt development; the likely
effect on the reasonable enjoyment of neighbouring properties. These issues where
relevant are considered above.

4 - Additional considerations (for protected trees, monuments, buildings and/or SSS’s).
The proposal would have no adverse impact on protected trees, buildings or other sites.
The additional considerations relevant to protected monuments have been considered

in section 2 above.

Date: 25/09/2025



