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Introduction
1.1 Purpose of the Report

Part III Section 6 of the Development and Planning Act 1974 requires a 
survey to be carried out examining the matters which may be expected 
to affect development, or the planning of development, in support of 
the preparation of a development plan. This report sets out relevant 
data and information relating to the City of Hamilton, in order to 
establish an understanding of the key issues affecting the City from 
a planning perspective and to inform the content of a new City of 
Hamilton land use plan. 

1.2 Background 

The Draft City of Hamilton Plan 2015 became operative in June 2015, 
with the final Plan being approved for adoption in July 2016. There 
was minimal change between the draft version of the plan and the 
final adopted version and therefore, in essence, this plan has been in 
operation for just over six years. 

Planning practices are constantly evolving, which means that it 
is necessary to keep land use plans under review, ensuring that 
they remain relevant and responsive to changing circumstances. 
The Covid-19 pandemic has had significant social and economic 
implications which have altered the way in which many urban centres 
around the world function. Further, the effects of online retailing 
continue to impact brick and mortar retailing. Consideration of these 
issues pointed towards a need to take a fresh look at the City from a 
planning perspective.

1.3 Report Structure

The report structure is broken down by chapter. Each chapter, with 
the exception of the Population chapter, has a “Policy Background” 
section outlining relevant legislation or policies within both the 
City of Hamilton Plan 2001 (CHP2001) and City of Hamilton Plan 
2015 (CHP2015). Changes which occurred when moving from the 

2001 Plan to the 2015 Plan are also highlighted where relevant. A 
“Detailed Findings” section follows, setting out detailed data and 
information which is taken from a variety of sources. Patterns, trends 
and observations which may inform provisions of the new Plan are 
acknowledged with recommendations being made. At the end of 
each chapter, a summary table has also been provided, which sets out 
information sources, key issues, key findings, and recommendations 
for consideration in the drafting of the new Plan. 

1.4 Information Sources

Data was obtained from a variety of sources including:

• Planning application review;

• Reports prepared by the Department of Statistics and Ministry of 
Finance;

• Field survey observations;

• Google earth survey observations;

• Feedback and data provided by the Corporation of Hamilton 
(CoH) and other Government Departments; 

• Feedback from Real Estate Agents; and

• Feedback from service providers.

 
It is acknowledged that limitations and/or margins of errors exist in 
some of the data and information gathered, which is discussed in more 
detail under each chapter, where relevant. It should also be noted that 
some data and information was unable to be obtained for a variety of 
reasons despite best efforts. In other instances, the reliability of some 
of the data was questionable, as was the case with the Real Estate 
Agent survey, given the limited number of respondents. 

1.5 Planning application review period 

As stated above, provisions within the draft and final CHP2015 
have been applied to the processing of planning applications for 
approximately six years. This is a limited period of time for the purposes 
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of identifying meaningful and reliable data to inform policy direction. 
This consideration was compounded by the fact that there have been 
a relatively small number of planning applications (108) during the 
operative period of the CHP2015. Consequently, the decision was 
made to extend the review period further back in time in an attempt to 
enhance the reliability of the data.

Such an approach has not been conventional in Bermuda and 
introduces its own complexities in that it covers a period of time 
over which two substantive land use plans have been operative; the 
CHP2015 and its predecessor, CHP2001. In preparing this report, 
each of these plans were carefully analysed and it became apparent 
that there were notable similarities in both policy direction and overall 
ethos within each of these documents. These similarities meant that it 
was easier to attribute trends to the overall policy direction during the 
operative period of these documents and substantiated the data which 
was collected as part of this report. Where there was clear divergence 
in policy content between the two plans, this is acknowledged within 
the relevant sections of this report. 

Consequently, the review period for this report is from 1 January 2010 
to 31 December 2021 (12 year review period), which was considered 
to be a reasonable period within which reliable data could be obtained 
and meaningful trends established. For confirmation, where the review 
specifically relates to planning application information, the Department 
has looked at all applications received between 1 January 2010 and 
31 December 2021. During this timeframe a total of 268 planning 
applications and 11 subdivision applications were received for sites 
within the City. This does not include those applications which were 
rejected or voided. Of these approximately 75% were associated with 
sites which fell within the City Plan Area with the remaining associated 
with sites within North East Hamilton. 

1.6 Study area

At the outset of this plan-making process, consideration was given 
to merging the content of the North East Hamilton Local Plan 2022 
(NEHLP 2022) with a new city plan to create a single land use plan 
for the City. However, as the NEHLP 2022 was making its way 
through the adoption process, it was determined that it should be 

provided with sufficient time to work towards its vision and objectives. 
Notwithstanding, it is envisaged that there is merit in having a single 
land use plan for the City, and therefore this is something which is 
likely to be revisited in the future.

Resource limitations mean that it is challenging to dedicate sufficient 
time to collect the data which we would like to have. Up-to-date 
data is a key area of research which makes a significant contribution 
to informed policy development. Given that we were going to be 
collecting extensive data for the city plan area in support of a new city 
plan, it was considered prudent to collect data relating to North East 
Hamilton, where possible. This allows for a comprehensive process of 
research and analysis for the City as a whole. However, data relating to 
North East Hamilton has been separated out, where it was necessary. 
It is also critical to note that data collected in relation to North East 
Hamilton has had no impact upon policy direction and formulation as 
it relates to the City Plan Area (that part of the City excluding North East 
Hamilton). 

1.7 Outskirt areas 

In some instances there was logic in analysing areas outside of the 
City boundaries, most notably, two Commercially-zoned areas of the 
Bermuda Plan 2018, to the east and west of the City (Figure 1). Although 
these areas do not fall within the City boundary, they often function as 
extensions of the City and therefore in some instances it was deemed 
relevant to take note of the land use activities taking place. As such 
from here on in the terms “Outskirt Area” or “Outskirt Areas” shall refer 
to one or both of the Commercial-zoned areas immediately east and 
west of the City boundary, as shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Outskirt Areas
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Population
Census data is invaluable as it shows trends in the size and composition 
of a population which can be used to gauge future demand for water, 
energy and services. When the various service providers have a clearer 
picture of demand, they will be able to identify any infrastructure 
constraints and upgrades required. This section explores some of the 
census data as it relates to the City. 

2.1 Detailed Findings

Population Projections
Data from the 2000, 2010 and 2016 census reports, as well as projection 
data from a report entitled Bermuda’s Population Projections 2016-
2026, all prepared by the Department of Statistics are plotted in Figure 
2.

Figure 2: Census and Projection Population Data

Between 2000 and 2010 the Island’s population rose significantly.  
In 2016 it fell, however, projections for 2020 and 2026 suggest that 
overall we have seen a slight rise since 2016.

In any country which experiences a notable decline in its population, 

there is a drop in its gross domestic product which in turn, can impact 
its overall economic stability.

Population Distribution by Age and Sex
Understanding the distribution of a population by age and sex, is 
another useful tool that can assist in estimating the demand for 
different types of services. For example, a population composition that 
has a large percentage of residents under age 15 implies the need for 
schools, primary health services, and recreational needs. Studies have 
also shown that compared to men, women report higher mortality and 
make greater use/demand for certain services.

The total number of males and females was taken from 2000, 2010 
and 2016 census reports, and a report entitled Bermuda’s Population 
Projections 2016-2026, prepared by the Department of Statistics. 
Thereafter sex ratios were calculated for each year by taking the total 
number of males recorded or projected and dividing them by the total 
number of females recorded or projected which is then multiplied by 
100.

Figure 3: Sex Ratio by Year 

* Sex ratios are rounded to the nearest tenth
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From 2000 to 2010 the sex ratio did not change, however, between 
2010 and2016 there was an increase in the sex ratio since which it is 
projected to decline below the ratio calculated for 2000. Generally, this 
equates to the total population having just over 4% more females than 
males since at least 2000, which is projected to remain the same until 
at least 2026. 

This sex ratio is more unbalanced in the older segment of the 
population (65 years and older) as shown in Figure 4. Here sex ratios 
for each year were calculated using the total number of males 65 + 
recorded or projected and dividing by the total number of females 65+ 
recorded or projected which is then multiplied by 100.   

On average, females live longer than males and have less financial 
stability than elderly men. Women are therefore more likely to have a 
greater need to access services such as income maintenance, housing, 
meals, transportation and health care. 

Figure 4: Sex Ratio of the Older (65 years plus) Population 

* Sex ratios are rounded to the nearest tenth

The graph suggests that while elderly women outnumber elderly men 
the gap has been narrowing and is predicted to narrow even further. 

Analysing the sex and age structure of a population together is useful 
as it can also show trends which indicate how demands have changed 

and what demands need to be considered and planned for in the 
future. Population pyramids are useful for charting this structure and 
show the demographic transition of a population.  Figure 5 presents 
the Island’s past and projected age and sex structures plotted using 
data recorded within the 2010 and 2016 census as well as projection 
data for 2020 and 2026. A pyramid for 2000 was not included as the 
last age category grouped those persons 65 years + into one category.

 

Figure 5: Population Pyramids by Age Group and Sex
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Figure 5 shows that since 2010 at least, it is clear that Bermuda has had 
an ageing population. 

Bermuda’s Population Projections 2016-2026 notes that except for 
the 15-24 year and 65 year plus age groups, all other age groups are 
expected to have proportional declines. In the past, older residents 
represented a relatively small proportion of the population however, 
due to a number of reasons, not least advances in healthcare 
treatments, people are now generally living longer. Bermuda’s elderly 
population (65 years plus) increased to 13.5% in 2010 and to 16.9% 
in 2016. The senior population is projected to rise to 24.9% by 2026. 
This is the result of high fertility in the past (baby boomer generation) 
and rising life expectancies in the future. More women are generally 
having fewer children due to the cost of living, as well as shifting social 
patterns, which have been increasingly conducive to women pursuing 
their careers. 

The report also notes that two major population trends are predicted 
to emerge. Firstly, the Island will see a record decline in its population. 
The second prediction is that there will be a shift in the distribution of 
the population as it continues to age, with a population profile of fewer 
children, an older workforce and more elderly people. 

The report also presents census data and projections that can be used 
to work out the old age, youth, and total dependency ratios since 2010. 

The old-age dependency ratio is important because it shows the 
ratio of persons of retirement age compared to economically active 
persons, while the youth dependency ratio gives insight into the 
number of people below working age, compared with the number of 
those of working age. Together, these are used to work out the total 
dependency ratio, which relates to the number of individuals that are 
likely to be “dependent” on the support of others for their daily living 
(the young and the elderly), with the number of those individuals who 
are capable of providing support. Figure 6 plots these dependency 
ratios. 

Old-Age Dependency Ratio is calculated by year, taking the population 
ages 65+ and dividing it by the population ages 15-64. The result is 
then multiplied by 100. 

Youth Dependency Ratio is calculated by year, taking the population 
ages 0-14 and dividing it by the population ages 15- 64. The result is 

then multiplied by 100.

Total Dependency Ratio is calculated by year, taking the population 
ages 0-14 and 65+ and dividing it by the population ages 15-64. The 
result is then multiplied by 100.

Figure 6: Youth. Old-Age and Dependency Ratios

* All dependency ratios are rounded to the nearest tenth

Figure 6 shows that there will be an increase in the number of persons 
65 years and over for every 100 people of working age and that there 
will be a decrease in young persons for every 100 people of working 
age. Despite the decrease in young dependents, the net result is an 
increase in the number of persons who will be dependent on the 
working population. A high dependency ratio indicates that the 
economically active population and the overall economy face a greater 
burden to support and provide the social services needed by retired 
persons (65 years +). 

In summary, the Island has a declining population with more women 
than men, particularly in the older age bracket. Further, there will be 
an increase in the number of persons who will be dependent on the 
working population, predominantly the senior demographic. This 
indicates that consideration will need to be given to the needs of the 
elderly who will require more care providing services, such as senior 
care homes, special needs housing, social services and senior day-care 
facilities. They will also need convenient access to public transportation 
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and buildings and the public realm to be easily accessible for all levels 
of mobility. 

Although the population information in this section provides an Island-
wide overview, the issues which are emerging will have implications for 
the City. For example, there will be increasing demand for the services 
and facilities required to support an ageing population in terms of both 
healthcare and residential facilities (whatever the chosen model may 
be). The Department has already been in receipt of proposals for elderly 
care homes both within the City and just outside of its boundaries. 
There will also be an increasing need to ensure that the City, including 
the buildings within it, is conducive to the independent movement 
of people with limited mobility. It is clear that the Corporation has 
made efforts in this regard with the wide distribution of dropped 
curbs at crossing points, however, many buildings within the City 
do not provide convenient, barrier free access, which will alienate an 
increasing proportion of the population. There are therefore sound 
commercial reasons for ensuring that premises are equipped to 
facilitate the movement of people with a range of mobility issues.
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2.3 Summary Table

Chapter Information Sources Key Issues Key Findings Recommendations

Population Census and population 
projection reports 

How has the population changed and 
how it is predicated to change?

The Island has a declining population with more 
women than men, particularly in the older age bracket. 
Further, there will be an increase in the number of 
persons who will be dependent on the working 
population, predominantly the senior demographic.

Consideration will need to be given to the needs of the 
elderly who will require more care providing services, 
such as senior care homes, special needs housing, social 
services and senior day-care facilities. They will also 
need convenient access to public transportation and 
buildings and the public realm to be easily accessible 
for all levels of mobility. 
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Subdivision
Within the City, there have been clear lot size parameters over a 
succession of plans, with the Board being afforded discretion to vary 
requirements in certain circumstances. This section explores these 
parameters in detail, whilst setting out some relevant case studies in 
determining whether prescriptive parameters remain relevant. 

3.1 Legislation and Policy Background

The Development and Planning Act 1974
Part VI of the Development and Planning Act 1974 sets out the legal 
provisions regulating the subdivision of land, which includes the 
division of an existing legal parcel of land into multiple smaller parcels, 
the adjustment of lot lines between existing legal parcels and the 
creation or adjustment of right of ways or easements over existing land 
parcels. 

The City of Hamilton Plan 2001
The City of Hamilton Plan 2001 set out a minimum lot size requirement 
of 7,500 square feet with the Board being afforded discretion to 
approve undersized lots (a minimum undersized lot size was not set), 
provided each lot to be created accommodated a building which was 
in existence or was approved prior to commencement day. 

The City of Hamilton Plan 2015
The City of Hamilton Plan 2015 states that its intent is to provide “the 
Board flexibility in determining an appropriate minimum size for a lot 
to achieve a subdivision proposal that is sensitively designed and in 
keeping with the physical characteristics of the site and surrounding 
area.” 

Provisions require a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet with 
the Board being afforded discretion to allow for the creation of an 
undersized lot size of no less than 3,500 square feet (i.e. between 

3,500 square feet and 4,999 square feet), however, this is restricted to 
residential developments only. 

In determining whether it is still necessary to specify a minimum lot 
size or undersized lot size, a review and analysis of both quantitative 
and qualitative data within the City, as well as within the Outskirt Areas, 
was conducted. 

3.2 Detailed Findings

Subdivision Application Analysis
A data set was created reflecting all subdivision applications associated 
with legal parcels of land within the City received during the review 
period. Results from the search revealed a total of 11 subdivision 
applications received during this time. Of the 11 subdivision 
applications, 9 were located within the City Plan Area and 2 of which 
were located within North East Hamilton (Figure 7).

A total of 10 were approved and 1 was withdrawn. 

Each application was reviewed in full to understand the nature of the 
proposal and the planning assessment. 
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Figure 7: Subdivision Applications by Type

A total of six applications were assessed under the CHP2001 with 
one being assessed under the Draft CHP2015 and four being were 
assessed under the final CHP2015. It should be noted that there was 
no change in the subdivision provisions between the Draft and final 
City of Hamilton Plan 2015. 

Of the six assessed under the CHP2001 four were associated with 
boundary adjustments or subdivisions to create additional lots. All but 
one application resulted in lots sizes which well exceeded the minimum 
lot size requirement set under the CHP2001 (7,500 square feet). The 
one exception resulted in a marginally undersized lot totalling 6,895 
square feet the details of which are outlined below.

• S0023-14 at 64 and 68 Church Street

 This application proposed boundary adjustments and 
amalgamations. The application site consisted of six lots, five 
of which were undersized, ranging between 2,499 square 
feet and 6,700 square feet in size while one met minimum size 
requirements at 7,520 square feet. Buildings and defining 
features e.g. walls crossed over boundary lines. The subdivision 

proposed amalgamations and reconfigurations which resulted 
in a reduction in the total number of lots to three, two of which 
well exceeded minimum size requirements at 13,841 square feet 
and 8,575 square feet respectively while the third lot, previously 
totalling 7,520 square feet was reduced to 6,895 square feet 
(marginally undersized) which was deemed to be acceptable. 
The proposal is an improvement on what previously existed in 
that it resulted in a reduction in the number of undersized lots and 
lot configurations which better reflect on site conditions. 

Of the five applications which were assessed under the Draft and 
final CHP2015 four were associated with boundary adjustments or 
subdivisions to create additional lots. Two resulted in lots which well 
exceeded the minimum requirements of 5,000 square feet while two 
resulted in existing undersized lots becoming further undersized the 
details of which are discussed below.  

• S0024-16 at 20 Laffan Street

 This application proposed a boundary adjustment associated 
with an existing undersized lot, totalling 710 square feet in size. 
The adjustment resulted in its size being reduced further to a total 
of 560 square feet in order to accommodate a side walk for the 
benefit of the public. The planning assessment was conducted 
against the Draft CHP2015, however, the referenced policies 
were unaltered in the final version.  

 The planning assessment states that the subdivision application 
met the overarching objectives in both the Subdivision and 
Public Realm and Pedestrian Environment sections (SDV (1), SDV 
(2)) of the DCHP2015 and that the proposal generally complies 
with Policy SDV.1, which speaks to the suitability of land for 
subdivision. The planning assessment goes on to state that the 
Draft Plan did not have provisions to specifically address such 
circumstances and that the Board should apply its discretion 
under Policy GEN.19 which speaks to matters on which the Plan 
is silent. It was determined that through enabling Objective PED 
(2) to be met, which speaks to enhancing the connectivity of 
the City’s pedestrian environment, the proposal was deemed 
acceptable. 

• S0012/16 at Brooklyn Lane (Canal Road)
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 This application proposed boundary adjustments associated 
with two existing undersized lots, totalling 4,950 square feet 
(residential lot at 5 Brooklyn Lane) and 5,066 square feet 
(Parcel A - Canal Road) respectively. The adjustment resulted 
in the residential lot being reduced further in size to a total of 
4,840 square feet while the other lot was increased in size to 
accommodate a new sidewalk. The adjustments were minor and 
given the public benefit, the proposal was deemed acceptable.

Given the small number of subdivision applications, a query was also 
run on all legal parcels within the Outskirt Areas which have similar 
characteristics to parts of the City notwithstanding that applications 
for sites within these commercially zoned areas are assessed under 
a different land use plan where lot sizes are fully discretionary. This 
search uncovered an additional six subdivision applications received 
during the same review period, all of which were approved. Two 
applications were associated with subdivision which resulted in the 
creation of additional lots, two proposed boundary adjustments, 
and two were related to the creation of an easement. In all cases lots 
created or adjusted had existing, or resultant lot sizes greater than 
5,000 square feet in size (minimum lot size in the CHP2015).

In summary, the minimum lot size and undersized lot size provisions 
of both the CHP2001 and CHP2015 across the review period were 
consistently met and therefore successfully implemented. This does 

not however address the issue of whether it is necessary to place a 
numerical standard on minimum lot sizes or whether restricting the 
creation of undersized lots to residential developments still has merit. 
Other findings detailed below provide further information which is 
helpful in determining a recommendation on these issues. 

GIS Parcel Layer and Mapping Analysis
The Department’s Geographic Information Systems (GIS) historic 
parcel layer was created by geo-referencing either surveys stamped 
by registered surveyors, or registered final plans of subdivision. It is 
acknowledged that while surveys reflect how a legal parcel of land 
is described in a title deed, a registered final plan of subdivision only 
reflects planning approvals which may or may not have been legally 
enacted/re-described in title deeds. The cleaning of this historical GIS 
layer is a significant undertaking which could not be fully completed 
on the basis of information currently held by the Department and 
will not form part of this analysis given time constraints. As such, it is 
acknowledged that this GIS layer may have a margin of error. In this 
regard, the analysis below reflects estimations only. 

All parcels which form part of the Department’s GIS parcel layer were 
compiled into a data set for analysis. Parcels which fell partially outside 
of the City boundary were also pulled into the data set, as well as all 

No. of 
Legal 
Parcels

No. of Parcels 5,000 Sq. Ft. or 
More (Meeting Min. Lot Size 
Requirement of the CHP2015- 
Policy SDV.3 (1))

% No. of Parcels Between 3,500 Sq. Ft. 
and 4,999 Sq. Ft. in Size (Meeting 
Undersized Lot Size Requirement of 
the CHP2015- Policy SDV.3(2))

% No. of Parcels Less than 
3,500 Sq. Ft. in Size (< 
than Undersized Lot 
Size Requirement of the 
CHP2015)

%

Within 
the City

649 340 52 115 18 194 30

Outskirt 
Areas

58 44 76 4 7 10 17

Total 706 383 54 119 17 204 29

Figure 8: Parcel Data within the City and Outskirt Areas
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parcels within the Outskirt Areas. 

Each parcel was then identified on the Department of Land Valuation’s 
assessment record webpage, as well as the Department of Planning’s 
zoning maps, site visit observations and the most recent Google Earth 
imagery (October 2021) to confirm whether the parcel was vacant 
or whether it had an existing building or use (e.g. formalised parking 
area). A summary of the results from this review is set out in Figures 8 
and 9. 

Figure 9: Percentage of Lots by Parcel Size

This review demonstrates that almost half (48%) of the parcels within 
the City are smaller than the minimum lot size requirement of 5,000 
square feet. A total of 18% of these fit into the undersized lot category 
and 30% are smaller than the minimum undersized lot requirement of 
3,500 square feet.

In order to assess whether restricting the creation of undersized lots to 
residential developments still holds merit we thought it was important 
to look at existing uses operating out of these existing undersized lots.

As noted within Figure 8, there are a total of 115 undersized lots 
within the City. Figure 10 provides a breakdown of the percentage of 
residential and other uses within these lots. 

 

Figure 10: Percentage of Undersized Lots by Use

It is interesting to note that despite existing provisions restricting the 
creation of undersized lots to residential uses, more than half of existing 
undersized lots are not being utilised for such purposes.

The GIS parcel layer includes data on parcel sizes which can be used 
to calculate average parcel sizes within the City and Outskirt Areas 
(Figure 11) in determining whether the minimum lot size requirement 
still holds merit. 

No. of 
Parcels

Smallest 
Parcel Size 
(sq. ft.)

Largest 
Parcel 
Size 
(sq. ft.)

Av. Parcel 
Size (sq. ft.)

Av. Parcel  
Size (sq. ft.) 
Extreme Values 
Removed

Within 
the City 648 659 296,223 9,511 4,963

Outskirt 
Areas

58 1,303 119,593 18,802 5,941

City and 
Outskirt 
Areas 
Com-
bined

706 659 296,223 10,305 5,032

Figure 11: Parcel Data in the City and Outskirt Areas
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The smallest parcels within the City and Outskirt Areas are 659 square 
feet and 1,303 square feet respectively, with the average parcel size 
within the City and Outskirt Areas being 9,511 square feet and 18,802 
square feet respectively.

It should be noted that while averages can be useful, they are sensitive 
to extreme values. As such, while 48% of parcels within the City were 
estimated to be less than 5,000 square feet, the average calculation 
was sensitive to some extreme examples of larger and smaller lots. For 
example, of the parcels within the City, 107 (16%) were greater than 
12,000 square feet, including 18 parcels of over 1 acre, 2 parcels of 
over 2 acres, 1 parcel of over 4 acres, and 1 parcel of over 7 acres. If 
these parcels are removed the average parcel size within the City drops 
to 4,963 square feet. If the same extreme values are removed from the 
calculation for the parcels in the Outskirt Areas the average lot size is 
reduced to 5,941 square feet. 

This assessment has proven useful as it allows us to gain an 
understanding of the average existing parcel size in determining 
whether having a minimum standard lot size or minimum undersized 
lot size is reasonable. 

Presumably minimum lot sizes were set in the CHP2001 and 
CHP2015 to ensure that a reasonable form of development could/
can be accommodated which meets the pattern and character of 
development within the City. That being said a considerable proportion 
of the lots fall short of the City of Hamilton Plan’s required 5,000 square 
feet minimum lot size. This raises the question of how these smaller 
lot sizes impact on the City, both in terms of how they function and 
from an aesthetic standpoint. In this regard an assessment of how the 
existing undersized lots are functioning was conducted in determining 
whether having minimum lot sizes still holds merit or whether there is a 
better way in achieving this intent.  

Case Studies
Site visits, as well as a review of historic files was conducted for a select 
few case studies of developed lots within the City and Outskirt Areas 
with lot sizes of less than 5,000 square feet. This was conducted in order 
to ascertain how these lots are functioning as an indication of whether 
a minimum lot size or minimum undersized lot size is beneficial.

In some instances it was noted that the lot size extracted from our GIS 
parcel layer was not consistent with that noted in the planning file. In 
these instances the lot size indicated in the planning application form 
was applied. Existing site coverage and GFA data was also taken from 
the planning application form. 

Torwood Home, Formerly The Irish Linen Shop at 31 Front Street

This building is located within the City Plan Area and sits on a parcel 
of land totaling 1,132 square feet and as such, is grossly undersized, 
being less than the minimum undersized lot size of the CHP2015 
(5,000 square feet). The existing building is 2 storey with a site 
coverage of approx. 89% and a gross floor area (GFA) of 2,936 square 
feet with one commercial assessment number found in the records of 
the Department of Land Valuation. It is small in scale and traditional in 
nature and fits comfortably within with context of the surrounding area, 
which is a mix of traditional small scale and more modern multi-storey 
developments. Notwithstanding its size, it functions well and provides 
some massing relief while offering some small scale GFA in the City to 
support smaller operations. Approval to add a third storey for a total 
of 3,798 square feet of GFA was granted in 2000 (P0909/00), which 
has since expired and while this approval would suggest that the site 
has additional development potential, it is acknowledged that it does 
not need this additional height and GFA to function well. The unit has 
been consistently occupied (over 75 years) by the Irish Linen Shop, 
which was recently rebranded and is now called Torwood Home. 
This demonstrates that there is demand for buildings offering this 
level of floor space within the City and, given the increase in vacancy 
rates across the City, this shouldn’t be something that provisions 
unreasonably obstruct.

Figure 12: Former Irish Linen Shop
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Wild Greens at 17 Front Street

This building sits on a minuscule lot, measuring 976 square feet, 
is located within the City Plan Area and has a linear frontage of 
approximately 20 feet. A 2 storey building with a rooftop terrace covers 
100% of the site with approximately 2,000 square feet of GFA and one 
commercial restaurant assessment associated with the site. The site 
is small in scale with a mix of traditional and modern elements but 
appears to work fine and provides a break from the massing of the 3 
storey and 6 storey developments flanking its western and eastern 
sides.  While small, it offers some additional GFA in the City to support 
smaller operations requiring less space. The building has been 
consistently occupied in recent years, firstly by Muse Restaurant, then 
by the Utopia Eatery, and most recently by Wild Greens.  

Figure 13: Utopia Eatery

Trott and Duncan at 17 A Brunswick Street

This building sits on a site which totals approximately 2,222 square 
feet in size, located within North East Hamilton. A 6 storey modern style 
office building covers 100% of the site with 4 commercial assessment 
numbers associated with the building. When looking south, east 
and west the scale and massing fit well within the surrounding area, 
however, when looking north it appears to be out of scale when 
compared to developments along Brunswick Street. Unfortunately, the 
design also includes two large blank facades which are not visually 
appealing. Opportunities to create vertical green walls, large scale 
murals and other interesting design elements including windows could 
have been incorporated into the design to contribute to the public 
benefit of the area while also enabling passive surveillance of the car 
park. While smaller lots such as this clearly have a place it is important 
that they be developed at an appropriate scale and that they include 
design features which respond well to the surrounding area. Based 
on anecdotal evidence and the Department’s best understanding the 
units appear to be consistently occupied, demonstrating that there is 
demand for buildings offering this level of floor space within the City. 
Given the increase in vacancy rates across the City, the creation of lots 
such as this shouldn’t be something that policy within the new Plan 
unreasonably hinders. 

 

Figure 14: Trott and Duncan Building
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Figure 14: Trott and Duncan Building

Chancery Hall at 2 Chancery Lane and 52 Reid Street 

Chancery Hall sits on a lot within the City Plan Area totaling 3,070 
square feet. An existing 3 storey building covers 100% of the site 
with approximately 16,000 square feet of GFA, with 4 commercial 
assessment numbers on record. The existing development fits well 
within the site and surrounding area with a height and massing which 
is consistent with other developments in proximity. Based on anecdotal 
evidence and the Department’s best understanding the units appear 
to be consistently occupied, demonstrating that there is demand for 
buildings offering this level of floor space within the City. 

Figure 15: Chancery Hall

The Hog Penny & Barracuda Grill at 24 Burnaby Street

This development sits on a lot totalling 2,585 square feet which is 
located within the City Plan Area. A 2 storey building with dormer 
attic space exists on the site with approximately 6,015 square feet of 
GFA. One commercial restaurant assessment number is on record. The 
design is traditional in nature and smaller in scale than buildings to 
the north, south and east, but appears to function well and has been 
efficiently designed with the attic being used for office, storage and 
bathrooms, allowing the lower floor and 2nd storey to be completely 
devoted to the commercial use. The unit has been consistently 
occupied (The Hog Penny has operated since 1957 and The Barracuda 
Grill has been on site for at least 20 years), demonstrating demand for 
buildings offering smaller floor spaces. 

Figure 16: Hog Penny and Barracuda Grill

The Crission Building at 16 Queen Street

This 4 storey building, with approximately 6,000 square feet of GFA, 
covering 100% of the site has been constructed on a parcel of land 
totaling 1,622 square feet which is located within the City Plan Area. 
The Department of Land Valuation has 3 commercial assessment 
numbers on record for this site. The existing building fits well within 
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the context of the area with a similar building height and design to 
developments to the north and south.  The unit had been consistently 
occupied which demonstrates that there is demand for buildings 
offering this level of floor space within the City. 

Figure 17: Crission Building

The Lobster Pot at 5 Bermudiana Road

This building is located within the western Outskirt Area. It has 
operated out of this site for over 45 years and was constructed on a 
parcel of land which is 2,817 square feet in size. The traditional single-
storey building covers approximately 93% of the site with a GFA of 
approximately 2,610 square feet with one commercial assessment 
number on record. Two and three-storey buildings exist to the 
immediate west, while 4-5 storey buildings are located to the south, 
north and east. Potential development opportunities for expansion 
exist through the installation of additional stories which would still 
enable the development to fit comfortably within its setting given the 
height of surrounding developments to the immediate north, east 
and south. Notwithstanding its size, this building functions well for 
its existing use and provides some massing relief while offering some 
small scale GFA within the western Outskirt Area to support smaller 
operations. The unit has consistently been occupied, demonstrating 
that there is demand for buildings offering this level of floor space.

Figure 18: The Lobster Pot

Falconer House at 108 Pitts Bay Road

This development is located within the Outskirt Area to the west of 
the City and sits on a lot which measures approximately 3,304 square 
feet with a width of approximately 19 feet fronting Pitts Bay Road. 
The existing traditional building is single storey as viewed from Pitts 
Bay Road and 3 storeys as viewed from Hamilton Harbour, with a site 
coverage of 42% and a GFA of 2,822 square feet. The Department of 
Land Valuation has 3 commercial assessment numbers on record for 
this site; an office, an art gallery and a café. 

Buildings to the east range between 2 - 6 storeys in height, 
developments to the west are 2 to 3 storeys, while buildings to the 
north are 4 storeys.  This development demonstrates, particularity as 
viewed from the harbor, that buildings hosted on smaller lots can make 
interesting visual contributions to the area through creating variation in 
design, scale and massing which break up the monotony of the larger 
scale surrounding buildings and assists in creating a sense of place. 

In 2002, planning approval (P0280/02) was granted (under the 
Bermuda Plan 1992) for the “demolition of existing office building 
and construction of new office building”. This proposal would have 
resulted in a 5 storey building, with 2 storeys being visible from Pitts 
Bay Road and 5 being visible from the Harbour.  It included a total site 
coverage of 77% and a total GFA of 10,549 square feet. The approval 
has since expired and while this approval would suggest that the site 
has additional development potential, it is acknowledged that it does 
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not need this additional height and GFA to fit well within the context of 
the surrounding area. While small, it offers some additional GFA near 
the City to support smaller operations requiring less space.

Figure 19: Falconer House

Cavendish House at 2 Cavendish Road

Located within the Outskirt Area to the east of the City, this site consists 
of a triangular-shaped lot with a lot size of approximately 2,293 square 
feet. The existing building covers 56% of the lot with a total GFA of 

2,904 square feet. It is single storey as viewed from Cavendish Road 
and 3 storeys as viewed from Spurling Hill. It has one commercial office 
assessment number on record. Seon Place is located to the southwest 
with single and two-storey developments to the immediate south and 
a 3 storey development to the east. 

Notwithstanding its size, it functions well and offers some small scale 
GFA to support smaller operations. Demolition of the existing building 
and the construction of a new 4 storey office building was approved 
under appeal in 2016 (P0004/16), which has since expired. The unit 
has been continually occupied which demonstrates that there is 
demand for buildings offering this level of floor space in and around 
the City.

Figure 20: Cavendish House

It is considered that the above case studies have demonstrated that 
many smaller sized lots within and on the periphery of the City function 
well and provide opportunities for businesses which wish to operate 
at a smaller scale. If existing developed lots, well below the current set 
minimum lot size standards, can function reasonably without causing 
detriment to the City environment and indeed, enhance the overall mix 
of commercial building space available, it would not be reasonable to 
obstruct the creation of new similar lots, which could undoubtedly 
accommodate a reasonable form of development similar to these 
existing examples. 

These small sites make the City a diverse environment from a visual 
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perspective as they enable variety in height, scale, massing and 
design. This variation in styles has become part of the City’s character 
and should be embraced. Buildings which have a distinctive character 
assist in creating a more legible urban environment and the overall 
scale (particularly width/street frontage) of the building is an intrinsic 
part of what makes a building distinctive. This variation does not 
detract from the quality of the streetscape but rather, in some parts of 
the City, has become part of the defining character.

The findings above would indicate that having a minimum standard 
lot size and minimum undersized lot size may not be reasonable in 
the new Plan. It is important that the City caters for a range of different 
retailers that operate on different scales and as such the Board should 
be afforded the discretion to approve a new lot at any size provided it 
can be demonstrated that a reasonable form of development could be 
accommodated on the new lot without causing detrimental to the site 
and surrounding area. An understanding of context is the critical tool in 
determining what an appropriate sized lot would be. It is recommended 
that the new Plan clearly articulates the relevant principles which must 
be taken into account to understand the context of a site and therefore, 
what an appropriate sized lot should be. 
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3.3 Summary Table

Chapter Information Sources Key Issues Key Findings Recommendations

Subdivision GIS layer and mapping 
analysis

What is smallest parcel size and 
average parcel size within the City?

The smallest parcel is 659 square feet in size 
and the average parcel size with extreme values 
removed is 4,963 square feet in size.

The new Plan should consider not setting 
a minimum standard lot size or minimum 
undersized lot size but rather should consider 
making the minimum lot size discretionary 
provided it can be demonstrated that a 
reasonable form of development/use can be 
accommodated on the site without detriment to 
the area.

GIS layer and mapping 
analysis

What % of lots within the City are 
smaller than 5,000 square feet, be-
tween 3,500 square feet and 4,999 
square feet and less than 3,500 
square feet?

48% of lots are smaller than 5,000 square feet 
with 18% of these being undersized (between 
3,500 and 4,999 square feet) and 30% being less 
than 3,500 square feet. 

GIS layer and mapping 
analysis & a review of 
Department of Land 
Valuation records

What % of undersized parcels with-
in the City do not have an existing 
form of residential development 
operating out of the site? 

48% of the existing undersized parcels in the City 
do not have existing residential development 
operating out of the site.

Site visit analysis Do lots in the City and Outskirt Ar-
eas which fall below the minimum 
undersized lot requirement i.e. 
(3,500 square feet) function well 
and accommodate reasonable 
forms of development which fit 
within the character of surrounding 
environment? 

Existing lots which are smaller than the minimum 
undersized lot size appear to be functioning well 
and offer smaller spaces to support smaller oper-
ations within the City and Outskirt Areas. These 
small sites make the City a diverse environment 
from a visual perspective as they enable variety in 
height, scale, massing and design. This variation 
in styles has become part of the City’s character 
and should be embraced. Buildings which have 
a distinctive character assist in creating a more 
legible urban environment and the overall scale 
(particularly width/street frontage) of the build-
ing is an intrinsic part of what makes a building 
distinctive. This variation does not detract from 
the quality of the streetscape but rather, in some 
parts of the City, has become part of the defining 
character.

Planning application 
analysis and  
discussions with 
Development 
Management officers 

Have the provisions of the 
CHP2001 and CHP2015 been suc-
cessfully implemented or has there 
been any challenges?

The minimum lot size and undersized lot size 
provisions of both the CHP2001 and CHP2015 
across the review period were consistently met 
and therefore successfully implemented, howev-
er, this does not address the issue of whether it is 
necessary to place a numerical standard on mini-
mum lot sizes or whether restricting the creation 
of undersized lots to residential developments still 
has merit. 
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Utility Services
Utility services include energy supply, water supply, waste and 
stormwater collection and disposal, refuse storage and collection, 
telecommunications services, mail, and emergency services. Most 
utilities are provided and maintained by the CoH, however, some are 
supplied by other providers (private and public (Government)) who 
work with the CoH. This section explores utilities in detail to determine 
how existing provisions have functioned, whether revisions are 
required and whether all provisions are still relevant.

4.1 Policy Background

The City of Hamilton Plan 2001

The policies of the City of Hamilton Plan 2001 allowed the development 
of new, or improvements to existing telecommunication facilities, 
electricity, water supply, and sewage disposal systems, provided 
that the facilities were designed to minimise visual impact and not to 
detract from the amenity or environment of neighbouring properties. 

Energy supply was discussed in a very general sense under the 
CHP2001 and while this Plan did not include a specific policy for water 
supply, it did discuss storm water management, with the northwestern 
corner of the City being identified as a Storm Water Management Area. 
Sites which fell within this area were required to demonstrate how 
stormwater would be managed.

Refuse storage and collections areas were not specifically discussed 
within the CHP2001, however, telecommunications were generally 
touched upon.

Finally, the CHP2001 discussed mail delivery requiring that facilities 
be provided for all new developments.

 

The City of Hamilton Plan 2015 

The City of Hamilton Plan 2015 expanded the Utilities Chapter, creating 
separate provisions for the type of utility service with an overarching 
recognition of the importance of encouraging sustainable and efficient 

services and infrastructure. Provisions were added which are intended 
to support the Government’s commitment to a long-term sustainable 
national energy policy which aims to reduce Bermuda’s dependence 
on fossil fuels and become more self-sufficient in energy generation. A 
target goal of the national energy policy included reducing electricity 
consumption to 20% below the 2008 level by 2020. The CHP2015 does 
not identify specific measures to achieve this but rather requires the 
applicant to provide written details demonstrating how consideration 
has been given to the incorporation of renewable energy technologies 
which support energy conservation, including energy efficiency, water 
conservation measures, green design/building materials and/or other 
sustainable design measures. This is required for all development 
proposals and not just new builds. 

Energy supply provisions remained the same in the CHP2015, being 
discussed in a general sense.

Specific water supply provisions were added, requiring that the roof 
catchment area and water tank capacity are both sufficient in size to 
provide an adequate potable water supply. If this is not achievable 
the policy requires that another source of potable water be provided. 
Where feasible a separate non-potable water supply such as a grey 
water tank or well should be provided for flushing and/or maintenance 
of landscaping. It should be noted that through the building permit 
application process the Department of Health reviews roof catchment 
and water tank capacity to ensure compliance with health requirements. 

The Storm Water Management Area within the CHP2001 was 
removed and replaced by two watershed areas - the Pembroke Canal 
watershed and the Hamilton Harbour watershed. Provisions were 
added which require all private properties to manage their stormwater, 
which must be collected and disposed of on-site. For sites within the 
Pembroke Canal watershed, the applicant must also demonstrate that 
stormwater will not run off into the Canal and if a borehole is required, 
the Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) must 
be consulted with regard to its design. Furthermore, confirmation that 
a Water Right Certificate will be issued by the Environmental Authority 
is also required. For sites located within the Hamilton Harbour 
watershed, the applicant must demonstrate that they have come to an 
arrangement with the CoH to discharge into its facilities if stormwater 
cannot be managed within the application site. Provisions also require 
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that all developments provide written details, demonstrating how 
consideration has been given to incorporating sustainable urban 
drainage systems into the design. 

Refuse storage and collection policies were added to the CHP2015, 
requiring both to be provided on the site, with the collection area 
being screened from view and designed to meet the requirements of 
the Department of Health.

As it relates to telecommunications, the CHP2015 is specific in 
affording the Board discretion to approve the replacement of existing, 
or the installation of new telecommunication facilities, provided 
the location, scale, design, and appearance of works proposed 
has minimal impact on the surrounding area. Further, the proposal 
must not have a detrimental impact on the health and safety of the 
surrounding area and must not result in an over intensification in the 
number of telecommunication facilities in the immediate area. Finally, 
the applicant must demonstrate that every effort has been made to 
utilise or share an existing support structure. 

Provisions related to mail delivery facilities remained the same under 
the CHP2015 as they were within the CHP2001.

In determining whether the current provisions relating to utilities are 
working a review and analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data 
within the City was conducted, which is presented below. 

4.2 Detailed Findings

Energy Supply
The Bermuda Electric Light Company (BELCO) is the only company on 
Island licensed by the Regulatory Authority (RA) to transmit, distribute 
and sell electricity. The RA notes it is not cost-effective to have more 
than one distribution network, and as such it regulates BELCO to 
achieve reasonable rates and customer service. In recent years 
BELCO has upgraded its facility to meet demands and to ensure it can 
continue to serve the Island. The new plant comprises 14 megawatts 
(MW) of dual-fuel engines that provide 56 MW of power. The new 
engines utilise modern technology, being more automated, efficient 
and quieter than the existing engines, several of which were retired. 
Other upgrades included a 10 MW battery energy storage system, as 

well as comprehensive upgrades to the transmission and distribution 
system across the Island.

Planning Application Analysis

Both the CHP2001 and CHP2015 require(d) all applications to 
demonstrate how energy demands would/will be met.  As such, a 
data set was created reflecting all DAP 1 applications associated with 
sites within the City received during the review period. Thereafter, 
each application was reviewed to fully understand the nature of the 
proposal and planning assessment as it related to energy supply. 

A total of 268 DAP 1 applications were received during this time, with 
applicants routinely making no attempt to demonstrate how their 
energy needs would be met, as required by the provisions. However, it 
should be noted that the majority of applications were for renovations, 
alterations or changes of use to existing buildings which were already 
serviced by BELCO. Further, as BELCO is the only company that can 
transmit, distribute and sell electricity all applicants must use their 
service to meet their energy supply needs unless renewable energy or 
generators are used on site. 

In summary, this review has indicated that Policy UTL.3 of the City of 
Hamilton Plan 2015, which requires energy supply to be demonstrated 
may not be needed as the RA has confirmed that it is not cost-effective 
to have more than one distribution network i.e. BELCO. As such, unless 
renewable forms of energy are proposed which are addressed in other 
provisions in the Plan, new developments will always require BELCO to 
service their energy needs. Regardless, it is considered that it is not for a 
land-use plan to ensure that a development can meet its energy needs. 
As it relates to generators (form of temporary energy supply during 
power outages), DENR should continue to be consulted either prior 
to the submission of a DAP 1 application or through the processing 
of the application, with conditions appended to the recommendation 
relating to requirement of a Construction Permit and Operating License 
to be issued by the Environmental Authority when deemed necessary. 
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Renewable Energy 
Renewable energy is often referred to as “clean” or “green” energy and 
comprises any energy from a source that is not depleted when used. 
Wind power, solar energy, hydroelectric power, geothermal energy, 
tidal power, and biofuels are all examples of renewable forms of energy. 
As the Island gets 5.4 peak sunshine hours per day on average, and 
approximately 300 sunny days per year, there is significant potential 
for the use of solar power. Wind power is also possible with the use 
of micro turbines, however, optimal location and height limitations are 
relevant considerations to ensure interference with the airport radar 
system does not result. The Department of Energy’s study of optimal 
locations and height limitations has identified that the City is not a 
preferable location for this form of renewable energy generation. 

Planning Application and Permitted Development Permit (PDP) 
Solar Panel Analysis

Solar panels can be applied for through both DAP 1 and PDP application 
processes. The size and location of the installation dictates which 
application process is required. While PDPs are not assessed against 
planning policy including these in our assessment may provide further 
information regarding patterns or trends in solar panel installation 
across the City since 2010. 

A data set was created reflecting all DAP 1 and PDP applications 
associated with renewable energy for sites within the City received 
during the review period. Thereafter, each application was reviewed in 
full to understand the nature of the proposal and assessment.

Through the planning application research it was discovered that 
there were a total of 17 applications (6%) associated with proposed 
solar panels, all of which were approved. Of these 15 were associated 
with sites which were located within the City Plan Area while 2 were 
associated with sites which were located within North East Hamilton. 

A total of 3 PDP applications for solar panels in the City were received 
during this time, all of which were also approved with 1 application 
associated with a site located within the City Plan Area while two were 
associated with sites within North East Hamilton. 

No other forms of renewable energy were applied for during this review 

period. Figure 21 breaks down the number of applications per year for 
the City Plan Area and North East Hamilton.

Figure 21: No. of Applications for Solar Panels by Year 

An average of 1 application for solar panels in the City Plan Area was 
received per year across the study period. All were roof-mounted, with 
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the exception of one application, which had a mix of roof and ground-
mounted panels. Details are summarised in Figure 22.

No. of  
Applications

No. of Panels 
Approved

Sq. Ft.  
Approved

Kilowattage 
Approved

CHP2001 5 279 12,489 207.69

CHP2015 12 2,319 43,195 799.82

PDP Leg. 3 77 1,403 29.2

Total 17 2,675 57,087 1036.71

Figure 22: Approved Solar Panel Data

Some of these approvals have since expired, however, to date 1,607 
of the approved panels have been installed across the City totalling 
36,551 square feet in area which together has the potential for 
generating approximately 640.45 KW of energy across 11 properties 
based on optimal energy generation.

In the majority of applications, the visual impact was discussed in the 
planning assessment. Most applications which were approved and 
installed are not visible at street level due to installation on flat roofs, 
low pitched roofs or due to the height of the building, which minimised 
visual impact at the street level. 

Three sites, 46 Front Street (CoH’s sewage treatment building west of 
No 8. Wharf public parking lot), 35 Richmond Road (Century House) 
and 1 Dundonald Street West (Masters), all located within the City Plan 
Area, are the exceptions. 

Century House at 35 Richmond Road

The panels installed on the southern facing gables of this building are 
visible at street level, however, given the context of the building which 
is south of a 6 storey building with dark black window frames, the small 
stretch of visible panels are not visually detrimental from street level.

  

Figure 23: 35 Richmond Road

46 Front Street

The visual impact of the roof-mounted solar array is visually noticeable 
from street level, however, given the visual context in proximity to the 
parking lot and docks to the east, the visual impact is negligible. 

Figure 24: 46 Front Street
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Masters at 1 Dundonald Street West

The visual impact of the roof-mounted solar array covers the southern 
facing pitch of the gable roof. Given the pitch of the roof, the panels are 
subtly visible but not detrimental to visual amenity at street level. 

Figure 25: 1 Dundonald Street West

While these installations are visible from street level within the context 
of the urban environment, the visual impact was not considered 
detrimental.  

In approving all applications it is clear that the intentions of the 
renewable energy provisions were recognised and applied. These 
approvals have assisted in reducing the City’s dependence on fossil 
fuels, making it slightly more self-sufficient in energy generation as we 
continue to work towards reducing CO2 emissions. However, it should 
be noted that design is subjective and that the visual impacts of solar 
panel installations are not always seen as negative. In some instances, 
the visibility of these panels can be viewed as something to be proud 
of, showcasing the Island’s commitment to reducing CO2 emissions. 
Advancements in panel technology will enable smaller installations to 
generate the same amount of energy, reducing the size of the system 
and in turn any potential visual impact. 

Planning Application Analysis for New Developments

Through the planning application research it was discovered that 
there were a total of 15 (6%) applications which applied for new 
developments. Seven were assessed against the CHP2001. The 
remaining eight being assessed under the CHP2015, where provisions 
require all new development proposals to provide written details 
demonstrating how consideration had been given to the incorporation 
of renewable energy technologies.  

Having reviewed the eight applications processed under the CHP2015, 
it is noted that applicants routinely did not attempt to submit written 
details demonstrating how consideration had been given to the 
incorporation of renewable energy technologies, inclusive of energy 
efficient design, water conservation etc. 

Feedback from the Department of Energy (DoE) 

The DoE introduced the solar rebate program in 2011. It ran until 2014 
and while it was not offered from 2015 to 2017, it started back up 
again in 2018 and continued until the first quarter of 2022.The rebate 
program was no longer being offered as of 1 April 2022. 

The DoE notes that it saw an increase in installations associated 
with rebates in 2020, but since then the number has remained fairly 
consistent. The DoE notes that the rebate programme may not be a 
perfect indicator of the solar industry’s liveliness as this programme 
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has an upper threshold whereby annual rental values (ARV) above a 
certain value are not eligible for a rebate. 

While there has been an increase in public interest, one of the main 
challenges is that approximately 48% of residents live in rental units. 
Whilst there is little incentive for landlords to install solar panels for 
the benefit of their tenants, the Ministry of Home Affairs and the DoE 
are seeking ways in which tenants might still be able to participate in 
renewable energy sphere. 

With the increasing cost of traditional forms of energy generation, 
people will continue to look for ways to lower their bills. While we can 
expect further interest in solar installations in upcoming years, the state 
of the economy will be the driving factor as to whether this interest 
becomes a reality for many people. 

The DoE also notes that the implementation of other energy-efficient 
measures remains an area where we continue to underperform 
across both commercial and residential sectors. Solar installations 
should be the last method applied in ‘greening’ operations, whether 
commercial or one’s own. Measures including energy-efficient lighting 
and equipment, installing insulation and reducing heat gain through 
thoughtful design may reduce the energy needs significantly enough 
to necessitate a smaller solar installation being required, given the 
reduction in energy expenditures. 

Energy efficiency must be seen as a ‘need’ rather than a want, similar to 
how a water tank is perceived.

In summary, provisions relating to renewable energy have been 
applied consistently while applicants routinely made no attempt to 
submit written details demonstrating how consideration had been 
given to the incorporation of renewable energy technologies and 
green design. This suggests that more emphasis needs to be placed 
on the potential requirement for Energy Statements to be provided, 
inclusive of discussions relating to climate change in the new Plan. 

Water Supply
Being located in the middle of the Atlantic Ocean and given Bermuda’s 
geology, the Island does not have unlimited access to groundwater, nor 
does it have the infrastructure to supply all properties across the island 

with freshwater supplies. As such water conservation is of paramount 
importance in the design of any new developments to ensure that 
homes and businesses have adequate supplies of freshwater. 

Bermuda receives an annual rainfall of over 1500mm per year, averaging 
out to about 5 inches per month, though recently this average has on 
occasion been much higher. The collection of rainwater is an important 
factor in ensuring the extraction of our groundwater/saltwater, which is 
in some cases desalinised, is sustainable in meeting the Island’s water 
needs. 

There are a number of methods used to collect water, including rain and 
greywater harvesting, extraction of water via wells, and desalination 
via reverse osmosis. 

Rain and greywater harvesting collects rainwater using gutters on the 
roof and stormwater via storm drains which are piped into potable 
and grey water storage tanks, respectively, usually below grade. Most 
properties collect rainwater for drinking, however, greywater collection 
is also useful as it can be used for flushing and landscaping. 

Groundwater extraction via wells is also used to supplement the water 
supply via private rainwater collection. Wells enable the extraction of 
water from underground lenses. This water is generally brackish (non-
potable) so cannot be consumed but can be used for flushing and 
landscaping, which allows for the potable roof caught rainwater to be 
conserved. 

Data shared by the Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
has confirmed a total of 97 water rights, associated with supply wells for 
a variety of non-potable uses, have been issued by the Environmental 
Authority (EA) for sites within the City. A total of 39 were subsequently 
withdrawn leaving a total of 59 active water rights.

 

Planning Application Analysis

A data set was created reflecting all water supply data associated with 
DAP 1 applications received during the review period. Thereafter, 
each application was reviewed in full to understand the nature of the 
proposal and planning assessment as it related to a water supply.

Through the planning application research it was discovered that there 



31City Survey Report 2022

were a total of 156 applications (58%) which provided relevant water 
supply information, required in both the CHP2001 and the CHP2015. 
Of these 113 were associated with sites located within the City Plan 
Area while 43 were associated with sites located within North East 
Hamilton. Figure 26 shows the breakdown of water supply data by 
method within the City as a whole.

 Figure 26: Method of Water Supply

Focusing in on the 15 applications for new developments, seven were 
assessed against the CHP2001 with the remaining eight being assessed 
under the CHP2015. A total of 10 applications were associated with 
sites which fell within the City Plan Area while 5 were associated with 
sites which fell within North East Hamilton. With the exception of one, 
all applications proposed roof catchment water harvesting methods, 
with five also proposing an additional piped potable water connection 
to supplement water needs. 

The provisions of the CHP2015 also require, where feasible, a separate 
non-potable water supply for flushing and landscaping (greywater). 
One (13%) of the eight applications assessed against CHP2015 
included a separate non-potable greywater tank for flushing and 
landscaping. 

No applications were submitted proposing new wells or reserve 
osmosis facilities. 

Feedback from the Ministry of Public Works (Ministry of PW)

If sites within the northern portion of the City do not meet their water 
needs, the Ministry of PW can provide piped potable water (blue lines 
in Figure 27 show infrastructure) which is created by a water treatment 
process which involves extracting brackish water from underground 
water lenses through wells which are then desalinised through the 
Fort Prospect water treatment plant. Seawater is also extracted and 
processed through the Tynes Bay seawater reverse osmosis plant 
to make up the required volume to meet central distribution system 
demands. The treated water is transmitted to reservoirs at Fort Prospect. 
Together, the treatment plant and reverse osmosis plant can produce 
a combined volume of over 1 million imperial gallons of treated water 
per day. The system is a “top-up” gravity flow system and is designed 
to provide a supplementary supply to rainfall harvesting by feeding 
into private water tanks. This system currently operates comfortably 
within its capacity barring catastrophic failure of any of the system’s 
major components. Mitigation against such failures are built in. 

While data on the total number of connections within the City by year 
since 2010 is not available, the Ministry of PW has confirmed that the 
pipeline is a significant artery, currently supplying water to over 60 
business, including institutional and residential customers within the 
northern area of the City.
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Figure 27: Piped Potable Water Lines - Government (Blue), Watlington Waterworks (Rust)
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Feedback from the Watlington Waterworks Ltd. (WWLtd.)

If sites within the southern side of the City do not meet their water needs 
WWLtd. can provide piped potable water (red lines seen in Figure 
27). WWLtd.’s water purification process involves extracting brackish 
water from underground water lenses through wells which are then 
desalinised through its reverse osmosis plants. In addition, seawater 
is also extracted and processed through these reverse osmosis plants 
to make up the required volume to meet demands. Thereafter, water 
is piped to a reservoir and fed into the City. There have been many 
changes in technology, upgrades and expansions to the system over 
the years with WWLtd. now operating 6 plants capable of producing 
over 1 million gallons of water per day. The system currently operates 
comfortably within its capacity. 

The distribution of water is via a “gravity flow system” and not a 
constant pressure system. In this regard, and similar to the Ministry of 
PW, the system is designed to “top up” and provide a supplementary 
supply to rainfall harvesting by feeding into private water tanks. Data 
shared by WWLtd has been charted in Figure 28, which shows the 
number of new connections per year since 2010 within the City. 

Figure 28: No. of New Connections by Year 

In summary, this review has shown that the majority of existing 
and new development proposals are self-sufficient, utilising roof 

catchment methods to meet their water supply needs, with piped 
water connections only being used as intended, for supplemental 
water supply. Other methods which could support potable water 
conservation include well extraction and greywater collection 
and storage, which do not appear to be included in the majority of 
development proposals. Provisions of the new Plan should continue to 
encourage and add more weight to the importance of these additional 
methods to further assist with water conservation and ensure potable 
water supply is saved for consumption. As the Department of Health, 
through the building permit application process, determine whether 
roof area and water tank capacity comply with their requirements, it 
does not appear to be warranted for these tests to form part of the 
planning application process. As such consideration should be given 
to removing this requirement from the provisions of the new Plan. 
However, this could be highlighted within the supporting text of the 
Utilities Chapter, ensuring that applicants are aware of this requirement.

Fire and Emergency
Planning Application Analysis

A data set was created reflecting all fire and emergency data associated 
with DAP 1 applications for new developments received during the 
review period. Thereafter, each application was reviewed in full to 
understand the nature of the proposal and planning assessment as it 
related to fire and emergency requirements.

Through the planning application research it was discovered that 
there were a total of 15 (6%) were for new developments. 

Of these 7 were assessed under the CHP2001 where fire and emergency 
services were not discussed. Notwithstanding the provisions did not 
discuss fire and emergency services the Bermuda Fire and Rescue 
Service were consulted for 2 of the applications. Of the remaining 8 
which were assessed under the CHP2015 where fire and emergency 
services are discussed, the BFRS were consulted in all cases where 
consultation was warranted. 

Policy UTL.6 of the CHP2015 states that a dedicated fire water tank 
and fire suppression system may be required for developments greater 
than 7 storeys in height. No applications have been received for 
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buildings of this height during the operation of the Plan. It should be 
noted that two applications for new development proposed a fire tank, 
notwithstanding being less than 7 storeys in height. 

In 2020 the Department of Planning altered its internal processes as 
a result of amendments to the Fire Safety Act. BFRS now needs to be 
consulted prior to the submission of a planning application pertaining 
to developments which do not fall within the Bermuda Residential 
Building Code 2014 including commercial buildings, residential 
applications that exceed 5,000 square feet in gross floor area per floor 
level and/or any building that exceeds 2 storeys or a grade to eave 
height of 24 feet. Drawings pertaining to all such applications must 
be forwarded to the Bermuda Fire and Rescue Service (BFRS) prior 
to the submission of the planning application. For submissions to 
Department of Planning, such planning applications must include 
drawings stamped by the BFRS; confirmation from BFRS that an 
application for a Fire Certificate has been made, such as a copy of a 
stamped Fire Certificate Application Form; or written confirmation from 
BFRS that neither of the above are required for that particular planning 
application. If one of these requirements has not been provided with 
the DAP 1 submission the application will be rejected. This ensures 
that the BFRS are aware of all proposals which require its consideration 
prior to DAP 1 submission so that by the time the DAP 1 application is 
registered all fire and emergency service matters have been resolved.  

This review has shown that Policy UTL.6 of the CHP2015 may no 
longer be relevant or may need to be revised given changes to both 
the Fire Safety Act and departmental submission requirements which 
require sign off by the BFRS prior to submission.  

Wastewater Disposal
The City has a wastewater disposal and treatment system, however, 
prior to this system being installed cesspits were used for wastewater 
disposal. Both the Pollution Control Section (PCS) of the Department of 
Environment and Natural Resources and the Corporation of Hamilton 
(CoH) note that there are a small number of cesspits still in use across 
the City and that while it would be preferable to reduce reliance on 
cesspits, the cost of decommissioning and connecting into the City’s 
system may outweigh the benefit, given the small volume of waste 

associated with these remaining pits. Each site is considered on a case 
by case basis with removal advised in certain circumstances. 

A small number of septic tanks with associated boreholes also exist 
within the City. This method of wastewater disposal is appropriate 
for sites located within a Water Resources Protection Area. Again, it is 
always preferable to reduce reliance on septic tanks and to connect 
into the City’s system, however, each site is considered on a case by 
case basis.

Data shared by the PCS has confirmed a total of 3 water rights, for 
sewage disposal boreholes associated with septic tanks, have been 
issued by the Environmental Authority for sites within the City. All are 
still active. There is no readily available information on the number of 
cesspits still within the City. 

Wastewater disposal must consider the existing Water Resource 
Protection Area (WRPA) to ensure protection is afforded to the 
groundwater lenses.  The WRPA is defined as land being 40 ft. laterally 
from the Atlantic coastline, 55 ft. from the Harrington Sound coastline 
and/or at an elevation above sea level of 13 ft. or less. Consideration 
must be given to the management of sewage and other wastewater 
disposal methods within these areas. The CHP2015 does not identify 
or speak to these areas notwithstanding that they cover part of the City 
as shown in Figure 29 in blue.  While the provisions do not specifically 
speak to the WRPA, proposals for waste water disposal boreholes 
would have triggered consultation with DENR who is fully aware 
of the location of all WRPAs. In addition the COH is also consulted 
for all proposals within the City. In its review waste water disposal is 
considered.  
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Figure 29: Water Resource Protection Area 

Planning Application Analysis

A data set was created reflecting all wastewater information for DAP 
1 applications received during the review period for sites within the 
City. Thereafter, each application was reviewed in full to understand 
the nature of the proposal and planning assessment as it relates to 
wastewater. 

Through the planning application research it was discovered that 
there were a total of 170 (63%) which provided wastewater disposal 
information. Of these 121 were associated with sites which fell within 
the City Plan Area while 49 were associated with sites which fell within 
North East Hamilton. 

A total of 83% were solely connected to the City system, while 14% 
utilised only existing on-site cesspits. The remaining 6% used a mix of 
cesspits and had a connection to the City system. 

Of the 170 applications which included wastewater disposal 
information, a total of five required the installation of grease traps, as 
recommended by the CoH.  These were all applications relating to 
changes of use to create restaurants.

Feedback from the CoH

The City of Hamilton has been serviced by a waste water treatment 
plant (WWTP) for over 100 years with screened solids being released 
into the ocean via an outfall pipe that extends off the South Shore. 
The plant is located in the southeastern corner of the City, west 
of the No.8 Wharf parking lot. It is concealed within a small scale, 
traditional structure which minimises the visual impact of a piece of 
this infrastructure. 

The CoH has confirmed that the Front Street Pumping Station has a 
capacity of 1,000,000 million gallons (MGal) per day. On average it 
processes 600,000 gal/day, however, this volume is a function of how 
busy the City is, and how much stormwater runoff infiltrates into the 
system with over 1.3 MGal/day being processed on wet weather days. 
The CoH does not see capacity being an issue in the foreseeable future 
given current trends and daily averages.

Over the years several upgrades have been undertaken to enhance 
the performance of the wastewater facility. In 2015 there was a 
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refurbishment of and upgrade to, the existing wastewater filtering 
screens to increase their effectiveness. This upgrade was made in 
response to the limited but unpleasant appearance of grease balls 
washing ashore on beaches near the outfall, caused by rare and short-
lived seasonal conditions such as abnormal winds and currents.

More recently, on 5 August 2021, the CoH announced that it will invest 
in major upgrades to the City’s wastewater infrastructure that will 
prevent approximately 1,210 liters of ‘solids’ per day from entering the 
ocean. To achieve such upgrades two fine-mesh screening machines 
will be added to the existing plant as well as a new adjoining building, 
removing approximately 40% of suspended solids from the City’s 
wastewater. 

Additionally, the CoH has committed to disinfecting the wastewater 
with peracetic acid (PAA) prior to it being released into the ocean, 
which will significantly reduce the levels of bacteria in the effluent, 
further safeguarding the quality of the Island’s bathing water. PAA 
is safe for the environment, causing minimal harm to coral reefs or 
aquatic life. However, it is costly and as such will also be used primarily 
during the bathing season, from April through October.

The CoH has also confirmed that a total of 6 connections to the City’s 
system were granted in the last 10 years, all for commercial properties. 

To maximise the reduction of grease entering the system, the CoH 
also implemented its Fats, Oils and Grease [FOG] Policy in 2014 which 
requires commercial good establishments to properly dispose of their 
FOG and install grease traps which are inspected monthly by a City 
inspector. The Government of Bermuda, in support, also implemented 
related health regulations in 2017 based on the City’s policy. This has 
led to a major improvement in the amount of grease reaching the plant. 
The City has been collecting waste oil for over 20 years, however, the 
volume has increased since grease traps were made mandatory. The 
volume collected fluctuates depending on how busy the City is but on 
average approximately 5 tons [or 1,500 gallons] of waste cooking oil is 
collected per week.

 

Feedback from the Pollution Control Section (PCS) of the 
Department of Environment and Natural Resources 

The PCS has confirmed that while cess pits and septic tanks are 
generally discouraged within the City, there may be occasions where 
they are warranted, provided they are designed appropriately. In 
these instances, the design of the waste water disposal pits is a critical 
consideration to provide for the protection of the Water Resources 
Protection Area (WRPA). 

In summary, this review confirmed that, where relevant, waste water 
disposal was considered in planning application assessments, 
with the majority of sites connecting into the City’s WWTP, which is 
preferred to the use of cesspits and septic tanks. It is also clear that 
through consultation with the CoH, which presently occurs for all DAP 
1 applications for sites within the City, cesspits are encouraged to be 
decommissioned where possible. This should be highlighted within 
the pretext of the Utilities chapter.

Where cesspits or septic tanks are accepted as an appropriate method 
of waste disposal, consideration must be given to the design if the 
site falls within a WRPA. As such it is recommended that this existing 
protection area be acknowledged with appropriate provisions put 
in place to ensure the protection is afforded to the Water Resources 
Protection Areas which should be clearly identified on a map within 
the new plan. 

Through consultation with the CoH, grease traps were also raised 
as a requirement, which was addressed in most instances through 
conditions of approval. While this does not need to be covered in 
provisions of the new Plan consideration should be given to supporting 
the FOG policy and Health regulations within the pretext of the Utilities 
chapter. 

Storm Water Management
Effective on-site stormwater management reduces flood risk, reduces 
demand on the City’s stormwater drainage system, and protects both 
the Pembroke Canal and Hamilton Harbour marine environments.  
Stormwater management also provides an opportunity to conserve 
water and be more sustainable as a community through the collection 



37City Survey Report 2022

of greywater for flushing and landscaping.

The CHP2015 define two watershed areas, which together cover the 
City. These watersheds are catchment areas that drain to a specific 
watercourse or body of water. Rain landing in the Pembroke Canal 
watershed area generally flows to the canal, whereas rain falling in 
the Hamilton Habour watershed area flows into the harbour. The 
CHP20015 requires stormwater run-off to be managed differently 
depending on which watershed a site falls within. Provisions require 
management for all sites with additional considerations set out for 
each area. 

The majority of the stormwater is collected either on private properties 
or by the City’s storm water drainage system and doesn’t get into 
the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP), however, during periods of 
intense rainfall some will infiltrate and flow into the system making its 
way to the waste water treatment plant. Private properties are expected 
to manage their own stormwater through incorporating storm and 
trench drains with associated soak away pits or boreholes. While 
drains and soak away pits do not require a Water Right Certificate 
(WRC) to be issued by the Environmental Authority (EA), a borehole 
does, if associated with such methods of stormwater management.

Data provided by the Pollution Control Section (PCS) of the Department 
of Environment and Natural Resources has confirmed a total of 60 
water rights, associated with rainwater disposal boreholes, have been 
issued by the EA for sites within the City. 12 of these were withdrawn, 
leaving 48 which are active.

Planning Application Analysis

A data set was created for all stormwater information associated with 
DAP 1 applications received during the review period for sites within 
the City. Thereafter, each application was reviewed to understand 
the nature of the proposal and planning assessment as it related to 
stormwater management.

Through the planning application research it was discovered that 
there were a total of 19 applications (7%) which proposed stormwater 
management measures. The low number is due to the fact that most 
applications were associated with existing buildings and sites which 

already had stormwater management measures in place or were not 
proposing development which would warrant the installation of new 
stormwater mitigation. Of the 19 applications, three were processed 
under the CHP2001, with only one site falling within a Storm Water 
Management Area (specifically identified in the CHP2001) warranting 
management under the provisions. Two applications also contained 
details for stormwater management despite falling outside of the 
stormwater management area.

A total of 16 applications were processed under the CHP2015 with 
12 associated with sites which fell within the City Plan Area and 4 
associated with sites which fell within North East Hamilton. 

Of these 16, five fell within the Hamilton Harbour Watershed area while 
eleven fell within the Pembroke Canal watershed area.  The majority 
of applications proposed to manage on-site stormwater through the 
use of a trench or storm drain with a soakaway pit. No applications 
proposed to discharge into the City’s system. One application proposed 
new boreholes associated with storm or trench drains. While the Policy 
UTL.8 of the CHP2015 speaks to consultation with PCS regarding the 
design of the borehole it should be noted that this consideration is 
routinely dealt with through conditions of approval to be addressed 
through the Building Permit application process.  

Feedback from the Pollution Control Section (PCS) of the 
Department of Environment and Natural Resources 

The PCS has confirmed that the existing defined watershed areas 
and provisions are still relevant and that the new Plan should confirm 
that approval from the Environmental Authority (EA) and the issuance 
a Water Right Certificate (WRC) is required for a borehole proposed 
anywhere in the City, and not just within the Pembroke Canal 
Watershed, as presently set out by the provisions.

Internal Departmental processes ensure that proposals which include 
a storm water borehole require consultation with the EA through PCS 
automatically. If the EA supports the proposed borehole in a chosen 
location, conditions of approval have been routinely appended to the 
recommendation, ensuring the design of the borehole complies with all 
requirements through the Building permit process. Further, conditions 
of approval have also routinely included the need for a Water Right 
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Certificate (WRC) for a borehole to be submitted with a Building Permit 
application. As this process appears to be functioning well, referring 
to borehole design and the WRC in the Policy is not considered to 
be worthwhile. These matters can continue to be managed through 
conditions of approval to be addressed through the building permit 
process. All that is required through the planning processes is support 
for the borehole in the chosen location and confirmation that the EA is 
willing to issue a WRC. 

Feedback from the CoH

The CoH has confirmed that it rarely entertains requests to discharge 
stormwater into its stormwater system as its piping systems are not 
designed to handle the additional loading.

The CoH also confirmed that provided existing trench and storm 
catch basins are regularly cleaned out, management of stormwater 
within private sites should be sustainable, however, if catch basins 
and piping are not maintained this can lead to the displacement of 
stormwater into City streets which can overload the City’s stormwater 
system, impact neighboring properties, and the marine ecosystems 
of the Pembroke Canal and Hamilton Harbour. Existing sites that do 
not presently manage their own stormwater contribute to this issue as 
well. The CoH strongly advocates that private properties maintain their 
existing systems and where feasible, install systems to manage their 
property’s runoff on-site. 

In summary, having considered the stormwater assessment above and 
all feedback received it is considered that the existing watershed areas 
continue to be relevant and do not require any revisions. Furthermore, 
it is recommended that consideration should be given to simplifying 
Policy UTL.8 of the CHP2015. Essentially, all sites no matter what 
watershed area they fall within, should have to manage stormwater on-
site. While details of borehole design and the issuance of a WRC are 
relevant prior to the issuance of a building permit, they should not be 
required through the planning application process. All that is required 
through the planning process is confirmation that the proposed 
borehole has the support of the EA in the chosen location with the 
willingness of the EA to issue a WRC. This does not need to form policy 
but rather could be highlighted in the pretext. 

Refuse Storage and Collection
The CoH is responsible for daily trash collection around the City and it 
will advise the Department, through the consultation process, whether 
adequate trash storage facilities have been provided for within the site. 

Planning Application Analysis

A data set was created reflecting all trash storage information associated 
with DAP 1 applications received during the review period. Thereafter, 
each application was reviewed in full to understand the nature of the 
proposal and the planning assessment as it related to refuse storage 
and collection.

Of the applications researched, only one showed a refuse collection 
area, while 69 identified a refuse storage area. Of these 46 were 
associated with sites located within the City Plan Area while 23 were 
associated with sites within North East Hamilton. 

The majority of storage areas were either inside a building or in 
a standalone structure on site. Rarely were details of proposed 
standalone structures provided to demonstrate how the storage area 
would look and that the storage area would be screened from view. 
A total of nine applications addressed the matter of refuse storage 
through a condition of approval, which is not always appropriate as 
it does not enable a planning assessment of the designated area to 
confirm compliance with provisions. 

The majority of refuse storage areas were not identified in initial 
submissions, but outlined as an area of concern by the CoH in its 
consultation response. Thereafter details were provided in revised 
plans.  

The provisions of the CHP2015 require both refuse storage and 
collection areas to be identified, whereas this was not mentioned 
under the CHP2001. Applicants also did not demonstrate that the 
location and design of the refuse collection area was in accordance 
with the requirements of the Department of Health, which was not 
consulted in any of the applications processed under the CHP2015 
where this requirement is set out. Despite this, many applications were 
approved by the Board. In practice, this was principally because there 
is an understanding that the regulations of the Department of Health 
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are applied through the review and assessment of the building permit 
application and as such, are not relevant to the planning assessment. 
It is therefore clear that this provision is redundant and consideration 
should therefore be given to removing it in the new Plan. 

Feedback from the CoH

The CoH has confirmed that refuse collection is guided by the Waste 
Litter Control Act 1987. The CoH collects garbage 7 days per week 
and twice per day for restaurants.

Under the Act, the CoH would like all properties to use wheelie bins 
for holding refuse as trash trucks have automated lifting devices. In 
addition, the use of a wheelie bin mitigates leakage onto the sidewalks 
which can cause noxious fumes, whilst also attracting rodents and 
pests. Further, it mitigates the unsightly use of bagged trash as the 
wheelie bin provides concealment. 

In summary, this review has confirmed that while refuse storage within 
the site is relevant to a planning assessment, refuse collection (and its 
design in compliance with the regulations of the Department of Health) 
may not be. Details of both the location and design of refuse storage 
areas within a development are relevant planning consideration as 
they impact upon the amenity of the site itself and the surrounding 
area. It is therefore recommended that this be acknowledged within 
the new Plan. 

Telecommunication Facilities
Telecommunications include the telephone network, the radio 
broadcasting system, computer networks, and the Internet. It is 
in Bermuda’s national interest to have a modern, sophisticated 
telecommunication network which utilises up-to-date technology. 

Planning applications for telecommunications are assessed having 
regard principally to the visual impact of the proposal as it relates 
to the design, scale, context, and number of visually prominent 
telecommunications installations within a local area.

Those structures that have the greatest impact are latticework towers, 
which tend to be much more visually prominent than other structures 

and can be seen over a wide area. Poles and antennas are usually 
smaller with visual impact generally limited to the immediate context. 
Notwithstanding, the visual impact must still be assessed. 

The proliferation of telecommunications equipment in a local area 
has the potential to cause an adverse cumulative visual impact. In this 
regard, sharing of existing support structures (co-locating) is preferred 
to minimise the number of telecommunications structures where 
possible. Where this is not possible, equipment should be located on an 
existing building (on roof space) and equipment should be disguised. 
In all cases, the installation of equipment in visually prominent locations 
should be avoided unless it has been demonstrated that it is required 
for operational reasons. In this instance mitigation measures should be 
considered where possible. 

Impacts on highway safety, aircraft navigation or heritage assets such 
as listed buildings or historic areas are other factors which may also 
require consideration as part of a planning assessment.

Planning Application Analysis

A data set was created reflecting all telecommunication equipment 
or supporting structures associated with DAP 1 applications received 
during the review period. Thereafter, each application was reviewed in 
full to understand the nature of the proposal and planning assessment 
as it related to telecommunications.

Through the planning application research it was discovered that there 
were a total of 16 applications (6%) related to telecommunications 
installations. Of these 11 were associated with sites within the City Plan 
Area while 5 were associated with sites within North East Hamilton. 
This included 11 antennas, 4 CCTV cameras, and 1 satellite dish. 

One application was refused while two were approved on a temporary 
basis. A total of 11 were installed, 10 of which were permanent. 
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Figure 31: Approved Telecom. Installations
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Figure 30: Locations of Installed Telecom. Equipment 

All planning assessments considered visual impact which was 
demonstrated not to be detrimental in most submissions. Figure 31 
shows all publically visible installations, some of which were discrete 
given their location and size, while others were more prominent. 
However, these were generally on the roof tops of tall buildings which 
minimised any visual impacts at street level. 

A review of applications found that applicants routinely did not attempt 
to demonstrate that every effort has been made to utilise or share an 
existing support structure or to demonstrate that the proposal did not 
result in an over intensification in the number of telecommunication 
facilities in the immediate area, which are requirements of the CHP2015. 
That being said the Department would have been able to assess 
the cumulative impacts through the processing of the application 
to ensure the proposal did not result in an over intensification in the 
number of facilities in the immediate area. 

Of the 16 applications submitted, 11 required consultations with the 
Department of Telecommunications/Regulatory Authority (RA). In all 
cases, the RA confirmed it had no concerns subject to conditions. 

In summary, this review has shown that there needs to be greater 
efforts to co-locate telecommunications equipment. In addition, 
the cumulative visual impacts of this equipment must be a routine 
consideration as part of these applications, even if it is considered not 
to be an issue. Only by ensuring that this forms an integral part of the 
assessment process will we avoid this becoming an issue within the 
City before it’s too late.

Electric Vehicle Charging Stations
While no provisions exist related to electric vehicles (EV) it was thought 
prudent to conduct an assessment of electric car ownership and 
this may indicate trends which inform provisions of the new Plan. In 
this regard, the Transport Control Department (TCD) was contacted 
regarding electric car vehicle registration. Figure 32 reflects the results 
of the data shared by TCD, which dates back to 2015. 
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Figue 32: No. of Electric Car Registrations by Year

Unsurprisingly, this data shows that electric car ownership has 
increased since 2015. While it dropped in 2020, most likely as a 
result of the global pandemic, it appears to be recovering in 2021. It 
is anticipated that over the next 5 – 10 years the number of electric 
vehicle registrations will grow exponentially as the Island transitions 
towards this form of transportation.

Neither the CHP2001 nor the CHP2015 require new developments 
to provide electric vehicle charging stations, however, the CHP2015 
encourages the use of sustainable modes of transport which would 
include electric cars and bikes. As such, consultation with the CoH, the 
Department of Energy and Ministry of Transportation was conducted 
for feedback to identify any issues which may require a policy 
response and ensure that there is alignment across Government on 
this important issue.

Feedback from the CoH, Department of Energy (DoE) and Ministry 
of Transportation (MoT) 

The CoH has confirmed that it has not installed any vehicle charging 
stations within the City as electric vehicles have more than enough 
range due to the size of the Island and the fact that owners routinely 

charge these vehicles at home. However, this stance is continually 
evaluated as technology is rapidly changing. The CoH is looking at 
installing solar panels at public car parks for potential charging stations 
and are also monitoring the bi-directional charging concept. 

The DoE has advised that the charging of most privately owned 
electric cars occurs at home. There is less “range anxiety” on Island 
as compared to a few years ago when there were fewer suitable EV 
options for the local market. The performance of batteries and the 
relatively short distances travelled in Bermuda generally obviates 
the necessity for municipal charging stations for private vehicles, 
though they would be considered an important ‘perk’ for businesses 
to provide. As EV adoption becomes more prevalent, there may be 
an increased need for municipal charging stations, but it is not a top 
priority at the moment according to the DoE. In discussing these issues 
with the Government’s energy experts, the DoE confirmed that it was 
found that the distribution of electric charging stations throughout the 
Island is not the primary issue in determining whether to purchase an 
electric car and therefore it is not viewed as incentivising the purchase 
of such vehicles. The DoE recommended that consideration be given 
to adding provisions that require rough-in of infrastructure for charging 
points to be provided for new residential developments. 

The MoT recommends that all new residential units be required to 
provide the roughing in of infrastructure to accommodate EVs which 
will replace gas-powered vehicles in the future. 

This feedback has confirmed that adding a requirement for all new 
developments (residential and non-residential) to install EV charging 
stations may be premature when considering the range of battery 
life against the size of the Island. Provisions should consider the 
requirement for all new residential units to provide roughing in of 
infrastructure for the future installation of charging stations, however. 
Support should be given for the inclusion of roughing in infrastructure 
for EV charging for new hotel or guest house developments and 
expansions to existing public parking lots
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4.3 Summary Table

Chapter Information Sources Key Issues Key Findings Recommendations

Utility 
Services

Planning application analysis Are energy supply 
provisions still relevant?

The RA has confirmed that it is not cost-effective to 
have more than one distribution network. As such new 
developments will always require BELCO to service their 
energy needs. Generators which produce energy require 
a Construction Permit (CP) and Operating License (OL), 
issued by the Environmental Authority (EA), however, 
these requirements have always been addressed through 
conditions of approval, which functions effectively.

The Pollution Control Section should continue to be 
consulted either prior to or through the processing of DAP 
1 applications for all new generators. These requirements 
could also be captured in the pretext of the Utilities Chapter.
The new Plan should consider removing the provision 
which requires applicants to demonstrate how the energy 
demands of the development will be met as it is not for a 
land-use plan to ensure that a development can meet its 
energy needs.

Planning application analysis Have there been approvals 
for renewable energy 
facilities and has the visual 
impact been considered?

Applications have only been approved for solar panels. To 
date, 1,607 panels (approved) have been installed totalling 
36,551 square feet in area which together produces a total 
of 640.45 KW of energy across 11 properties. The visual 
impact was considered. 

Planning application analysis Were renewable energy 
technologies and green 
design considered 
in the design of new 
developments? 

Applicants routinely made no attempt (except for one) to 
submit written details demonstrating how consideration 
had been given to the incorporation of renewable energy 
technologies and green design in the design of the new 
development.

More emphasis needs to be placed on the requirements 
for Energy Statements to be provided to reduce the 
energy demand of new developments from the outset. 
In some instances, a proposal may not warrant an Energy 
Study, however, the applicant should still acknowledge the 
requirement and justify why it should not be required.

Planning application analysis Was water conservation 
considered in the design 
of developments? 

The majority of existing and new development proposals 
are self-sufficient, utilising roof catchment methods 
to meet their water supply needs with piped water 
connections only being used as intended, for supplemental 
water supply. Other methods which could support potable 
water conservation include well extraction and greywater 
collection and storage, which do not appear to be included 
in the majority of new development proposals.

The new Plan should continue to encourage and add more 
weight to the importance of these additional methods to 
further assist with water conservation and ensure potable 
water supply is saved for consumption. 

Discussion with DM Officers 
and Building Control Officers

Are provisions related 
to roof catchment and 
water tank capacity still 
relevant?

The Department of Health, through the building permit 
application process, determines whether roof area and 
water tank capacity comply with their requirements.

The new Plan should consider removing roof area and water 
tank capacity requirements from the provisions as these 
matters are not relevant to the planning assessment but 
rather are assessed by the Department of Health through 
the building permit process. However, this could be touched 
on within the pretext of the Utilities Chapter. The planning 
assessment should only look at whether water supply 
has been considered in the design with a preference for 
rainwater catchment and grey water methods which are 
sustainable water conservation methods that will minimise a 
site’s dependence on piped potable water.

Discussions with DM Officers Are the requirement for 
buildings with 7 storeys 
or more to provide a 
dedicated water supply 
and fire suppression 
system under Policy UTL.6 
of the CHP2015 for fire 
and emergency service 
still relevant? 

In 2020 the DoP altered its internal processes as a result 
of amendments to the Fire Safety Act. Bermuda Fire and 
Rescue Service (BFRS) now needs to be consulted before 
the submission of a planning application pertaining to 
developments which do not fall within the Bermuda 
Residential Building Code 2014.

The new Plan should consider removing or revising Policy 
UTL.6 given changes to both the Fire Safety Act and 
departmental submission requirements which require sign 
off by the BFRS before submission.
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Discussions with the COH and 
PCS of DENR

Can cesspits and septic 
tanks with boreholes be 
approved or are sites 
required to connect to 
the City’s wastewater 
treatment plant (WWTP)? 

Cesspits and septic tanks with boreholes are generally 
discouraged within the City with preference given to 
connecting to the City’s WWTP. There may be occasions 
where a cesspit or septic tank is warranted provided it is 
designed appropriately. In these instances, consideration 
should also be given to whether the site is located within 
the Water Resources Protection Area (WRPA). This is 
critically relevant in the design of such wastewater disposal 
pits to ensure protection is afforded to the WRPA.

The new Plan should consider highlighting that the CoH 
discourages the use of cess pits and septic tanks in the 
pretext of the Utilities chapter within the new Plan. It 
should also consider acknowledging the existence of the 
existing WRPA with provisions which ensure its protection 
takes precedence in wastewater disposal design methods, 
specifically in instances where sites cannot connect to 
the City’s system and are proposed within WRPAs of the 
City. Consideration should also be given to include a map 
identifying the WRPAs.

Planning application analysis 
and discussions with the COH 

Should the requirement 
for grease trap 
installations be considered 
in the new Plan?

Grease traps help maximise the reduction of grease enter-
ing the City’s WWTP. The City introduced a Fats, Oils and 
Grease [FOG] Policy in 2014 which requires commercial 
good establishments to properly dispose of their FOG and 
install grease traps which are inspected monthly by a City 
inspector. The Government of Bermuda, in support, also 
implemented related health regulations in 2017 based on 
the City’s policy. This has led to a major improvement in 
the amount of grease reaching the plant.

The requirements for grease trap installation is addressed in 
most instances through conditions of approval in response 
to advice received from the CoH through the consultation 
process, however, the new Plan could highlight the 
importance of these requirements through supporting the 
FOG policy and Health regulations within the pretext of the 
Utilities Chapter.

Discussions with the PCS of 
DENR

Are the existing storm 
water watersheds still 
relevant?

The watersheds are catchment areas that drain 
stormwater to a specific watercourse or body of water. 
Storm water landing in the Pembroke Canal watershed 
area generally flows to the canal, whereas stormwater 
falling in the Hamilton Habour watershed area ends up 
flowing into the harbour. 

No revisions to the watersheds are recommended. 

Discussions with the COH Is stormwater being 
managed within the City 
adequately?

Provided existing trench and storm catch basins are 
regularly cleaned out, management of stormwater 
within private sites should be sustainable, however, if 
not maintained this can lead to the displacement of 
stormwater into City streets which can overload the City’s 
stormwater system, impact neighbouring properties, and 
impact the marine ecosystems of the Pembroke Canal and 
Hamilton Harbour. 

Consideration should be given to simplifying Policy UTL.8 of 
the CHP2015. Essentially, all sites no matter what watershed 
they fall within should have to manage their stormwater 
within the boundaries of the site. The importance of 
protecting the marine ecosystems of the Pembroke Canal 
and Hamilton Harbour should also be acknowledged with 
more emphasis being placed on water conservation through 
the installation of greywater tanks or the use of wells for 
flushing.

Planning application analysis 
and discussions with the PCS 
of DENR

Are provisions related 
to storm water borehole 
design and the Water 
Right Certificate still 
relevant requirements? 

The Pollution Control Section is consulted when new 
storm water boreholes are proposed anywhere in the 
City. Consultation responses advise whether support 
from the EA for the borehole in the chosen location with 
confirmation that a WRC will need to be issued by the EA. 
Borehole design and the need for a WRC can be addressed 
through conditions of approval to be addressed through 
the building permit process.

While details of borehole design and the issuance of a WRC 
are relevant, they should not form part of the planning 
policy but rather should be addressed through conditions of 
approval in response to advise received from the PCS as is 
presently the case. All that is required through the planning 
process is confirmation that the proposed installation of 
a borehole in the chosen location is supported by the EA 
which is willing to issue a WRC. This does not need to form 
policy but rather can be generally discussed in the pretext. 

Planning application analysis 
and discussions with the COH

Are the requirements 
for refuse storage and 
collection areas still 
relevant? 

Applicants did not differentiate between trash storage 
and collection areas, show details of either area, or 
demonstrate that the location and design of the refuse 
collection area was in accordance with the requirements 
of the Department of Health who was not consulted in 
any of the applications processed under the CHP2015 
where this requirement is set out. However, it is clear that 
the regulations of the Department of Health are applied 
through the review and assessment of the building permit 
application.

While refuse storage within the site is relevant to an 
assessment, refuse collection (and its design in compliance 
with the regulations of the Department of Health) is 
not. As such the new Plan should consider removing the 
requirement for a refuse collection area to be identified as 
this will be assessed by the Department of Health through 
the building permit process. Details of the location (inside 
a building or outside of a building) of the refuse storage 
area, as well as design details of the storage area if located 
outside of the building, should continue to be required 
within the new Plan. 
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Planning application analysis Were all 
telecommunication 
provisions considered 
in the assessment of 
applications? 

The visual impact of telecommunications was 
considered in the assessment of most applications for 
telecommunications however applicants routinely did 
not attempt to demonstrate that every effort has been 
made to utilise or share an existing telecommunication 
support structure or to demonstrate that the proposal 
did not result in an over intensification in the number of 
telecommunication facilities in the immediate area.

The need to demonstrate efforts to co-locate 
telecommunications and that proposals will not result in 
an over intensification of telecommunications equipment 
needs to have greater focus in the new Plan. 

Discussions with the TCD, 
COH and DoE

Has there been an 
increase in the registration 
of electric cars and do 
we need to consider 
requiring the installation 
of charging points for all 
new developments?

Electric car registration has increased since 2015.There 
is less “range anxiety” on Island as compared with only a 
few years ago when there were fewer suitable EV options 
for the local market. Further, the performance of batteries 
and the relatively short distances travelled in Bermuda 
generally obviates the necessity for municipal charging 
stations for private vehicles.

The new Plan should consider requiring all new residential 
units to provide roughing in infrastructure to accommodate 
EV charging points as new car purchases will be restricted to 
electric cars in the medium term. Roughing in infrastructure 
for new hotel and guest house developments should be 
encouraged given the option for tourists to rent both bikes 
and EVs while visiting. Roughing in for expansions to existing 
public parking lots should also be encouraged.
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Transportation and Parking
Within the City there has traditionally been defined parameters 
relating to transportation and parking. This section discusses some 
of these in detail, whilst setting out some relevant case studies which 
explore the prevalent issues to inform provisions of the new Plan.

5.1 Policy Background

The City of Hamilton Plan 2001
The City of Hamilton Plan 2001 introduced designated on-site parking 
areas across the City; Restricted, Reduced, and Standard Parking 
Areas. 

On-site parking was not allowed within the Restricted Parking Area 
and while on-site parking was permitted within the Reduced Parking 
Area, it was limited to an operational minimum except for residential 
developments where a maximum of 1 car per unit was permitted. The 
operational minimum was not permitted to exceed the maximum 
parking standards outlined in the Plan. Within the Standard Parking 
Area on-site parking was permitted in accordance to the Plan’s 
maximum parking standards. The Board was afforded discretion to 
approve more parking where it was satisfied that the proposed use and 
capacity of the building would generate a particularity high volume of 
traffic. However, preference was given to motorcycles and/or pedal 
cycles over more cars and the Board could approve a substitution on 
any number of car/light truck parking spaces for up to twice as many 
motorcycles and/or pedal cycles in an attempt to reduce vehicular 
traffic and encourage sustainable modes of transport.

The approval of new commercial parking lots was not permitted 
within the Restricted Parking Area and while a commercial parking lot 
could be permitted on a temporary basis (2 years), the Board had to be 
satisfied that it would not negatively impact on traffic flow and/or the 
pedestrian environment. 

Both commercial parking lots and on-site parking had to meet the 
design provisions which included, but were not limited to, landscaping 
and stormwater management. 

Bike parking spaces were required to be a minimum of 3 feet by 6 feet 
in size and car parking spaces were required to be a minimum of 7 feet 
by 15 feet.

The City of Hamilton Plan 2015
On-site parking areas were carried over into the City of Hamilton Plan 
2015, which recognises the issue of traffic congestion with the intent 
to “encourage the use of sustainable modes of transport including 
public transport, pedal cycling and walking as an alternative to car use” 
through the creation of pedal cycle lanes and pedal cycle parking 
within the City. It also acknowledges that parking lots “detract from 
the pedestrian environment and impact pedestrian safety”.

On-site parking continues not to be allowed within the Restricted 
Parking Area in the CHP2015, however, it can be approved in both 
the Reduced and Standard Parking Areas but must not exceed the 
maximum parking standards set out in the Plan. Similar criteria, as 
outlined in the CHP2001, continue to apply in order for the Board 
to apply its discretion to allow for maximum parking standards or 
additional parking above these maximum standards to be approved. 

On-site parking for residential development proposals have remained 
the same, however, the Board has discretion to approve less parking 
in certain circumstances. 

Commercial parking lot provisions are also generally the same as the 
provisions in the CHP2001 with the exception of commercial parking 
lots, which can now be approved permanently in both the Reduced 
and Standard Parking Areas, when previously the Board only had the 
discretion to approve a parking lot in the Reduced Parking Area for a 
temporary period of 2 years. 

Parking design provisions of the CHP2015 are similar to the CHP2001, 
with the exception of some additional design requirements including 
ramp, aisle width, turning space, pedestrian and disabled access 
routes, and setback requirements which were added in the CHP2015.

While bike parking spaces sizes did not change in the CHP2015, 
car parking space sizes increased in length by 1 foot, most likely in 
response to average car sizes increasing. 
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In determining whether all of the parking provisions are still relevant 
a review of both quantitative and qualitative data within the City, as 
well as just outside the boundary of the City, was conducted which is 
presented below as detailed findings. 

It is acknowledged that in attempting to refine the topic of transportation 
and parking issues within the City, data was gathered and/or assessed 
from a variety of sources using a number of different techniques. In the 
early stages of the data collection and assessment phase, it became 
evident that there would be gaps in the data and that the Department 
did not have the expertise or resources to plug those gaps. Nonetheless, 
it was considered prudent to gather as much useful information as 
possible, to ensure that the policies in the new Plan would be based on 
an understanding, as far as reasonably possible, of the transportation 
and parking issues which have affected and continue to affect the City.

5.2 Detailed Findings

Demand for Non-Residential Car Parking for City Workers
Estimating the demand for non-residential car parking for City workers 
against the supply of car parking can provide an indication of how to 
inform the provisions of the new Plan. This information is also crucial for 
developing a parking strategy for the City to ensure traffic congestion 
is not exacerbated and to safeguard and enhance the City’s vitality. 

To estimate the non-residential demand, data from 2000, 2010 and 
2016 census reports was analysed in order to get a gauge on how 
many City workers were commuting by car and required parking 
space. Interviewees of the 2000 and 2010 Censuses were asked how 
they usually travelled to their main place of work (different modes 
of transport were available for selection) and where they worked 
(different parishes and the City were available for selection). The 2016 
Census did not ask these questions and the Department of Statistics 
has confirmed it does not have this information for 2016 or thereafter. 
This is a notable data gap that would have been of significant value to 
the analysis set out within this section.

The 2000 Censuses reported a total working population of 36,878 
with 14,995 (40%) recorded to have worked in the City. The working 
population increased in the 2010 Census totalling 37,197 with 15,053 

(40%) recorded to have worked in the City. 

The 2016 Census recorded a working population of 35,530 people. It 
is noted that in both the 2000 and 2010 censuses 40% of the working 
population worked in the City. As such it would not be unreasonable 
to apply the same percentage in estimating the working population in 
the City for 2016. In this regard, if we assume that 40% of the working 
population in 2016 worked in the City this would equate to 14,212 
people.  It should be noted however that this is a maximum and that 
other factors such as the recession in 2008 may have resulted in a 
decrease in this percentage as a result of, but not limited to, downsizing, 
the closure of many businesses, relocation of offices outside of the City 
to save on rental costs and as a result of outsourcing.

Figure 33 shows how the working population in the City commuted 
by mode of transport by year. Between 2000 and 2010 there was a 
decrease in those commuting into the City alone by car, by motorcycle 
and an increase in those commuting to work with others in a car and 
by bus, mini bus, ferry, private boat or taxi. There was also a decrease 
in the number of City workers working from home. 

The 2016 Census did not collect data on how the working population 
travelled to work and as such in the absence of any reliable data, we 
have applied the assumption that the percentages in 2010 stayed the 
same in 2016.  Again, other factors such as the recession, which hit 
in 2008, may have resulted in a further decrease in those commuting 
alone by car as a result of a decrease in City workers or in exchange for 
more affordable modes of transportation. 
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Figure 33: Number of Commuters (City Workers) by Year and by Mode of Transport

*Those recorded as Not Stated in the census reports were deducted from the total working 
population in the City before calculating %

In 2000, 3,289 people travelled to work in the City alone in a car with 
each car requiring a parking space. A total of 3,686 people travelled 
with others in a car. Assuming a minimum of two people per car, this 
would equate to a maximum of 1,843 cars, with each car requiring a 
parking space. As such it is estimated that a total of 5,132 car parking 
spaces were required to serve the needs of those working in the City 
in 2000. 

In 2010, a total of 3,043 people travelled to work in the City alone in 
a car with each car requiring a parking space. A total of 4,100 people 
travelled with others in a car. Assuming a minimum of two people 
per car this would equate to a maximum of 2,050 cars with each car 
requiring a parking space. As such it is estimated that a total of 5,093 
car parking spaces were required to serve the needs of those working 
in the City in 2010. 

It is estimated that a total of 2,842 City workers commuted alone in a 
car in 2016 with each car requiring a parking space. A total of 3,837 
people travelled with others in a car. Assuming a minimum of two 
people per car this would equate to a maximum of 1,918 cars with 
each car requiring a parking space. As such a total of 4,760 car parking 

spaces were required to serve the needs of those working in the City 
in 2016. It is noted that this may be an overestimate however applying 
maximums as opposed to minimums to work out demand, has been 
determined to be more appropriate in this instance to understand the 
worst-case scenario. 

Figure 34 plots the estimated total number of car parking spaces 
required to serve those working in the City from 2000 to 2016.  The total 
number of car parking space requirements for City workers appears 
to have decreased (- 39) between 2000 and 2010. It appears to have 
decreased again (-333) between 2010 and 2016.

Figure 34: Total Car Parking Space Needs by Year for City Workers

The data presented above provides an indication as to how the 
demand for car parking for City workers has changed from 2000 to 
2016 which will be assessed later against the estimated supply of 
car parking. It cannot however be assumed that all City workers are 
parking in the City as some may park in public and private parking 
areas on the outskirts of the City.



49City Survey Report 2022

Supply of Non-Residential Car Parking 
Understanding car parking capacity against the needs is crucial for 
developing a parking strategy for the City to ensure traffic congestion 
is not exacerbated and to safeguard and enhance the City’s vitality.

To estimate the supply of non-residential car parking analysis of data 
from a variety of sources (the Draft City of Hamilton Plan 2015 Report 
of Survey, Corporation of Hamilton (CoH) data, Field Survey Data and a 
review of planning applications) was conducted.

The CoH has confirmed it offers a total of 1,818 public off-street car 
parking spaces which are available for City workers. 

In the Draft City of Hamilton Plan 2015 Report of Survey, the Department 
of Planning surveyed private on-site non-residential parking within 
the City and estimated that a total of 1,675 spaces (surface and 
underground) exist within the City which are available for the City 
workers. Since this survey was conducted new private commercial car 
parks and private on-site parking (associated with new non-residential 
developments) have been approved and are either under construction 
or completed including two new commercial private car parks (9 
Church Street with 21 cars and 62 King Street with 17 cars) and two 
new non-residential developments which include private on-site car 
parking (Point House at 6 Front Street with 17 cars and Butterfield 
and Vallis at 27 Woodlands Road with 25 cars). Together this totals 80 
additional private car parking spaces which are also now available for 
City workers.

In assessing all data outlined above it is estimated that the City has a 
total of 3,573 non-residential car parking spaces (public and private) 
which are available for City workers.

None of the censuses asked whether those working in the City parked 
in the City. As such we cannot assume that the estimated 4,760 cars 
generated by City workers in 2016 were all parked in the City. Some 
may have parked in public or private parking areas just outside the 
City boundary to the west, northwest, north and east, including but 
not limited to, Woodlands parking lot, BAA, Tennis Stadium, Dutton 
Avenue and Fort Hamilton, which together supplement an additional 
354 car parking spaces. 

In addition commercially zoned Outskirt Areas, which act as a natural 

extension to the City, have a significant number of on-site private 
car parking which serve the needs of their staff. Some City workers 
may travel by car with others (spouses or friends) who work in these 
commercially zoned Outskirt Areas which have access to on-site private 
parking. As such these commercially zoned areas are also potentially 
supplementing the car parking supply for City workers. 

To estimate the total number of private non-residential car parking 
spaces within these Outskirt Areas a digital survey of all surface 
parking was conducted using Google Earth’s satellite imagery from 
2021. Historic planning approvals were also reviewed to confirm car 
parking numbers at and below grade. As a result of this it is estimated 
that a total of 1,381 private car parking spaces exist within the western 
commercial-zoned Outskirt Area while 119 are estimated to exist within 
the eastern commercially zoned Outskirt Area.

It is acknowledged that while this study has focused on commuter 
traffic associated with City workers surplus on-street car parking also 
exists for short term parking to serve the needs of those commuters 
visiting the City by car to access retail shops, restaurants and other 
various facilities and services offered within the City. The CoH has 
confirmed it offers 1,178 additional public on-street parking spaces 
which are available for short term parking associated with such needs. 

Figure 35 shows the total estimated City worker demand for car parking 
against the estimated supply of non-residential car parking (within the 
City, just outside the City and within the commercially-zoned Outskirt 
Areas). Please note that 4,760 is a worst-case scenario and the actual 
number is likely to be considerably lower than this.
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Figure 35:  Demand Verses Supply within the City and Outskirt Areas 

The analysis outlined above provides a good indication that there is an 
adequate supply of car parking (public and private) both within and 
outside of the City to meet the demand of City workers commuting by 
car in 2016 demonstrating that the current supply is greater than the 
demand. 

Car Parking Occupancy Rate Analysis  
While the analysis above indicates the demand for car parking for 
City workers, we cannot assume the demand has stayed the same 
since 2016. While we don’t have more recent data relating to the total 
working population in the City who come to work by car, we can assess 
the occupancy rates of car parks (owned by the CoH- available to the 
public and a selection of privately owned- available to the public) 
which may indicate how the demand for car parking has changed 
since 2016. 

The CoH shared data relating to the total number of parking spaces 
within each public parking lot for use in calculating occupancy rates. 
As it relates to the privately owned parking lots the total number of 
parking spaces was confirmed through a review of the planning file 
which granted approval for the parking lot or via field survey. 

In this regard, the Department of Planning conducted:

1) A digital survey using Google Earth’s satellite imagery from 2016 to 
2021 (most recent satellite image in October 2021). 

All satellite images which were taken on weekends or public 
holidays were not included in the survey to capture maximum car 
parking counts. Cloudy days, which made visibility challenging, 
were also left out of the survey.

Car parking counts by satellite image date were recorded in a data 
set. Counts were averaged by year, however, it was noted that 
averages are highly sensitive to extreme counts which can skew 
the results, suggesting lower occupancy rates than the majority of 
counts found. As such, extreme low car counts (many were noted 
in 2020 and 2021, presumably as a result of COVID, whereby many 
worked from home) were removed from the dataset such that 
maximum averages could be estimated. 

2) A field survey was conducted from the 29th of November 2021 to 
the 10th December 2021 to get current car counts. Each parking 
lot was surveyed twice. Surveys were conducted on weekdays with 
each parking lot being surveyed once in the morning and once in 
the afternoon. It was noted that the 2000 Census recorded data on 
work start times and the number of hours worked per day. This data 
was not collected for the 2010 and 2016 censuses. Start times were 
generally between 8 am and 9 am with most doing a 35- 40 hour 
work week. It is not unreasonable to assume that this has generally 
stayed the same. As such it was determined that to capture the 
maximum car counts, field surveys needed to take place between 
10 am and 11 am and between 2 pm and 3 pm. These results 
were inputted into the digital survey dataset and used towards 
calculating the average car count for 2021.

Different methods of data collection were used in order to assess how 
occupancy rates have changed since the adoption of the CHP2015. 
While field surveys allows us to gain an understanding of current 
occupancy rates, Google Earth imagery was able to provide us with 
an indication of occupancy rates prior to the global pandemic which 
is helpful in enabling us to gain and understanding of maximum 
occupancy rates since the adoption of the CHP2015 as well as pre 
pandemic. 
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It is acknowledged that digital surveying has a margin of error.  
While each Google Earth satellite image is date stamped, enabling 
confirmation of whether the image was taken on a weekend, weekday 
or public holiday, the images are not time-stamped and as such the 
relevant weekday imagery could have been taken outside of peak 
demand times. 

Other factors which made the digital surveying challenging included 
image resolution, cloudiness, existing tree canopies and shading from 
neighbouring buildings and surrounding vegetation.

It is also important to acknowledge that during the time when the 
field survey was conducted the Island was still transitioning from 
remote working at home to on site in office working which would have 
affected parking statistics. Low tourist numbers in general, as a result 
of COVID, coupled with the survey taking place outside of the tourist 
season, would have also impacted car counts. While we were unable 
to anticipate what the long term work patterns associated with remote 
working and in office working would be it was considered that there 
was still value in collecting this information.

Public 
Parking 
Lot

Total 
# Car 
Parking 
Spaces

# of cars in 
2016 (digital 
survey) 

Av. OR 
% 

# of cars in 
2017 
(digital 
survey)

Av. OR  
%

# of cars in 
2018 
(digital 
survey)

Av. 
OR % 

# of cars in 
2019
(digital 
survey) 

Av. OR  
%

# of cars in 
2020
(digital 
survey)  

Av. 
OR  %

# of cars 
in 2021 
(field 
Survey)  

Av. 
OR % 

Diff. In OR 
between 
2016 and 
2021

No. 1 
Wharf 

107 98 92 83 78
Image Not 

Clear
N/A 55 51 65 61 75 70 - 22

No.5 
Wharf 

33 28 85 24 73 28 85 29 88 29 88
Not open  
to public

N/A N/A

No.8 
Wharf 

37 37 100 33 89 28 76 29 78 29 86 26 70 -30

Cavendish 70 49 70 55 79 56 80 40 57 58 83 23 33 -37

City Hall 191 154 81 84 44 110 58 136 71 122 64 118 62 -19

Par- La- 
Ville 

206 103 50 138 67 106 51 86 42 118 57 130 63 +13

Bulls Head 995 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 485 49 N/A

Elliot 
Street 

131 16 12 76 58 98 75 114 87 107 82 113 86 +74

King 
Street 

38 & 
revised 
to 32 in 

2019

36 95 33 87 33 87 6 2 27 84 23 72 -23

Laffan 
Street

16 13 81 13 81 13 81 10 63 13 81 12 75 -6

Figure 36: Average Car Counts and Occupancy Rates 

* No Imagery Available (N/A)
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CoH owned Paid Parking Lots 
The Corporation of Hamilton (CoH) has ten parking lots which offer a 
total of 1,818 off-street non-residential paid car parking spaces. While 
digital and field surveys were both conducted on almost all of these 
parking lots, some exceptions are noted below. 

Digital surveys were not conducted for Bulls Heads as it is a multi-
storey car parking garage. As such, only the rooftop parking level is 
visible by satellite. 

Digital surveys were also not conducted on those satellite images in 
2018 for Wharf No. 1 (east of the Birdcage on Front Street) as half of the 
parking lot was covered by a mega tent.

Field surveys were not conducted on Wharf No. 5 as the CoH has 
confirmed that this parking lot was closed to the general public for 
the months of November and December 2021 as it was being used for 
health workers and those members of the public scheduled for COVID 
tests at Pier 6.

The results of both the digital and field surveys conducted are 
recorded in Figure 36. Average occupancy rates (OR) have also been 
calculated based on the total number of car parking spaces available 
in each parking lot. 

In 2016 Wharf No. 8 (opposite Supermart on Front Street) was the 
parking lot which had 100% occupancy on average, followed by King 
Street (95%) and Wharf No.1 (92%). All other parking lots, excluding 
Bulls Head (as we only have data for 2021 and as such could not 
calculate an average), had an average occupancy rate of 85% or less. 

Figure 37 charts this data and shows that none of the parking lots 
operate at full capacity on a consistent basis. In all parking lots except 
for two, there has been a decrease in the average occupancy rate from 
2016 to 2021. Elliott Street has the highest average occupancy at 86%, 
followed by Laffan Street with 75%. 

Figure 37: Occupancy Rate (OR) in Paid Public Parking Lots 

The information gathered provides a clear indication that the average 
occupancy rate of these parking lots (available for non-residential car 
parking for City workers) has generally decreased since 2016 with 
none of them presently operating at full capacity. However, these 
findings have to be interpreted within the context of the known data 
gaps (outlined above) that exist.
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Whilst no digital survey data was available from 2016-2020 the CoH 
shared rough estimates of the occupancy of Bulls Head parking lot 
(Figure 38) during this time which is reflected in the table below. 
These estimations confirm that Bulls Head, similar to other parking 
lots, has seen a decrease in its occupancy since 2016.  

Year Estimated Occupancy

2016 60% -75%

2017 60%

2018 50%-60%

2019 40%-55%

2020 40% - 50% (Jan-April) and 3% - 8% (May to December)

Figure 38: Estimated Occupancy Rates

Parking is a fluid issue and not everyone who works or seeks to access 
the services and facilities offered within the City, park within the City. 
It is therefore necessary to consider the contribution which formal 
and informal parking areas outside of the City make in establishing a 
clearer picture of the overall parking capacity of the City.

Figure 39: Free Public Parking Areas outside the City

±
Public Parking Areas 

On the Outskirts of the City
Public Parking Area

Free, Public Parking Areas outside the City
Three parking areas (shown in Figure 39) just outside the  boundary 
of the City were also surveyed as they are generally used on an 
informal basis for long term, free, public car parking. Together they 
offer approximately 133 car parking spaces available for City workers. 

The results of both the digital and field surveys are recorded in Figure 
40. Average occupancy rates (Occ. Rate) have also been calculated 
based on the total number of car parking spaces available in each 
parking lot.  

The occupancy rates from 2016 to 2021 are charted in Figure 41. 
Average occupancy rates have generally increased since 2016. Fort 
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Hamilton and Dutton Avenue had significant increases in occupancy, 
up to 89% and 77% respectively. There may be a correlation between 
the increase in occupancy within these free public parking areas and 
the decrease in occupancy in the COH owned parking lots.

Figure 41: Occupancy Rate (OR) in Free Public Parking Areas 

This data indicates that the average occupancy rates of these free 
public parking areas has generally increased since 2016, however, 
none of them are presently at full occupancy. However, these findings 
have to be interpreted within the context of the known data gaps 
(outlined above) that exist.

Figure 42: Privately Owned Paid Parking Lots outside the City

± Public Parking Areas 
On the Outskirts of the City

Private Parking Area

Public  
Parking 
Areas 
in the 
Outskirts

# of Car 
Parking 
Spaces

# of cars 
in 2016 
(digital 
survey)

Occ. 
Rate  %

# of cars 
in 2017
(digital 
survey)

Occ. 
Rate  %

 # of cars 
in 2018
(digital 
survey) 

Occ. 
Rate  %

# of cars 
in 2019 
(digital 
survey)

Occ. 
Rate %  

# of cars 
in 2020
(digital 
survey)

Occ. 
Rate  %

# of cars 
in 2021 
(field 
survey)

Occ. 
Rate  %

Diff. 
In OR 
between 
2016 
and 
2021

Fort  
Hamilton 

18 3 17 4 22 7 39 9 50 14 78 16 89 +72

Tennis 
Stadium

50 2 4 11 22 18 36 18 36 25 50 17 34 +30

Dutton 
Avenue

65 2 3 10 15 60 93 41 63 37 57 50 77 +74

Figure 40: Average Car Counts and Occupancy Rates 
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Privately owned Paid Parking Areas outside the City 
Two privately owned parking lots (BAA and Woodbourne Avenue) 
were surveyed on the outside of the City, as shown in Figure 42. 
Together they have approx. 221 paid car parking spaces which are 
available for City workers.

The results of both the digital and field surveys are recorded in Figure 
43. Average occupancy Rates (Occ. Rate) have also been calculated.  

The occupancy rates from 2016 to 2021 have been charted in Figure 
44. Average occupancy rates increased from 2016 to 2020 and then 
decreased in 2021 but are still higher than rates in 2016. There may be 
a correlation between the increase in occupancy in these parking lots 
and the decrease in occupancy in CoH owned parking lots.

 

Figure 44: Occupancy Rate (OR) in Paid Private Parking Areas 

Figure 44 data indicates that since at least 2016 these parking lots 
have never operated at full capacity. However, these findings have 
to be interpreted within the context of the known data gaps (outlined 
above) that exist.

Private 
Parking 
Areas in 
Outskirts

Avail. # 
of Car 
Parking 
Spaces

# of cars 
in 2016
(digital 
survey)

Occ. 
Rate % 

# of cars 
in 2017
(digital 
survey)

Occ. 
Rate  %

# of cars 
in 2018
(digital 
survey) 

Occ. 
Rate  %

# of cars 
in 2019
(digital 
survey) 

Occ. 
Rate  %

# of cars 
in 2020
(digital 
survey

Occ. 
Rate %  

# of cars 
in 2021 
(field 
survey)

Occ. 
Rate  %

Diff. 
In OR 
between 
2016 
and 
2021

BAA 119 25 21 63 53 66 55 41 34 60 50 27 23 +2

Woodboune 
Avenue

102 11 11 13 13 52 51 70 69 76 75 33 32 +21

Figure 43: Average Car Counts and Occupancy Rates 
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Privately owned Paid Parking Lots within the City 
Nine private parking lots within the City were surveyed, which 
together offer approximately 331 car parking spaces available for City 
workers. Figure 45 marks the location of these parking areas.  

±

Private Parking Areas in the City
Private Parking Area

Figure 45: Private Paid Parking Lots within the City

The results of both the digital and field surveys conducted are recorded 
and charted in Figures 46 and 47 respectively. No data is available 
from 2016 to 2018 for 9 Church Street as it was not constructed until 
2019. Data is also not available from 2016 to 2020 for 62 King Street 
as it was not constructed until 2021.



57City Survey Report 2022

Figure 47: Occupancy Rate (OR) in Paid Private Parking Areas 

This data shows that overall the occupancy rate has increased since 
2016. However, these findings have to be interpreted within the context 
of the known data gaps that exist. For this study, the most important 

finding is that despite a rise in the overall occupancy levels of these car 
parks, they continue to operate well within their capacities. 

On-Street Paid Public Parking 

The Corporation of Hamilton (COH) has confirmed it offers 1,178 on-
street car parking spaces within the City typically used for people who 
make short term trips into the City. Neither digital nor field surveys 
were conducted to estimate public on-street car parking occupancy 
rates due to resource constraints.

In summary, the digital and field occupancy rate surveys suggest 
that none of the CoH or privately owned car parks/areas within the 
City or outside the City which are available for City workers are at 
full occupancy. This may indicate that demand for car parking has 
decreased since 2016 or has been displaced from CoH owned car 
parks to competitively priced privately owned parking lots (within the 
City and outside the City) or free, informal public parking areas outside 
the City.

Private Parking 
Areas in the City

Avail. # 
of Car 
Parking 
Spaces

# of cars 
in 2016
(digital 
survey)  

Occ. 
Rate % 

# of cars 
in 2017
(digital 
survey)  

Occ. 
Rate  %

# of cars 
in 2018
(digital 
survey)  

Occ. 
Rate % 

# of cars 
in 2019
(digital 
survey)

Occ. 
Rate  %

# of cars 
in 2020
(digital 
survey)  

Occ. 
Rate % 

# of cars 
in 2021 
(field 
survey)

Occ. 
Rate  %

Diff. In OR 
between 
2016 and 
2021

71 Victoria Street 39 2 5 10 26 16 41 16 41 20 51 19 49 +44

9 Church Street 21 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 14 7 33 11 52 N/A

62 King Street 17 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 7 41 N/A

5 Trott Road 50 4 1 6 2 30 60 29 58 33 66 23 46 +45

10 Trott Road 30 0 0 3 1 13 43 11 37 15 50 17 57 +57

79 Reid Street 37 4 11 6 16 14 38 13 35 17 46 16 43 +32

38 Dundonald Street 37 2 5 15 41 15 41 19 51 18 49 8 22 +17

55 Victoria Street 33 3 9 10 30 11 33 13 39 14 42 6 18 +9

49 Victoria Street 67 7 10 21 31 24 36 26 39 29 43 31 46 +36

Figure 46: Average Car Counts and Occupancy Rates 
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Parking Land Area Analysis  
Car parking takes up a significant amount of land in the City which 
can be detrimental to the urban and pedestrian environment. 
Understanding how much land in the City is allocated for parking 
provides an indication of whether there is an imbalance with what 
should be the principle land uses within an urban centre. As such a 
digital survey, using Google Earth satellite imagery was conducted 
across the City. Each surface parking area was mapped and assigned 
an index number. Approximate areas of each parking area were 
then calculated. Each parking lot was also cross-referenced with the 
Department of Land Valuation’s records to confirm whether it was 
associated with commercial or residential use. Using the City Map 
from the Corporation of Hamilton’s website, CoH parking lots were 
identified with all remaining being classed as privately owned. 

It is acknowledged that area calculations made using Google Earth 
Pro are not based on a field survey and as such represent approximate 
areas only. 

In terms of calculating on-street parking, the CoH has confirmed 
that a total of 1,178 on-street non-residential car parking spaces 
exist, 42 of which are handicapped spaces. Assuming that each car 
and handicapped space complies with the minimum space size 
requirements in the CHP2015, this equates to 153,472 square feet (3.5 
acres) of land which is taken up by CoH on-street car parking. 

Figure 48 summarises the data calculated as a result of the digital 
survey and calculations made using the data provided by the CoH. 
Percentages were calculated against the total area of land which falls 
within the City boundary (7,657,551 square feet or 176 acres). 

Type of Parking Area (sq.ft.) Acreage
Percentage  
of the City

CoH Non- Residential Off-
Street Car Parking

304,600 7 4

Privately Owned Non-Res-
idential Off-Street Car 
Parking

459,319 11 6

Privately owned Off-Street 
Residential Car Parking

34,898 0.8 0.5

CoH On-Street Car Parking 153,472 3.5 2

Total 952,289 22.3 12.5

Figure 48: Area of Land Dedicated to Parking by Type 

In analyzing both the digital survey data and calculations made 
using data provided by the CoH, it is estimated that 21.5 acres of land 
within the City is presently used for non-residential off and on-street 
car parking, accounting for 12.5% of the City’s land mass. This is a 
significant amount of land dedicated to parking. 

Figure 49 shows that the majority (11 acres) of surface car parking is 
privately owned non-residential (off-street) parking with CoH off-street 
car parking accounting for the next highest acreage (7 acres). 

Figure 49: Breakdown of the total 21.5 Acres of Surface Parking
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Of the 21.5 acres of CoH and privately owned non-residential car parking 
in the City, at least 2.3 acres accommodates three CoH parking lots, 
all located within The Waterfront and City Hall Strategic Development 
Sites (see City of Hamilton Plan 2022 for details) including Wharf No. 
1 (34,867 square feet), Wharf No. 5 (8,518 square feet) and City Hall 
parking lot (47,616 square feet). Within the context of a fully informed 
parking strategy, land within these parking lots could be considered 
for redevelopment to significantly enhance the quality of the public 
realm/pedestrian environment, enhancing the vitality of the City for its 
residents, workers and visitors alike.

Planning Application Analysis 
To assess how the provisions detailed in the Policy Background Section 
above have been applied and whether they have been successful, an 
assessment of all planning applications received during the review 
period for sites within the City was conducted. 

A total of 268 DAP 1 applications were received during this time, 47 
(18%) of which were for either new parking lots or included additional 
privately owned on-site non-residential parking within the City as part 
of a development proposal. 

A total of 10 applications were received during this review period 
associated with new parking lots. All were located on privately owned 
land with 5 being assessed under the CHP2001 and 5 being assessed 
under the CHP2015. 

Three of these 10 applications were withdrawn with the remaining 
seven being approved (temporary and permanent approvals 
sometimes for the same site) associated with four parcels of land, all 
of which are located within the City Plan Area. Figure 50 shows the 
total number of applications by resolution and nature of approval 
(temporary or permanent).

Figure 50: Number of Planning Applications by Decision Type

Both the CHP2001 and CHP2015 require the applicant to demonstrate 
both the need for the parking lot and that the proposal would not 
detrimentally impact traffic flow or the pedestrian environment. 

Researching applications found that applicants routinely did not 
attempt to justify their proposals against the requirements of the 
applicable policy provisions. Despite this, it was also apparent that a 
large number of these applications were approved by the Board. 

Of the seven approvals, the CoH supported 4. Of the remaining 3, the 
CoH raised concerns relating to traffic and pedestrian safety. In one 
of the three applications in which concerns were raised by the CoH, a 
Traffic Impact Study was requested by the Department.  

Approvals resulted in four new parking lots and a total of 115 additional 
private car parking spaces. The lowest number of cars approved 
within one parking lot was seventeen and the highest number of 
cars approved for one parking lot was fifty. Figure 51 shows the new 
parking lots in orange and the existing public parking lots in green. 
Three of the new parking lots (9 Church Street, 5 and 10 Trott Road) 
are located on the western side of the City in proximity to Bulls Head, 
Par- La- Ville and City Hall public parking lots, while the other parking 
lot (62 King Street) is located on the eastern side of the City in proximity 
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to Cavendish, King Street and No. 8 Wharf public parking lots.

 

Figure 51:  New Parking Lots and Existing Public Parking Lots 

A total of 22 planning applications were processed which applied for 
on-site car parking associated with new developments. The majority 
of approvals were granted under the CHP2015 with 13 of these being 
associated with sites within the City Plan Area.

Two applications were refused by the Board for reasons other than 
on-site parking and approved by the Minister under appeal. One 
application (P0419/10) was refused by the Board due to concerns 
about traffic impact and lack of demonstration that proposed parking 

was required as an operational minimum. The Board’s decision was 
appealed and the appeal was dismissed by the Minister. More recently 
the Board refused an application in the Restricted Parking Area 
(P0025/21) which proposed on-site parking which is not permitted 
under the provisions of the CHP2015. Figure 52 breaks down the 
number of applications received by year and by decision type since 
2010. It demonstrates that most of the applications which applied for 
on-site non-residential parking were approved by the Board or by the 
Minister under appeal. 

Figure 52: No. of Applications by Decision

Figure 53 shows the percentage of applications located within the 
Reduced, Standard and Restricted Parking Areas and demonstrates 
that most were for sites located within the Reduced Parking Area of 
the City.
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Figure 53: Distribution of Applications by Parking Provision Area

A total of 164 additional on-site car parking spaces were approved in 
association with new developments during the review period with 122 
of these being located within the City Plan Area. Of this, a total of 16 
non-residential car parking spaces were located within the Standard 
Parking Area while 148 car parking spaces were located within the 
Reduced Parking Area. 

The CoH raised no concerns regarding on-site parking or traffic 
concerns. 

In two applications the CoH raised concerns about on-site parking 
and its impact on the traffic and pedestrian environments. In three 
applications involving the creation of residential units, the CoH 
recommended some on-site parking be included given the City was 
unable to issue residential parking permits for the new units. 

It should be noted that having reviewed data from the CoH it can be 
confirmed that a total of 104 on-street residential parking permits have 
been issued to date across the City. This removes those spaces from 
their primary purpose, which is to support the commercial operations 
of the City.  

Case Studies on the Environmental Impacts of Parking 
Lots  
Whilst it is acknowledged that parking does support the commercial 
and administrative functions of the City, and is therefore a requirement, 
gaps in the urban streetscape for parking purposes can remove 
opportunities for new buildings and uses which could otherwise 
increase the number of uses and destinations within the City resulting 
in a more inviting, transit-friendly and walkable urban environment. 

Having a considered and comprehensive parking strategy for the 
City can assist in ensuring that there is appropriate and strategically 
located parking provision within the City designed to appropriate 
specifications. The importance of trying to strike the correct balance 
between the need to accommodate sufficient parking provision 
without compromising the environmental qualities of the City is a 
challenging endeavour.  It is considered that priority should be given 
to creating an environment which prioritises pedestrian movement and 
activity as creating an appealing pedestrian environment encourages 
longer stays and increased expenditure. 

In this regard, site visits were conducted for a selected number of 
privately owned and CoH owned non-residential parking lots within 
the City to assess the impact that parking lots have on the pedestrian 
and urban environments.  

Privately owned Parking lot at 9 Church Street 

This site is located west of City Hall and north of the entrance to the 
Par-La- Ville car park within the City Plan Area. A 5 storey office building 
previously existed on this site which was demolished in 2018. A parking 
lot with a total of 21 car parking spaces was approved for a temporary 2 
year period and then subsequently approved permanently. 

While the parking lot fronts onto Church Street the single vehicular 
access is gained via Trott Road further to the west. Buildings to the 
immediate north, east and west are 4-5 storeys in height. 

As a result of the demolition, blank 4-5 storey facades are now exposed, 
defining the north, east and western sides of the parking lot.  A mural 
was installed on the western façade which adds some colour and 
interest to one of the blank façades, however, the remaining facades 
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have been left blank, which is to the detriment of the visual quality of 
the area. 

 The site provides direct access to Church Street via a short pedestrian 
route. Deep planter beds, landscaping and concealment screens 
flank both sides of this pedestrian access. The landscaping is varied 
in height and type and is visually pleasing, providing relief from the 
hardscaping. This, in addition to the concealment screens, attempts to 
mask the parking area from the view of Church Street. 

 

Figure 54: 9 Church Street 

While the mural, landscaping and screens minimise the visual impact 
on the pedestrian environment this parking lot has created a hole in 
the urban fabric resulting in a “dead space” which does not stimulate 
interest but only attracts vehicular activity. This void is unfortunate 
and considered to be a missed opportunity which could otherwise be 
used for a new building and/or use(s) which could make a contribution 
towards the vitality and viability of the City. Whilst it is accepted that 
there is a significant amount of vacancies within the City, demolishing 
buildings and replacing them with parking lots is not a sustainable 
solution as it creates a fragmented urban environment and is highly 
visually detrimental meaning that over time, the City will become a less 
appealing place to be.

Privately owned Parking Lot at 62 King Street

Figure 55: 62 King Street 

This site is located on the western side of King Street (a main two-lane 
route providing access out of the City) between Reid and Church 
Streets and within the City Plan Area. A 2 storey building with on-site 
parking previously existed on the site, which was demolished in 2019, 
exposing blank building facades to the north and south associated 
with adjacent buildings. The rear western lot line is open, with views 
of roofs associated with adjacent buildings to the north which sit 
below the grade of the site. The existing parking lot was permanently 
approved under P0066/21 for a total of 17 cars and was installed in 
2021.

The car park fronts onto and gains access from King Street (single 
access point), with the approved plans showing landscaped planters 
on either side of the access with concealment screens. A row of 
hedging was also approved to be installed along the rear lot line. 
Unfortunately, landscaping at the rear and the concealment screens 
behind the planters fronting King Street have not been installed. While 
landscaping was installed in the planters, it consists of some low 
Rosemary plants which offer no concealment.  As such the parking lot 
is fully visible from King Street.  

This parking lot has also resulted in a void being created along this 

Figure 55: 62 King Street 
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Privately owned Parking Lot at 62 King Street

Figure 55: 62 King Street 

This site is located on the western side of King Street (a main two-lane 
route providing access out of the City) between Reid and Church 
Streets and within the City Plan Area. A 2 storey building with on-site 
parking previously existed on the site, which was demolished in 2019, 
exposing blank building facades to the north and south associated 
with adjacent buildings. The rear western lot line is open, with views 
of roofs associated with adjacent buildings to the north which sit 
below the grade of the site. The existing parking lot was permanently 
approved under P0066/21 for a total of 17 cars and was installed in 
2021.

The car park fronts onto and gains access from King Street (single 
access point), with the approved plans showing landscaped planters 
on either side of the access with concealment screens. A row of 
hedging was also approved to be installed along the rear lot line. 
Unfortunately, landscaping at the rear and the concealment screens 
behind the planters fronting King Street have not been installed. While 
landscaping was installed in the planters, it consists of some low 
Rosemary plants which offer no concealment.  As such the parking lot 
is fully visible from King Street.  

This parking lot has also resulted in a void being created along this 

Figure 55: 62 King Street 

stretch of King Street and is unfortunately detrimental to pedestrians 
given its high visibility on a main aerial road directing traffic out of 
the City. It has resulted in a “dead zone” which only attracts vehicular 
activity and does not bring vitality to the area. While certain locations 
of the City may be appropriate for parking the highly visible nature of 
this site suggests that it is inappropriate for this use. Furthermore, it has 
created a very obvious gap site which detracts from the streetscape.   

Privately owned Parking Lot at 79 Reid Street 

This site is located in the south eastern corner of the City, along the 
northern side of Reid Street and within the City Plan Area. A total of 37 
car parking spaces exist within this parking lot which fronts and gains 
access from Reid Street. 

Figure 56: 79 Reid Street

Blank building facades (2 storeys in height) define the eastern and 
western sides while a 10-foot high retaining wall with single-storey 
building facade atop defines the northern rear boundary. 

This parking lot is highly visible given its location on Reid Street, a main 
commuter access road into the City. It has created a void along this 
stretch of Reid Street and is not visually attractive to pedestrians or 
commuters alike who travel along this road daily. 

Its existence only draws vehicular activity and does not enhance the 
area by adding interest or attracting notable levels of footfall. This void 
is unfortunate and considered to be a missed opportunity which could 
otherwise be used for a new building and/or use.

This site exemplifies the poor aesthetic qualities of gap sites which 
become utilised as parking lots. It interrupts the pedestrian environment 
through necessitating vehicular activity over the sidewalk and reveals 
blank facades on all sides (with the exception of some small windows). 
There is an under resource of green spaces within this part of the 
City and through the Bermuda Economic Development Corporation 
survey we know that people would like to see this addressed. This site 
presents an opportunity to address this deficiency.

CoH owned Parking lots on the Waterfront at No. 1 Wharf and No. 
5 Wharf 

These parking lots are both located on the Waterfront, one on either 
side of the flag pole within the City Plan Area. Both have incredible 
views of the harbour and together offer a total of 140 commercial car 
parking spaces.

Lightweight metal railings define the southern edge of both parking 
lots. The northern edges of both parking is defined by a landscaped 
planter with a low hedge and ornamental palm trees. No.5 Wharf has 
two access points (entry and exit) crossing over the sidewalk, while 
No.1 Wharf (east of the Birdcage café) has one large two-way access 
crossing over the sidewalk. 

These parking lots are highly visible given their location on Front Street 
- a main arterial access road through the City. They are dead spaces 
and only generate activity associated with vehicular traffic.  They do 
not enhance the area by adding interest. These sites form part of the 
larger waterfront area which at present is dramatically underutilized. 
This is one of the most valuable assets in Bermuda with immeasurable 
potential. The redevelopment of the Waterfront could be the single 
largest catalyst to reinvigorating the City and vastly increasing 
expenditure within the area.  
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Figure 57: No 1 and No 5 Wharf

These car parks necessitate vehicular crossings over the sidewalk 
which can make pedestrians feel as though these areas prioritise 
vehicular movements over pedestrian movements. As a result 
pedestrians are routinely on the lookout for vehicles entering the 
pedestrian environment, which can make them feel uneasy and on 
guard. 

Par- La- Ville parking lot has the potential to comfortably accommodate 
these 140 car parking spaces if redeveloped to include underground 
public parking. This would combat the parking issue and assist in 
enabling the potential of the Waterfront to be realised. It is recognised 
that there are significant legal and financial complexities in place 

which would inhibit any progress in the short term, however, purely 
from a planning perspective and with the ambition of facilitating the 
long-term prosperity of the City, it is considered prudent to continue to 
highlight the potential of this area within the new Plan.

CoH owned Parking Lot at City Hall 

This parking lot is located to the immediate west of City Hall, in 
proximity to the downtown core retail area and offers 191 commercial 
car parking spaces. It is one of the most highly visible parking lots in 
the City, surrounded by Dismont Drive, Church, Victoria and Wesley 
Streets. City Hall, a Grade 1 listed building is located to the immediate 
east, while 4- 6 storey buildings exist to the north, south, and west. A 
two-lane entry provides access off Dismont Drive with single-lane exit 
points off Victoria and Wesley Streets. All entry and exit points cross 
sidewalks.

Sidewalks run along all sides of the parking lot, however, they are 
sandwiched between the central car park and on-street bike parking. 
Two oversized planters, each with a tree and low ground cover, are 
located at the northeastern and northwestern corners of the parking 
lot. There is a significant degree of interaction between pedestrians, 
car and bike parking which is to the detriment of the pedestrian 
environment. This sends the message to pedestrians that this area 
prioritizes vehicular movements which can leave pedestrians feeling 
unsettled within the pedestrian environment as they negotiate this 
interaction. 
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Figure 57: No 1 and No 5 Wharf

These car parks necessitate vehicular crossings over the sidewalk 
which can make pedestrians feel as though these areas prioritise 
vehicular movements over pedestrian movements. As a result 
pedestrians are routinely on the lookout for vehicles entering the 
pedestrian environment, which can make them feel uneasy and on 
guard. 

Par- La- Ville parking lot has the potential to comfortably accommodate 
these 140 car parking spaces if redeveloped to include underground 
public parking. This would combat the parking issue and assist in 
enabling the potential of the Waterfront to be realised. It is recognised 
that there are significant legal and financial complexities in place 

Figure 58: City Hall Parking Lot 

The access roads surrounding the site are used by pedestrians or 
commuters alike who travel around the outside of this parking lot daily. 
It lacks interest and only generates activity associated with vehicular 
traffic. Its use does not enhance the area by adding interest but rather 

is seen as a lost opportunity which could otherwise be used for new 
uses which could stimulate activity around City Hall. 

This parking lot has been identified as a Strategic Development Site 
in the new Plan which has the potential to be developed as a central 
City square – something which the City (and Island) noticeably lacks 
at present. This alternative use would considerably enhance the public 
realm and pedestrian environment and, if properly executed, would 
also compliment the grade 1 listed City Hall building. As noted above, 
Par-la-Ville parking lot (which is approximately 100 feet from this site) 
presents an opportunity to consolidate parking within the City and 
could comfortably accommodate any spaces lost from this site if it was 
redeveloped to incorporate underground and/or multi-level parking. 

It is recognised that there are significant legal and financial complexities 
in place associated with the Par-La- Ville parking lot which would inhibit 
any progress in the short term, however, it is considered necessary to 
continue the highlight this site’s potential within the new Plan as it 
could contribute greatly to the success of the City.

 

CoH On-Street Public Parking 

On-street parking is present on almost every street within the City. It 
causes visual clutter, can inhibit pedestrian movement and gives the 
impression of a City principally designed to accommodate vehicular 
activity. 

Par- La- Ville parking lot has the potential to easily accommodate 
additional car parking spaces if redeveloped to include multiple levels 
of underground public parking. This could potentially enable existing 
on street parking alongside key retail streets to be removed for the 
benefit of the pedestrian environment within the retail core. 

Significant legal and financial complexities in place associated 
with the Par-La-Ville site which may inhibit any progress in the 
short term are acknowledged, however, notwithstanding this it is 
considered important to continue noting the potential that selective 
pedestrianization of key retail streets would have on the vitality of the 
City.
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CoH owned Parking Lot at Par La- Ville 

Figure 59: Rear of Queen of Elizabeth Park

This parking lot is located in the southwestern corner of the City, 
in proximity to the downtown core retail area. It offers a total of 206 
commercial car parking spaces. The Queen Elizabeth city park exists to 
the immediate south with dense tall vegetation screening the parking 
lot from the view of the public park. Pedestrian access between the 
park and parking lot also exists which is great for connectively.  

Church and Par- La- Ville Streets flank the northern and western sides of 
the parking lot, however, due to the elevation of the parking lot above 
both roadways, which is defined by rock cuts and retaining walls with 
tall vegetation atop, the parking lot is barely visible from outside the 
site. 

It has a single lane entry and a two-lane exit, both fronting Church 
Street and is well lit with stormwater being managed within the site. 

This site has been identified as a Strategic Development Site within 
the new Plan which could be invaluable in supporting the potential 
re-development of the Waterfront, City Hall parking lot and the 
pedestrianization of key downtown core streets if the CoH supports 
recommendations. If consideration is given to developing it to include 
a multi-level public car park it could easily absorb the existing car and 
bike parking within these key sites which in turn could be re-developed 
to their full untapped potential, significantly adding to that area of land 
within the City which is allocated for pedestrians and as a public realm, 
elevating the City as a destination on Island. 

Figure 60: Par- La- Ville parking as viewed from Par-La- Ville Road and Church Street

In summary, this analysis has shown that while parking lots can be 
designed to meet all design requirements, they still have the potential 
to degrade the pedestrian environment and public realm. They 
often result in the creation of dead spaces which are devoid of life 
or activity, particularly in the evening hours. Street frontage parking, 
sandwiched between building facades, is especially detrimental to 
the pedestrian environment if not sited in appropriate locations or 
designed appropriately. In the wrong locations, they can create holes 
in the urban landscape which could otherwise be used for a new 
building and/or use(s) which could increase the number of uses and 
destinations within the City, reduce the distance which people need 
to travel to these destinations, and result in a more inviting, transit-
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friendly and walkable environment. 

Whilst there will always be the need for parking within the City, the 
extent and location of existing parking facilities within the City have, in 
some instances, had an adverse impact on City streetscapes and taken 
up valuable space which could otherwise contribute to enlivening or 
greening the City. In addition, they create the impression that the City 
is principally designed to accommodate vehicles and not pedestrians. 
Such perceptions make the City a less appealing prospect for 
pedestrian movement.

Access to an excessive supply of parking also fosters high levels of car 
ownership and traffic congestion within the City while discouraging the 
use of alternative and more sustainable modes of transport. The existing 
parking supply meets demands and may already be over provided to 
some extent. As such, it is suggested that no additional commercial 
car parking should be allowed within the City with carpooling, public 
transportation, cycling, and walking being promoted as alternatives.

The Department strongly supports the preparation of a new parking 
strategy for the City which would enable pedestrians to occupy more 
space and which would unlock the potential contribution which 
Strategic Development Sites (currently accommodating parking 
facilities) and some key, downtown, retail core streets can make to the 
long-term vitality and viability of the City.

Parking Catchment Area Analysis
The analysis above has demonstrated that there is sufficient capacity 
for car parking (CoH and privately owned) to service the City, however, 
some may question whether available parking provides catchment 
across the whole City. 

To study this spatial analysis was conducted on all CoH parking lots 
and a selection of the privately owned parking lots within the City as 
well as some public and privately owned parking areas outside the 
City. Applying the standard that the average person walks 5 mins from 
their car parking space to place of employment, which works out to be 
about 1,300 feet, a circle was mapped using the centre of each parking 
lot with a radius of 1,300 feet. People will generally walk a little further 
for car parking than for say public transportation as the use of a private 
car is convenient and on Island faster in most instances than the use of 
public transportation. Each type of parking lot was also colour coded. 

The results of the spatial analysis are seen below in Figure 61. 
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Figure 61: Catchment Areas

This analysis shows that the CoH owned parking lots catchment 
areas cover the City entirely. The selection of privately owned parking 
lots within the City also appear to have combined catchment areas 
which also cover most of the City. The two privately owned parking 
lots outside the City to the west together have a combined catchment 
area which covers a good portion of the City as do the three public 
parking areas outside of the City.

In summary, all parts of the City are within a 5 min walking distance 
from a parking lot. However, this analysis does not consider that 
some may arrive by ferry or bus (public transportation). This is further 
discussed below. 

Public Transportation Catchment Area Analysis 
The Island’s bus and ferry terminals are located within the City with 
bus routes within the City stretching along Front Street, Bermudiana 
Road, Church Street and Cedar Avenue. The bus terminal is located 
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to the immediate east of City Hall while the ferry terminal is located 
at the western end of Front Street with multiple routes serving Paget, 
Warwick, Southampton and Sandy’s. To understand whether the 
City’s public transportation system services all areas of the City spatial 
analysis was also conducted using all bus stops, the bus terminal and 
the ferry terminal points.

Applying the standard that the average person will walk about 2.5 mins 
(approximately 200 meters) to access public transportation catchment 
areas were created around all bus stops and terminals within the City, 
show in Figure 62.

 

 

Figure 62: Public Transportation Catchment Areas

This spatial analysis demonstrates that the catchment areas cover the 
majority of the City except for the NW and NE corners which have only 
partial coverage. As such most of the City can access some form of 
public transportation within a 2. 5 min walk.

Recently the reliability of the public transport system has be 
inconsistent as a result of industrial disputes which have been 
exacerbated by requirements for social distancing in response to the 
global pandemic. Together these circumstances have significantly 
reduced the operational capacity of both bus and ferry services which 
has had a direct impact on ridership. Offering frequent and reliable 
forms of public transportation into the City is one of the most effective 
ways of reducing congestion both within the City and in other parts of 
the Island, particularly during rush hour while also encouraging the 
use of more sustainable modes of transportation. 

While the analysis above has focused in on non-residential car parking 
residential parking requires more discussion which is detailed below. 

Residential Parking
While the CHP2015 would normally require that each unit be 
designated a car parking space on site the Board is given the discretion 
to approve less. That being said once a residential assessment number 
is issued to the owner by the Transport Control Department the owner 
or tenant of the unit will be allowed to have a car which, without on-site 
parking, will be displaced onto the City to manage. 

The CoH has confirmed that it has issued 104 residential permits to 
date across the City and that additional residential permits will be 
challenging for the City to issue. As such the CoH recommends that 
the existing residential parking standards be retained so as not to 
displace residential parking within the City. 

In considering this while also attempting to encourage more 
sustainable modes of transport within the City and to reduce vehicle 
congestion, the new Plan may want to consider requiring a maximum 
of 1 car per unit. For those units where a car parking space is not being 
allocated on site, a bike parking space should be provided and the 
unit should be designated as a “restricted residential unit/apartment 
(cycle only)”. This will ensure that these units are not permitted to have 
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a car by TCD. This gives applicants flexibility to provide less residential 
car parking on site while supporting sustainably and encouraging the 
use of alternative modes of transport, reducing congestion without 
displacing car parking onto the City to manage. 

Residential parking standards also apply to Special Needs and Group 
Housing as these are classed as forms of residential use. These forms 
have significantly different parking requirements depending on the 
business model being applied. As such the onus should be on the 
applicant to demonstrate the operational minimum required to justify 
the need for on-site parking. 

It is difficult to strike the correct balance between ensuring that there 
is sufficient volume of parking to support businesses and therefore, 
the viability of the City, whilst seeking to minimise congestion and 
encourage more sustainable forms of transportation. This is all within 
the context of a public transportation service which has had fluctuating 
reliability for a variety of reasons, including COVID. However, there 
must come a point where we draw a line with the incremental 
increase in parking facilities within the City as it erodes the quality of 
the environment, making it less appealing for pedestrian movement. 
Whilst there will always be a margin of error in data collection, we 
believe that our data is telling us that we’ve reached saturation point 
with parking in the City and we therefore do not wish to exacerbate the 
issues this is causing, including making it easier for people to choose 
the car over other modes of sustainable transportation. This is why 
we recommend the new Plan should be strongly in favor of placing 
increased restrictions on the creation of new parking facilities within 
the City.
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5.3 Summary Table

Chapter Information Sources Key Issues Key Findings Recommendations

Transportation 
and Parking

Planning application analysis, data 
shared by the COH, data in Report 
of Survey 2015, and digital survey 
analysis

What is the supply of non-residential 
car parking within and outside of the 
City that is available for City workers? 

A total of 3,927 car parking spaces are available 
within and outside of the City for City workers.

Planning application analysis and 
digital survey analysis 

What is the supply of non-residential 
car parking within the Outskirt Areas 
which may supplement car parking 
for City workers?

The Outskirt Areas have an estimated 1,500 non-
residential car parking spaces which serve the 
needs of their staff, potentially supplementing 
the supply of non-residential City parking for City 
workers. 

Review of census data What is the demand for non-residen-
tial car parking for City workers?

A total of approximately 4,760 cars come into the 
City for work requiring car parking. 

Planning application analysis, data 
shared by the COH, data in Report of 
Survey 2015, digital survey analysis, 
and a review of census data

What is the total supply vs demand 
for non-residential car parking for City 
workers? 

Approximately 6,605 non-residential car parking 
spaces are estimated to account for the supply 
within and outside of the City. This exceeds the 
estimated demand of 4,760 required car parking 
spaces associated with City workers.

The new Plan should consider restricting the 
creation of new on-site parking, new parking 
lots or expansions of existing parking lots or 
on-site parking areas unless there is a clearly 
defined demonstrable need. 

Site visit analysis, digital survey analy-
sis, and discussions with the COH

What is the average occupancy rate 
for non-residential parking lots/areas 
within and outside of the City?

Occupancy rates vary but it is rare for any of the 
non-residential parking lots/areas to operate at 
full capacity.

Digital survey analysis How much land within the City 
accounts for parking? 

A total of 22.3 acres of land (12.5%) is presently 
used for car parking within the City, most of 
which is non-residential off-street parking. 

Planning application analysis, discus-
sions with DM officers, and site visit 
analysis 

Are there opportunities to remove 
existing parking key sites and streets 
within the Retail Core? 

The redevelopment of Par-La- Ville parking lot to 
include multi-level parking available to the public 
could easily absorb existing parking within key 
sites and streets.

The new Plan should support the 
consolidation of parking at Par-la-Ville parking 
lot and the removal of parking key sites and 
streets to enable the potential of these sites/
streets to be maximised.

Planning application analysis How many new parking lots have 
been approved & installed since 
2010. Did applicants demonstrate the 
need for such?

A total of 4 new car parks have been approved 
& installed which together have a total of 115 
car parking spaces. Applicants routinely made no 
attempt to demonstrate the need for such. 

Planning application analysis How many private on-site non-
residential car parking spaces were 
approved and installed associated 
with new developments since 2010?

A total of 164 new on-site private non-residential 
car parking spaces were approved associated 
with new developments since 2010.

Site visit analysis How do parking lots impact the 
pedestrian environment? 

If located in inappropriate locations, they can 
have an adverse impact upon city streetscapes 
and take up valuable space while creating the 
impression that the City is principally designed 
to accommodate vehicles which can make the 
city a less appealing prospect for pedestrian 
movement.

GIS Mapping Analysis Are all parts of the City within walking 
distance of a non-residential parking 
area or form of public transportation? 

All areas of the City are within a 5 min walk from 
an available car parking area either within or 
outside of the City and are within a 2.5 minute 
walk from a bus or ferry stop/terminal.
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Chapter Information Sources Key Issues Key Findings Recommendations

Transportation 
and Parking

Planning application analysis and 
discussions with DM officers and CoH

Are parking standards for residential 
developments still relevant?

A total of 104 residential permits have been 
issued by the CoH to date. TCD allows all new 
units to have a car unless it is classed as a “bike 
only unit”. The CoH has confirmed if residential 
parking is not provided for on-site this parking 
is displaced onto the City which is extremely 
challenging to manage. 

The new Plan should consider revising the 
residential parking standards to allow for a 
maximum of 1 car parking space to be provided 
on site for each residential unit. Residential units 
which are not designated a car parking space 
should be defined as “restricted residential 
unit/apartment (cycle only)” and should be 
required to provide 1 bike parking space per unit. 
This gives applicants flexibility to provide less 
residential car parking without displacing it onto 
the City. 

Planning application analysis and 
discussions with DM officers and the 
COH

Are specific parking standards needed 
for special needs and group housing 
forms of residential development?

These forms of residential use have significantly 
different parking requirements depending on the 
business model being applied.

The new Plan should continue not to set 
standards but should put the onus on the 
applicant to demonstrate the minimum 
operational needs to justify the need for on-site 
parking.
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Public Realm, Pedestrian 
Environment and Universal 
Accessibility

6.1 Policy Background

City of Hamilton Plan 2001
Pedestrian Streets, a Pedestrian Priority Area, and Pedestrian 
Links were identified within the City of Hamilton Plan 2001. New 
developments fronting any one of these had to be designed in a 
manner which enhanced the pedestrian environment and provided 
for the enjoyment, comfort and safety of pedestrians.

New pedestrian links at ground floor level also had to be incorporated 
into any new development which fronted onto one of these areas, 
subject to specific criteria. However, the Board was afforded the 
discretion to vary this requirement where justified. 

The principal ground floor entrance of all new buildings across the 
City was also required to provide level access for pedestrians from the 
sidewalk, with entrances below grade being discouraged. In addition, 
consideration also had to be afforded to incorporating universal 
accessibility in all designs.  

Public art installations were encouraged for new developments 
across the City which had a gross floor area (GFA) of 50,000 square 
feet or more. The art had to be visible from the street and preferably 
external to the building.

A total of 4 public parks were identified within the CHP2001 (Victoria 
Park, Queen Elizabeth Park (formerly Par-La- Ville Park), Point Pleasant 
Park at Albouy’s Point and Barrs Bay Park), with associated provisions 
requiring that development within a park must be compatible with the 
character or function of the park. Accessory structures were permitted 
provided the structure was directly associated with the principal use 
of the park and it enhanced the appearance and enjoyment of the 
park. The creation of new public amenity parks was also encouraged 
throughout the City under this Plan. 

All new development proposals were required to include high-quality 
landscaping which had to be designed to enhance pedestrian 
movement and comfort. Street trees were required to be retained as 
part of any redevelopment proposal and where they were damaged 
or removed, they had to be replaced with trees of similar size, shape 
and maturity.

City of Hamilton Plan 2015
Pedestrian Streets, the Pedestrian Priority Area, and Pedestrian Links 
mapped in the CHP2001 are no longer identified within the City of 
Hamilton Plan 2015, however, a Pedestrian Enhancement Area 
(PEA) is identified, covering the area where the Pedestrian Streets, 
the Pedestrian Priority Area and most of the Pedestrian Links were 
identified under the CHP2001. 

The public realm continues to be discussed within the CHP2015, 
which encourages community benefits for all developments across 
the City but requires them to be provided for developments which 
seek to apply the Board’s discretion for a development bonus. It 
defines a community benefit as “improvements that can be enjoyed 
by the public, are normally located within the public realm and 
contemplated as part of a development proposal, and may include but 
not be limited to the provision of new, or improvements to, amenity 
areas, parks & open spaces, sidewalks, landscaping, pedestrian links, 
street furniture, awnings, public art, and signage”. 

All development proposals are required to be designed with the 
pedestrian environment in mind through the creation of high quality, 
pedestrian orientated and universally designed public spaces, 
and must also provide for the enjoyment, comfort and safety of its 
pedestrians. 

New development proposals which have frontages onto two or 
more streets continue to be required to provide a pedestrian link as 
previously set out in the CHP2001, however, this is limited to sites 
which fall within the new Pedestrian Enhancement Area only. The 
Board also continues to be afforded discretion to vary this requirement. 

The principal ground floor entrance of all new buildings across 
the City continues to require level access for pedestrians from the 
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sidewalk. However, the Board, is now afforded discretion to vary this 
requirement if it can be demonstrated that this is not feasible. 

Universal accessibility is carried over into the CHP2015, however, the 
provision has been expanded to also require all facilities and amenities 
open to the public to be designed to ensure that they are barrier-free 
and usable to everyone regardless of age, size or physical ability. 

Provisions requiring verandas along the northern side of Front Street 
are also included within the CHP2015. 

The CHP2015 now requires that all proposals, and not just those 
proposing 50,000 GFA or more, include an element of public art either 
on the application site or on an alternative site within the City. Public 
art contributions required for development proposals of 50,000 GFA 
must equate to at least 1% of the total development costs. There have 
been issues with the application of this policy requirement as the 
CHP2015 does not provide any guidance in terms of what constitutes 
“total development costs”. It is also not clear how evidence of such 
costs should be provided. Development finance can be extremely 
complicated and therefore, although well intentioned, the lack of 
detail on how to implement the policy has meant that this provision 
has not been readily utilised.

Development within a park, parkette, or civic green space, similar to 
the CHP2001, must be compatible with the character and function of 
the space. Accessory structures continue to be permitted provided 
they are associated with the maintenance, conservation or enjoyment 
of the space and provided the design will not be detrimental to the 
visual quality or amenity of the area. The policies continue to require 
the retention of street trees, similar to the CHP2001, however, if they 
are damaged or have to be removed the CHP2015 now requires that 
a street tree valuation be applied with all costs being borne by the 
applicant in accordance with the CoH’s Street Tree Policy. 

High-quality landscaping continues to be required on site for all 
developments, however, as an alternative to providing it on site the 
Board is now afforded discretion to allow the provision of landscaping 
or new street trees on an adjoining public sidewalk or within another 
suitable off-site location.

6.2 Detailed Findings

Planning Application Analysis
The provisions related to the pedestrian environment and public realm 
in the CHP2001 and CHP2015, both intend(ed) to protect and enhance 
the pedestrian environment. 

As previously noted the CHP2001 identified Pedestrian streets, 
Pedestrian links and a Pedestrian Priority Area which all had associated 
provisions. These were not carried over into the CHP2015. Instead, a 
Pedestrian Enhancement Area was created which covers and goes 
beyond that area previously identified under the CHP2001 as the 
Pedestrian Priority Area. All previously identified Pedestrian streets 
and all but 2 Pedestrian links also fall within the CHP2015 Pedestrian 
Enhancement Area with many of the provisions being generally the 
same. 

In order to determine how these provisions have been applied and 
whether their application has resulted in improvements to the public 
realm a data set was created reflecting all DAP 1 applications received 
during the review period.

As the Pedestrian Enhancement Area, under the CHP2015, covers 
the Pedestrian Priority Area, Pedestrian streets and all but 2 of the 
Pedestrian links identified under the CHP2001 it was determined that 
searching for applications associated with all sites which fell within the 
Pedestrian Enhancement Area would be the most suitable approach 
given limitations with the application search engine. 

Thereafter each application was reviewed fully to understand the 
nature of the proposal and planning assessment as it related to the 
pedestrian environment, public realm to ascertain whether provisions 
are/were successful. 

Applications associated with all existing public parks, parkettes 
and civic green spaces received during the review period which are 
protected and enhanced through provisions of both the CHP2001 and 
CHP2015, were also included in the dataset.  

A total of 78 applications were found associated with the PEA, public 
parks, parkettes and civic green spaces, all of which were associated 
with sites that fell within the City Plan Area. Of these, 69 (88%) fell within 
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the PEA and 9 (12%) were associated with public green spaces. Figure 
63 shows the distribution of applications by year.

Figure 63: Applications by Year

Public Realm Enhancements within the PEA
Of the 69 applications associated with sites within the PEA, a total 
of 7 (10%) applications included enhancements to the public 
realm, pedestrian environment, and the incorporation of universal 
accessibility, all of which were approved. Details of each application 
are discussed below.

P0391/13 - Washington Mall

This application was submitted by Washington Mall Properties and 
included community benefits associated with the refurbishments of 
all entrances of Washington Mall which front onto Reid Street and 
Washington Lane. Works were proposed by the applicant as part of 
the application and were not secured by the Department through 
negotiations as a community benefit requirement. 

As it relates to the entrances fronting Reid Street, the proposal 
included the removal of existing awnings, to be replaced with etched 
glass sunshade structures projecting over and above the public 
sidewalk. Other improvements included the widening of the public 
sidewalk between both mall entrances, which was also proposed to be 
resurfaced with the installation of street trees. A new wooden bench for 

public seating was also proposed within the newly enlarged sidewalk, 
in addition to planters, landscaping and umbrellas. 

Entrances accessed off of Washington Lane were proposed to be 
demolished with a new turning door being centrally installed, inclusive 
of landscaped planters on either side. A cantilevered glassed second 
storey addition was also proposed above the new entry which would 
project over Washington Lane and provide shade and shelter. 

 Figure 63: Applications by Year 
 

The application was supported by the CoH and approved with works 
along the Reid Street elevation having been implemented. The 
implemented changes have added significant interest and vitality to 
the public realm within this stretch of Reid Street in the downtown 
core. During the lunchtime hour these benches are frequently used 
by pedestrians showing that their installation contributes to the 
pedestrian environment in a positive way.  

P0338/15 – 36 Bermudiana Road

This application applied for renovations and a change of use from 
commercial to group housing (staff accommodation for Fairmont 
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Hamilton Princess). The proposal included the replacement of an 
existing deteriorated wooden pergola with a new pergola within 
Queen Elizabeth Public Park (to the east). 

This was a contribution to the public realm (community benefit) which 
was secured through negotiations with the Department of Planning. 
The application was approved and all works have been completed, 
including the installation of the new pergola which has enhanced the 
usability of this space for the enjoyment of all.

Figure 65: New Replacement Pergola in Queen Elizabeth Park

P0312/17 – West end of the Waterfront

This application applied for a new 3 storey tourism/hospitality building 
at the west end of Front Street. The planning assessment states that 
the Waterfront provisions require that all proposals enhance the 
pedestrian environment and that the proposal will draw pedestrians to 
the Waterfront and provide visual interest for the area. The application 
was given a temporary approval for a 5-year period, which expires in 
Feb 2023. 

Figure 66: Tourism/Hospitality Building

P0151/18 –The Waterfront

This application was submitted by the CoH and was not a community 
benefit secured by the Department through negotiations associated 
with a proposed development application but rather was the sole 
purpose of the application. The introduction of these sail shade 
structures has enhanced the use of the Waterfront for pedestrians who 
can take some relief from the heat during the summer months. 

Figure 67: Sail Shade Installation in the Waterfront
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P0239/18 –6 Front Street

This application proposed extensive renovations and alterations to the 
existing building. The planning assessment states that the design is 
high quality and pedestrian orientated, with a universally designed 
public realm that will provide for the enjoyment, comfort and safety of 
pedestrians. Improvements (repaving) to the existing sidewalk were 
also proposed. The proposal included an extended canopy to provide 
pedestrian protection from the elements. Retail uses were proposed 
on the ground floor to add to the vitality and foot traffic on this side 
of Front Street. The application was approved and works have been 
completed. The renovation has significantly enhanced the pedestrian 
environment and increased the vitality of the area as the ground floor 
retail uses have resulted in a notable increase in footfall.    

 Figure 68: 6 Front Street (Pre- Renovation)

  

Figure 69: 6 Front Street (Post Renovation)

P0105/15 – Old Police Station at 42 Parliament Street

This application applied for renovations and upgrades to the former 
police building. The renovation project considered providing 
universal accessibility from the sidewalk and within the building. This 
element formed part of the original submission and was not secured 
as a community benefit by the Department through negotiations. The 
application was approved but has since expired. The building was 
subsequently demolished due to its poor condition and the site is now 
vacant. 

P0216/15 – 81 Front Street

This application was received for upgrades and internal renovations 
to create a cultural arts and community centre and entertainment 
facility (Chewstick Cultural Hub). Universal accessibility formed part of 
the original submission with installation of a number of interior ramps 
enabling internal access to all levels of the ground floor when previously 
internal steps existed. These improvements were not negotiated as 
community benefits through the processing of the application but 
rather form part of the original submission. All works were successfully 
implemented but unfortunately since its completion the building 
suffered damage as a result of a fire and had to be demolished. 

In summary, this analysis has shown that considered improvements to 
the public realm and pedestrian environment can result in increased 
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vitality and interest to the City environment. Provisions in the emerging 
City Plan should continue to advocate for public realm improvements 
and strengthen requirements for such works in association with 
development activity.  

Public Parks, Parkettes and Civic Green Spaces
Of the 8 applications associated with public parks, parkettes, or 
civic green spaces, a total of 6 (75%) were approved, resulting in 
improvements (one temporary) to public green spaces, details of 
which are outlined below. The remaining two applications included 
works which would have enhanced public green spaces, however, 
they were unable to be supported due to provisions relating to historic 
areas and listed buildings and as such were withdrawn or refused. 

P0260/13 – City Hall

This ‘in-principle’ planning application was submitted by the CoH 
proposing a new public plaza on the south lawn of City Hall with a 
pedestrian-only outdoor space which would replace the existing asphalt 
driveway. The proposal included reflection pools, a pond, a new clock, 
benches, landscaping, trees and pathways. The planning assessment 
states that the proposal will contribute to the vitality of the area and 
enhance City Hall as a civic focal point with additional dimensions 
being added to the pedestrian environment. The application was 
approved, with a final application (P0404/13) subsequently being 
approved by the Board. While some of the approved works have not 
yet been completed, the area has been enhanced in several ways 
recently, enlivening the space and adding features of interest. In the 
absence of an obvious civic square within the City, the City Hall lawn 
has become the default location for some of the free live entertainment 
events hosted by the Corporation of Hamilton.

Figure 70: Public Realm Enhancements within the South Lawn of City Hall

P0441/18 – Point Pleasant Park

This application was also submitted by the Corporation of Hamilton, 
proposing upgrades and improvements to Point Pleasant Park at 
Albouys Point. Works included the installation of a relocated statue, 
and associated seating. As part of the proposal, the existing memorial 
and trees on the site will also be relocated, with new walkways being 
installed. 

New steps are also proposed on the existing dock to the south and 
new bollards are shown to be installed between the park and the 
vehicular roadway, enhancing safety for users of the park. The 
planning assessment states that the proposed changes will enhance 
the public realm and environment. The application was approved and 
construction had commenced at the time of writing.

Planning approval was also granted for a pavilion monument 
(P0249/19) within Point Pleasant Park with associated paving, hard-
standing, lighting and shade structures. Such installations add 
historical and visual interest to public spaces and therefore make them 
more appealing areas to visit.

The planning assessment states that the pavilion has been designed 
to be universally accessible and that it will provide for the enjoyment, 
comfort and safety of pedestrians within the space. It is also contends 
that it will provide a destination within the City representing a cultural 
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element associated with Bermuda (the Bermuda Triangle). The 
proposal provides for the safety of pedestrians by removing existing 
conflicts between traffic and pedestrians through carefully considered 
design. 

In summary this analysis has shown that enhancement to public 
green spaces can have a significant impact on the use and enjoyment 
of the space, creating destinations within the City. This emphasizes 
not only the importance of public areas of open space, but also the 
importance of ensuring that planning policy provides scope for works 
which can enhance the enjoyment of these spaces. Accordingly, the 
emerging Plan should continue to protect and allow for the sensitive 
enhancement of these valuable assets, without compromising their 
fundamental functions.

Figure 71: Albouys Point Figure 72: Albouys Point

Public Art
A review was also conducted on applications received during the 
review period which resulted in the approval of a public art element. A 
total of 4 applications included a public art component, two of which 
were associated with sites within the City Plan Area and two of which 
were associated with sites within NE Hamilton. Two of the applications 
were refused with the Board’s decision being appealed to the Minister 
who resolved to dismiss both appeals. The remaining two were 
approved. 

P0419/10 is an in-principle application which sought approval for 
a new eight-storey office building at the corner of Angle, Elliot and 
Brunswick Streets. Given the in principle nature of the application, 

only a conceptual idea of the type of public art was provided which 
included mosaic inlays (flying birds) within the sidewalk running 
below the covered walkways. A series of landscaped planters were 
also proposed in the conceptual design within the walkway. The 
application was refused for reasons unrelated to the public art 
provisions. It was appealed to the Minister who resolved to dismiss the 
appeal. Later another application for the site was submitted (P0057/13) 
for an identical proposal which was refused once more by the Board 
whose decision was appealed to the Minister who resolved to uphold 
the appeal and grant planning permission. The approval has since 
expired. 

P0508/15 was submitted which proposed a new 2 storey building at 
71 Reid Street. Details of the public art component were not provided 
with the application but the planning assessment included a condition 
requiring such to be submitted and approved before the issuance of a 
final Certificate of Completion and Occupancy. The Board approved 
the application which has since expired. 

Planning application PLAN-0102-19 sought approval for a 5 storey 
building (residential and retail uses). The proposal included two 
sculptures fronting Church Street at street level which accounted for 
the public art requirement. The Bermuda Arts Council supported the 
conceptual design and the planning assessment included a condition 
requiring that all details of the proposed public art be submitted, 
approved and installed prior to the issuance of a final certificate. 
Construction had commenced at the time of writing.

While there have been a small number of approvals for public art 
installations, unfortunately none of them have been implemented and 
therefore we are unable to assess their impact upon the public realm. 
Nonetheless, there are numerous public art installations around the 
City which demonstrate how public art can transform a public space 
in a positive way, stimulating conversation and adding interest. Some 
are on private properties but still visible to the public whilst others are 
located within public spaces and have been installed as part of the 
Corporation of Hamilton’s VIVID public art initiative. The aim of this 
initiative is to enliven the City through facilitating public art installations 
that connect visitors and the local community to Bermudian art and 
culture. Some examples of public art within the City are shown below.  
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                                     “Children Playing” and mural - access into Par-La-Ville car park                “Nourish Your Soul” - Dundonald Street                    

   
   “Gombeys” - Till’s Hill                                                            “Postcard” - west end of Church Street              Gombey Portrait – Elliot Street

  
   “The future is in our Hands” and newly renovated public toilets – Victoria Street   “Unfolding Flora Duffy” - Hamilton Post Office 
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                                  “Moongate” and the Bermuda Flag -Front Street                         “Paradox”, “Vivid Bermuda”, & “Bermudaful Treasures” 

  
   Sidewalk mosaics - Front Street              Mosaic benches and plant pots - throughout the City                          “When Voices Rise” -Wesley Square      

                  Figure 73: Examples of Public Art

It is evident that significant and ongoing efforts have been made by 
the Corporation of Hamilton to implement various forms of public 
art throughout the City. These efforts have created interesting and 
inviting spaces and places which enhance the City’s “place” value 
and sense of identity. In the case of Chancery Lane, it is also evident 
that thoughtful public art works can also turn functional pedestrian 
linkages into destinations in and of themselves. This route is regularly 
photographed by visitors and residents of Bermuda, which attracts 
people into the area and increases expenditure within nearby 
businesses. While some of these improvements were undertaken 
by the CoH others were associated with private developments. It is 
important to continue to advocate for and, in some instances, require 
community benefits in association with development proposals for 
the betterment of the public realm and pedestrian environment. 

Public Parks and Civic Green Spaces
A total of 9 public open spaces exist within the City including parks, 
parkettes and civic green spaces. Together they total over 8 acres of 
land. The most commonly cited standard which City residents are 
willing to walk to get a park is on average 5 minutes. This works out 
to be about 1,320 feet (1/4 mile). In applying this standard, circular 
catchment areas were mapped around a centre point in each public 
park, parkette, and civic green space to determine what parts of the 
City of Hamilton these catchment areas cover. The results of the spatial 
analysis are shown in Figure 74. It is acknowledged that this analysis 
is based on walking in a straight line, however, these catchments 
can still be used to provide a reasonable indication of catchment. It 
should also be noted that two additional public parks also exist to 
the immediate north (Jubilee Park) and east (Fort Hamilton) which, 
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although not located within the City, are available for use given their 
proximity to the City. 

Figure 74: Public Green Spaces and Catchment Areas (5 Min Walk) 

These spaces within the urban environment provide relief, peace, 
and relaxation within a densely developed City. Such intangible 
benefits are often overlooked but are extremely important for health 

and wellbeing. The spaces range in size, quality, connectivity, 
cultural significance and design. Some could benefit from further 
enhancement in their functionality to attract more users to the space, 
however, their importance within the City cannot be overstated. 
As such, developments fronting onto these public open spaces or 
located in proximity should be sensitively designed. The importance 
of these spaces should be acknowledged within the new Plan and 
they should continue to be appropriately protected.   

Pedestrian Links
Whilst the City is principally designed to facilitate vehicular 
movements, there are a number of small pedestrianized linkages which 
facilitate pedestrian activity. These often coincide with designated 
road crossing points, which undoubtedly enhance the pedestrian 
experience. The linkages are of varying degrees of quality and it is 
inevitable that the routes which receive the most attention from a 
maintenance and enhancement perspective are those located within 
or near to the retail core. The routes present unique opportunities to 
link key parts of the City.

A total of 6 pedestrian links were identified under the CHP2001, 
some of which are owned by the CoH with others being privately 
owned. They are valuable spaces which make pedestrian movements 
easier, thus incentivizing people to walk instead of using motorized 
transportation.  
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Figure 75: Previously Recognised Pedestrian Links (CHP2001)

Joell’s Alley 
This CoH owned route commemorates a Bermudian family dating 
back to the 17th century. Running for two blocks between Reid Street 
and Victoria Street, Joell’s Alley is located one-half-block west of King 
Street. Peoples Pharmacy parking lot is located to the west of the route 
running from Court Street to Church Street, while a private parking lot, 
two traditional residential buildings, and a vacant excavated out lot 
being used by Bermuda Motors for car storage abut the eastern side 
of the link.

Figure 76: Northern Section of Joell’s Alley

The southern section of Joell’s Alley runs from Church Street to Reid 
Street. The route is flanked by small scale traditional buildings. The 
northern section is accessible by vehicles while the southern section, 
which is paved, is only accessible to pedestrians.

  

Figure 77: Southern portion of Joell’s Alley
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Figure 77: Southern portion of Joell’s Alley

Improvements to Joell’s Alley is an example of a project which could 
be funded through a community benefit initiative. It presents a unique 
opportunity to enhance an existing pedestrianized link between Reid 
Street and NE Hamilton. Signs could also be posted to draw attention 
to the link and the quality of the route could be enhanced with public 
art, lighting and paving materials rendering it a truly unique space and 
experience with the City. 

Fagans Alley
This route stretches between Reid Street and Front Street, immediately 
east of The Supermart, and is owned by the CoH. It is defined by tall 
walls and has been paved using high quality materials which gives 
this link a sense of identity as it is distinctive. A barbershop is accessed 
directly from the alley which provides seating within the space for 
waiting patrons of the establishment. This is a popular pedestrian 
route, linking two of the busiest streets in the City and, although it is 
well maintained with high quality paving materials having been used, 
it is relatively bland at present and would benefit from public art works. 
Some form of natural surveillance would also be beneficial, however, 
this may be challenging given established adjacent land uses and 
buildings. 

This alley presents another opportunity for a community benefit 
project including the installation of lighting and public art, making 
the connection from NE Hamilton (through Joell’s Alley and Fagan’s 
Alley) to Front Street more useable and enjoyable for pedestrians. 

 

Figure 78:Fagan’s Alley

Chancery Lane
This link is owned by the CoH, is located in the southeastern corner 
of the City, and connects Front Street with Reid Street. It is one of the 
best examples of how a pedestrian link can been transformed into an 
exciting, inspirational, and fun public space. The route has become a 
destination in itself and attracts locals and visitors alike.

  

Figure 79: Enhancements to Chancery Lane
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Figure 79: Enhancements to Chancery Lane

The exciting and inspirational feel of this space has even inspired some 
artists.

 

  

Figure 80: Art Inspired by the Improvements to Chancery Lane

Figure 80: Art Inspired by the Improvements to Chancery Lane

Walker Arcade and Old Cellar Lane
Walker Arcade is located in the downtown Retail Core. Old Cellar Lane, 
another link stems off Walker Arcade, connected by a set of steps. Both 
are privately owned.

Old Cellar Lane was one of the many stables along Hamilton’s busy 
Front Street before the 1900s. It has a truly unique feel, with a hidden 
cobbled stone walkway leading to several quaint shops which take 
you off the main street. 

Figure 81:  Old Cellar Lane
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Figure 81:  Old Cellar Lane

Walker Arcade is another very popular link connecting Reid Street 
with Front Street. It is tastefully tiled with shops spilling out into the 
walkway, including a courtyard with a central fountain which, until 
recently, was used for outdoor seating associated with a restaurant. It 
is a unique space with lots of character and interest. 

  

Figure 82: Walker Arcade

Washington Lane
This pedestrian link is owned by the CoH and is located in the 
downtown retail core of the City. Lined with shops and restaurants, it is 
a popular pedestrian route, connecting Church Street with Reid Street. 
In the past, a hanging umbrella art installation has been installed which 
added interest, shade and additional colour to the space. Most recently 
the route has undergone some significant improvements, with new 
colourful paving and up lighting being installed, as well as wooden 
benches with landscaped planters at both ends. Through the VIVID 
scheme the CoH is hoping to install a series of wall mounted mosaic 
trays along the walkway. This is also a good example of how the CoH 
has attempted to facilitate pedestrian movement through connecting 
crossings with pedestrian routes.

Figure 83: Washington Lane as viewed from Church and Reid Streets

Bermuda House Lane
This less known link runs from Front Street to Reid Street and is located 
east of Chancery Lane. It appears to be privately owned and provides 
access to Bolero restaurant. While it is open and available during the 
day and evening hours it appears that it may be locked afterhours. The 
installation of lighting and public art would really assist in enhancing 
this connection for the enjoyment of pedestrians during the day and 
early evening hours.
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Figure 84: Bermuda House Lane as viewed from Reid and Front Streets

Link between Bermudiana and Par-La-Ville Roads
This link appears to be privately owned and is defined at both ends 
by archways. It is short but is still a quaint little alley which offers a 
convenient connection. It has bricked paving and has at least one 
shop and one office which take direct access from it. Although not 
previously recognised as a pedestrian link it should be acknowledged 
for its contribution to the pedestrian environment.   

  

Figure 85: Unnamed Pedestrian Link as viewed from Bermudiana and Par-La-Ville Roads

In summary, this study has demonstrated the importance of the existing 
pedestrian linkages within the City which contribute greatly to the 
pedestrian environment as they provide routes where pedestrians take 
priority. The CoH has undoubtedly implemented some high quality 
and successful public realm improvement works throughout the City, 
however, this study has shown that there are still opportunities for 
maximizing the potential of some of these routes as well as existing 
privately owned routes. Enhancement of these routes presents an 
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ideal opportunity for community benefit contributions in association 
with development activity. 

In recognizing the significant contribution that these links have to 
the pedestrian environment, provisions should seek to protect and 
enhance these spaces through sensitive design approaches. The 
new Plan should also considered adding the map shown in Figure 86 
which identifies where these existing and proposed links are located 
within the City.

±
Pedestrian Links in the City

Pedestrian Link

Figure 86: Map of Pedestrian Links for consideration in the new Plan 

The City Health Check
The 2022 City Health Check (CHC) provides insight into the “health” 
of the City using a selection of strategic health check indicators one of 
which is accessibility. In its assessment of accessibility the CHC notes 
that the City is highly accessible for private cars and bikes given that 
there are over 30 parking lots and on-street parking is available on 
nearly every street. The volume of land dedicated towards vehicular 
parking, combined with the strong impression of a city that has 
principally been designed to facilitate vehicular movements, detracts 
from pedestrian accessibility and the overall quality of the pedestrian 
environment. The research has also found that the City is well-
maintained in terms of the overall condition of roads, sidewalks and 
buildings, owed largely to the Corporation of Hamilton. However, there 
is room for improvement in terms of the quality of the streetscape and 
addressing the current imbalance which exists between the vehicular 
and pedestrian environments.    
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6.3 Summary Table

Chapter Information Sources Key Issues Key Findings Recommendations

The Public 
Realm, 
Pedestrian 
Environment 
and Universal 
Accessibility

Planning application analysis

Site visit analysis

Discussions with DM officers 

Are public art installations enhancing the 
City and are the provisions still relevant? 

It is evident that significant and ongoing efforts have 
been made by the CoH to implement various forms of 
public art throughout the City. These efforts have created 
interesting and inviting spaces and places throughout the 
City, which enhance the City’s “place” value and sense 
of identity. While some of these were undertaken by the 
CoH others were associated with private developments. 
Public art installation could form part of a community 
benefit in association with a new development. 

The new Plan may want to advocate for and, in some in-
stances require community benefits in association with 
development proposals for the betterment of the public 
realm and pedestrian environment.

Planning application analysis

Site visit analysis

Are existing public green spaces (parks, 
parkettes and civic green spaces) func-
tioning well and do provisions still need to 
acknowledge these spaces?

Existing green open spaces within the City provide relief, 
peace, relaxation and a pause from the hustle and bustle 
of the City environment which is important for the health 
and wellbeing of the City’s residents, workers and visi-
tors alike. The spaces range in size, quality, connectivity, 
cultural significance, and design. Some could benefit 
from further enhancement in their functionality to at-
tract more users to the space, however, their importance 
within the City cannot be overstated. 

The new Plan may want to consider ensuring that de-
velopments fronting onto these public green spaces or 
located in proximity be sensitively designed to enhance 
these spaces. Provisions should consider highlighting this 
design response to ensure these space are protected 
and/or further enhanced as destinations within the City 
which bring the community together.   

Discussions with the COH Does a street tree valuation outlined in 
policy GRE.4 of the CHP2015 still need to 
be applied in cases where street trees are 
removed or damaged with all costs being 
borne by the applicant in accordance with 
the CoH’s Street Tree Policy?

The COH has confirmed the policy remains relevant. It 
has been used once since its adoption associated with 
an application on Park Road.

The new Plan should consider retaining this policy.

Planning application analysis

Site visit analysis

Are existing pedestrian links still relevant 
and are there any new links which should 
be considered? 

Existing pedestrian links are still relevant as they signifi-
cantly contribute to the pedestrian environment with a 
range of examples, some better than others, which en-
able pedestrian to dominate in a City designed around 
vehicles. One new private link was identified connecting 
Bermudiana to Par-La-Vile Road.

The new Plan should seek to protect and enhance these 
links through sensitive design approaches which are 
designed to respond to these spaces by enriching them 
for the enjoyment of pedestrians. A map should also 
be added to the new Plan identifying where these links 
(pre-existing and new) are located within the City. 
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Strategic Development Sites
There are a small number of key strategic sites across the City which 
have been identified as offering large-scale development opportunities 
for a number of years. At present, some of these sites contain significant 
volumes of car parking which would have to be accommodated 
elsewhere if the sites were to be redeveloped. This section provides 
an overview of these sites and also recommends the inclusion of an 
additional site, which has recently become vacant.

7.1 Policy Background

The City of Hamilton Plan 2001 
The CHP2001 identified 4 sites, all of which were owned by either the 
CoH or the Government. They included the Waterfront, Par-La- Ville 
Car Park, City Hall Car Park (inclusive of City Hall), and the Victoria 
Street Clinic. These sites were identified as presenting opportunities 
for development and enhancement that could play a major role in 
revitalizing and enhancing the City. 

The CHP2001 required that new development proposals for these sites 
had to have broad compliance with any development briefs prepared 
for the sites with general policies outlined for all sites. While specific 
provisions were not set out for the Par-La-Ville Car Park, City Hall Car 
Park, and Victoria Street Clinic, a policy for the Waterfront was detailed.

New uses and development on the Waterfront could be allowed by 
the Board under the CHP2001, provided the proposal was designed 
to a high standard and provided it enhanced the Waterfront. Further, 
the proposal had to include adequate provision for public open 
space with public access being provided along the edge of the 
Waterfront. Proposals also could not prejudice the implementation 
of a comprehensive scheme for the development of the Waterfront.  

The City of Hamilton Plan 2015
The CHP2015 continues to promote these sites as Special Study 
Areas which have the potential to be catalysts for re-energising and 
enlivening the City. The Waterfront, Par-La-Ville Car Park, and City Hall 

Car Park (limited to the car park and no longer including the City Hall 
itself) continue to be identified. The Victoria Street Clinic site is not 
included as it is within north east Hamilton, which does not form part of 
the CHP2015. However, the site has been identified as a key site under 
the North East Hamilton Local Plan 2022.

Provisions of the CHP2015 require that proposals for the Waterfront, 
Par-La- Ville Car Park and City Hall Car Park be considered through the 
preparation of a special study or planning brief.

Proposals for the Waterfront are required to include a broad mix of 
compatible uses (temporary and permanent) which encourage and 
support a wide range of uses and forms of development. Further, any 
comprehensive proposals should include public open spaces and 
public access along the Waterfront and be designed to be compatible 
with the historic character of Front Street. Any proposals must also 
consider the connectivity of Front Street properties with the Waterfront, 
as well as connectively between activities within the Waterfront. Views 
of the harbour should be protected with enhancements being made to 
the pedestrian environment and public realm along this key site. 

Proposals for Par-La-Ville Car Park are required to consider mixed-
use development, which should include open space, residential and 
tourism uses, as well as below-grade public parking. Further, new 
developments should include physical improvements to Church 
Street and Par-La-Ville Road, specifically in terms of the pedestrian 
environment and be designed to complement the adjacent public 
park, with pedestrian connectivity being considered in all proposals.  

Finally, development proposals for the City Hall Car Park site should 
consider a mix of uses which should include open space, cultural, 
and entertainment facilities as well below grade public parking. 
Enhancements to the public realm should also be considered in any 
proposal and should be designed to complement the grade 1 listed 
City Hall. 

Proposals for all three sites are required not to prejudice the 
implementation of a comprehensive future enhancement and/or 
redevelopment scheme(s).

In determining whether existing Special Study Areas are still relevant 
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and whether there are any new sites which warrant recognition a 
review and analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data within the 
City was conducted.

7.2 Detailed Findings

Planning Application Analysis
To ascertain whether policies associated with each of the existing 
Special Study Areas have been applied and how successful they have 
been, a review of all planning applications received during the review 
period was conducted. It should be noted the Victoria Clinic Site was 
not included in this analysis as this site falls within the NE Hamilton and 
has been identified as a key site within the NEH Local Plan 2022. 

The Waterfront

The Waterfront site, which is owned by the CoH, totals approximately 
14 acres and is located within the Historic and Retail District of the 
City under the CHP2015. The site also falls fully within the Hamilton 
Harbour Watershed with part of the Waterfront falling within a Water 
Resources Protection Area. It is the City’s greatest asset with vast 
potential which could significantly revitalize and enrich the City’s 
environment if developed appropriately.  It stretches the full length 
of the City’s southern boundary from the container port (east end) 
to Point Pleasant Park at Albuoy’s Point (west end), with Front Street 
defining its northern boundary and the Front Street Historic Area as a 
backdrop. 

The majority of the site is characterised by an industrial container port 
operation and public parking. The CoH’s customs building (central), a 3 
storey containerized tourism building, and the City’s single storey ferry 
terminal building, are the exceptions. Hard surfacing covers almost 
the entire site except for two small green spaces, one central parkette 
(Waterfront parkette), and Point Pleasant Park which is located at the 
west end, within Albuoys Point.

A total of 17 planning applications were received during this time 
for development within the Waterfront site. Figure 87 shows the 
breakdown by year.

Figure 87: No. of Applications for the Waterfront by Year

The number of applications has been relatively low with the exception 
of 2017, when a significant increase is noted. This was primarily 
associated with temporary approvals directly related to the America’s 
Cup event, which took place in June 2017.

Since 2010, a total of five tent structures were approved temporarily. 
The planning assessment discussed policies associated with the 
Waterfront arguing that the tent structures would enable events to be 
accommodated, adding vitality to the Waterfront site.

A three-storey tourism/hospitality structure was also approved for 5 
years, due to expire in 2023. The planning assessment also discusses 
the Waterfront policies and states that the structure, and use, will add 
vitality to the site.

Some permanent development was also approved, including additions 
and access alterations to the container dock operation, seawall dock 
repairs and a small number of sail shade structures. Some solar panels 
and antennas were also approved. While the planning assessment for 
the sail shade structure discusses the Waterfront provisions, stating 
that they will enhance the use of the area by providing shade, other 
planning assessments for the utilities, container dock works and 
seawall dock repairs did not make mention of said provisions as they 
were not considered relevant to the assessment. 

This analysis has shown that the assessment of applications for 
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development within this key site have considered the Waterfront 
provisions where relevant, with 53% of approvals being granted for 
temporary periods to ensure that the amenity or overall development 
potential of the Waterfront was not compromised in the long term. 

It is recommended that this site continues to be recognised as a key 
site offering unique opportunities for redevelopment.

Par-La-Ville Car Park

This CoH owned site totals approximately 2 acres and is presently being 
used for public car and bike parking. The site is centrally located, near 
the downtown core and is adjacent to Queen Elizabeth Park, falling 
within the Historic and Retail District of the CHP2015. Church Street 
and Par-La- Ville Roads abut the site to the north and west respectively. 
These roads sit below the grade of the site, a grade difference defined 
by rock cuts and retaining walls with vegetation atop. As such the site 
is well concealed except for its access off Church Street. The site also 
has a Special Development Order (SDO) associated with it. 

Only one application was received since 2010 for this site, a final 
subdivision application (S0013/13) resulting in the Par-La-Ville car 
park being subdivided from Queen Elizabeth Park. This was done in 
preparation for developing the site in accordance with the approvals 
granted under an SDO, further details of which are set out below. 

 It should be noted that before 2010 some relevant historic approvals 
also exist that warrant discussion.

Planning application P0869/06 was received for the development of 
the site, which did not comply with the provisions of the operative 
plan. As such a Special Development Order (SDO) entitled the “Par-
La-Ville Hotel and Residences Special Development Order 2006” was 
granted on 11 December 2006. The SDO grants ‘in-principle’ approval 
for a ten-storey hotel and residential complex with 160 hotel rooms, 77 
luxury apartments, 2 restaurants with bars, a new spa, swimming pool, 
roof garden, conference facility, 3 levels of underground parking for up 
to 500 cars, a new amphitheater, fountain, pedestrian overpass, and 
vehicular access to hotel drop off. Matters relating to the use, siting 
and layout, site coverage, building height, density, building lines, 
access and parking were approved under P0869/06, with all other 
matters including design, external appearance and landscaping being 
reserved for final approval. Several renewals were granted, however, 
the most recent one of which has now expired. With regards to the 

SDO, the Attorney Generals Chambers (AGC) has confirmed that there 
are no provisions as to the duration of the SDO and as such, it remains 
valid unless a decision is made to revoke it. 

While there has been little activity associated with the site since its 
SDO approval in 2006, this review has confirmed that the site has 
development potential. Whilst there are ongoing legal complexities 
associated with this site, from a planning perspective it presents an 
excellent opportunity to consolidate car parking due to its location and 
limited visibility. As such, it is recommended that this site continues to 
be identified as a key development opportunity site.

City Hall Public Car Park

This key site is also owned by the CoH and measures just over 1 acre. 
The site is located to the immediate west of the grade 1 listed City 
Hall, within the Contemporary Business District of the CHP2015. It is 
presently being used for public car parking and abuts Church Street 
(S), Dismont Drive (E), Wesley Street (W), and Victoria Street (N). The 
location of the site, its proximity to City Hall and the main commercial 
area of the City means that this area naturally lends itself to being a 
public square for community events – a resource which the City 
currently lacks.

Only one application has been received since 2010 (P0098/17) for a 
temporary mega tent for large scale city events. Policies related to the 
City Hall site were discussed in the associated planning assessment, 
which states that the temporary tent would enable a range of events 
which had been displaced from Front Street due to the America’s Cup. 
The application was approved with a condition of approval requiring 
the tent’s removal by November 2017. 

This site still has merit as a key opportunity site and as such it is 
recommended that the site continues to be identified in the new Plan, 
offering great opportunities for redevelopment.

Former Canadian Hotel Site

This site is located within the southeastern corner of the City at 
the intersection of Reid and Court Streets. It is located within the 
Contemporary Business District of the CHP2015. Figure 88 shows 
the site outlined in red, consisting of several legal land parcels that 
together total approximately 23,500 square feet. 

Previously, the site was characterized by several buildings, which 
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articulated as 2-4 storey structures as viewed from Reid Street and 2 
storey structures as viewed from Court Street. 

The site is located in an extremely prominent and highly visible 
location, fronting Reid Street, one of the main roads entering the City. 
It also fronts Court Street, a distributor road which is highly utilized 
by containerized and heavy vehicular traffic heading north from the 
container port.

The Sessions House and Cabinet Building Historic Area, hatched in 
red, is located to the immediate west, on the opposite side of Court 
Street containing 3, grade 1 listed buildings (Session House, Cabinet 
Office and Magistrates Court).

Figure 88:  Former Canadian Hotel Site 

Figure 89 shows how the site previously looked from different vantage 
points as well as its proximity to the Sessions House historic areas and 
its associated grade 1 listed buildings. 

 

  

 
                       

 

Figure 89: Former Canadian Hotel Site- Google Earth Imagery2018
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All buildings on the Former Canadian Hotel site were demolished in 
2019 under B0486/14 due to unsafe building conditions, and the site 
remains vacant. The site was also excavated to create a level grade 
under this permit. Works have been completed with part of the exterior 
walls associated with the corner building being retained to provide a 
barrier between the sidewalk and the site, where a colorful mural has 
been installed. The remaining boundaries fronting Reid and Court 
Streets have been boarded up. 

Figure 90: Existing On-Site Conditions 

No planning applications have been received for this site since 2010.
However, there are a few historic approvals pre-2010, which merit 
discussion.

In 2002 application P0391/02 was received to demolish the existing 
building and to construct a new mixed-use development including 
offices, retail, an auditorium (180 seating capacity), and parking (45 cars 
and 51 cycles). Through the assessment of the application, concerns 
were raised relating to design and traffic. A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) 
formed part of the application submission given the site’s location at 
the junction of Reid and Court Streets. While the Department had some 
concerns relating to the content of the TIS, generally the Department 
was satisfied that such additional details could be addressed through 
planning conditions and the application was approved by the Board. 

In 2007, application P0227/07 was received for a mixed-use 
development including offices, retail, an auditorium and parking. It was 

identical to P0391/02, which had expired at that point. The application 
was approved with the same conditions as imposed on P0391/02.

At the beginning of August 2007 an ‘in-principle’ application (P0577/07) 
was received for a new ten-storey mixed-use 81 unit condominium hotel 
development, with a total of 42 hotel condominiums and 39 residences 
available for hotel use, a restaurant and a spa. The proposal did not 
comply with the provisions of the operative plan. Shortly afterwards the 
Department confirmed that a Special Development Order (SDO) had 
been created for the site, entitled the “The Stonehaven Development 
Condominium Hotel (City of Hamilton) Special Development Order 
2008”. This SDO granted in-principle approval for the construction 
of a ten-storey 81 unit condominium hotel comprising 42 hotel 
condominiums and 39 residences, a restaurant and a spa, with a total 
floor area of approximately 152,000 square. Conditions were outlined 
in the SDO which needed to be considered with a final planning 
application. To date, a final application has not been submitted. 

The AGC has confirmed that there are no provisions as to the direction 
of the SDO and as such the SDO will remain valid unless revoked. 

This site has the potential to be a catalyst for other developments within 
the southeastern corner of the City which has notably high vacancy 
rates and is in need of revitalization. As such it is recommended that 
this site be added as a key site in the new Plan. Provisions should 
recognise the site’s prominent location, fronting both a principal arterial 
commuter roadway and a distributor roadway that is used frequently 
by containerized and industrial vehicle traffic going to and from the 
container docks to the south. Further, as the site is a corner site, there is 
a great opportunity for enhancements to the public realm/street level, 
with a strong emphasis on ground floor uses which should encourage 
pedestrian activity. Strong consideration must also be given to the 
site’s impact on the Sessions House historic area and associated listed 
buildings. 
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7.3 Summary Table

Chapter Information Sources Key Issues Key Findings Recommendations

Strategic 
Development 
Sites

Planning application analysis

SDO review

Have any applications been received 
since 2010 for the Special Study Areas 
identified in the CHP2015? Are there 
any SDOs associated with these sites 
and are they still valid? Are existing 
sites still relevant?

A total of 17 planning applications were received 
for the Waterfront site since 2010. Most were for 
temporary approvals which were installed and have 
since been removed. While installed the use of the 
Waterfront was enhanced, however, the temporary 
approval ensured that the amenity of the site and 
surrounding area was not detrimentally impacted in 
the long term. 

One application was received for the Par-La-Ville 
Car Park site since 2010. This was a subdivision 
application to create a separate lot associated with 
the SDO approval entitled The Par-La-Ville Hotel and 
Residences Special Development Order 2006 which 
remains valid.

One application was received for the City Hall 
Car Park since 2010. It was for a temporary tent 
which was installed and has since been removed. It 
enabled events displaced from The Waterfront as a 
result of the America’s Cup event to be accommo-
dated. 

The Waterfront, Par-La-Ville Car Park and City 
Hall Car Park sites should continue to be rec-
ognised as key sites providing opportunities for 
development which could significantly enhance 
and revitalize the City’s environment. The 
Victoria Street Clinic should not be identified as 
a key site in the new Plan as it falls within the NE 
Hamilton and as such has been recognised as a 
key site under the NEH Local Plan 2022.

Discussions with DM officers What is the most appropriate means 
of managing development within 
these key sites?

Given the size, prominence and potential of the Wa-
terfront it merits a masterplan, informed by public 
consultation with all other sites managed through a 
development brief.

Incremental development should be avoided on all 
sites (unless of a temporary nature) as this could 
compromise the long-term potential of these sites. 

The new Plan may want to continue restricting 
incremental development (unless temporary 
in nature) to ensure the long term potential of 
these sites is not compromised. 

The new Plan may want to acknowledge its 
support for the preparation of masterplan for the 
Waterfront and design briefs for the remaining 
sites. 

Field survey Do any new sites warranted recog-
nition?

No planning applications were received for the For-
mer Canadian Hotel site since 2010. However, the 
site does have a valid SDO entitled the “Stonehaven 
Development Condominium Hotel (City of Hamil-
ton) Special Development Order 2008”.

The new Plan may want to consider recognising 
the Former Canadian Hotel site as a key site 
within the new Plan which could be a catalyst for 
revitalizing the NE corner of the City.
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City Living
The resident population of a City adds vitality to the urban environment. 
Housing can take a variety of forms to meet the needs of different 
sectors of the population and as such it is important that cities provide 
a range of different types of housing in order to accommodate people 
from a wide range of economic circumstances. 

Residential uses have been encouraged and incentivised through 
provisions of both the CHP2001 and CHP2015 as City residents enliven 
and enhance the City’s environment and provide a captive market for 
increased expenditure. This section explores some of these design 
parameters in detail, whilst presenting findings of field studies which 
have explored the prevalent issues which need to be considered in the 
new Plan. 

8.1 Policy Background

The City of Hamilton Plan 2001
The CHP2001 discouraged proposals which resulted in the conversion 
of existing land or buildings from residential uses to other uses. This 
provision was removed from the CHP2015. 

The CHP2001 allowed residential development in all areas of the 
City, provided traffic generation did not result in congestion or road 
safety issues. Minimum gross floor areas (GFA) and private outdoor 
space (POS) requirements for residential dwelling units were defined. 
Developments with 10 or more residential dwelling units were required 
to provide communal open space (COS) (at least 5% of the lot size 
but not less than 800 square feet). Group and special needs housing 
could also be approved across the City provided the density and scale 
were appropriate for the location, size, and physical characteristics of 
the site. In approving these forms of residential development, a high 
standard of living accommodation had to be provided in compliance 
with the residential standards with discretion given to the Board to vary 
such standards where justified. 

The adaption and reuse of existing buildings into residential dwelling 
units was discussed in the CHP2001. Discretion was afforded to the 

Board to vary residential development standards (GFA, POS, COS, and 
parking) provided the proposal complied with the Residential Building 
Code. However, this was limited to the creation of residential dwelling 
units within north east Hamilton. 

The City of Hamilton Plan 2015
The CHP2015 continues to permit residential development, inclusive 
of special needs and group housing, in all areas of the City. Minimum 
standards for GFA, POS, and COS remained the same for residential 
dwelling units with additional minimum GFA standards being added 
specifically for group housing units. Minimum POS size standards have 
not been expanded to include standards for group housing units.

The CHP2015 expanded on the definition of COS to include interior 
and exterior spaces, with the Board being afforded discretion to 
reduce the amount or waive the need for it altogether. This however, is 
only allowed if an equivalent area of POS is added for each residential 
dwelling unit. This provision does not discuss group housing, however, 
the special needs and group housing provision does speak to 
developments providing “proper and safe facilities and outdoor spaces 
as are necessary for the health, welfare, and enjoyment of patrons to 
be accommodated” suggesting COS may be required for group and 
special need homes. 

The adaptation and reuse of existing buildings continues to be 
discussed in the CHP2015. Discretion is afforded to the Board to vary 
residential development standards (GFA, POS, COS, and parking) 
provided the proposal complies with the Residential Building Code. 
This provision can be applied across the City and can also include live/
workspaces.   

Home occupation was not discussed in the CHP2001, however, it 
appears in the CHP2015 with a new policy and definition. The Board is 
afforded discretion to permit a home occupation in any district provided 
the use is strictly accessory to, and compatible with, the residential use 
of the property and maintains the residential appearance and character 
of the building and land. Further, it must not involve the direct sale of 
goods or products from the premises to the general public. The use 
must also not occupy more than 25% of the total GFA of the dwelling 
and must not be injurious to the amenity of the residential area by 
reason of noise, vibration, odor, smoke, dust, or generation of traffic. 
It must not involve more than one commercial vehicle and all parking 
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and turning must be contained within the site and finally, the operation 
must not employ more than two people, one of which must be a bona 
fide resident of the dwelling. 

In determining how these provisions have been applied, whether all 
residential provisions are still relevant or if revisions to provisions are 
required a review and analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data 
within the City was conducted set out below as detailed findings. 

8.2 Detailed Findings

Population Trends by Parish
It is essential that the Department closely monitors population trends 
so that it can respond to any emerging issues through provisions in 
its land use plans. This is particularly relevant within the City where 
the resident population has a significant role to play in contributing 
towards the vitality and viability of the City. 

Census reports from 2000, 2010 and 2016 have data on the distribution 
of the Island’s population by parish, which enables us to understand 
how the population of the City has changed since 2000 (Figure 91). 

 
Figure 91: Changes in Population by Parish 

This chart shows that overall, the City (inclusive of North East Hamilton) 

has seen a decrease in its population since 2010, while other parishes 
such as Warwick, Paget, Pembroke, and Smiths have seen an increase 
in population. While 854 residents were recorded to live in the City in 
2016 this does not mean that 854 residential dwelling units existed in 
the City in 2016 as multiple residents can reside in one unit. Having 
an understanding of the total number of residential units and how this 
number has changed over time may indicate trends which need to 
be considered in the new Plan. It was determined that records of the 
Department of Land Valuation would offer the best information to gain 
a better understanding of this.

 

Residential Unit Supply 
Understanding how the number of residential units has changed within 
the City can provide an indication of any supply and demand issues 
within the City’s residential market. Datasets shared by the Department 
of Land Valuation for 2010 and 2021 were used to work out the total 
number of residential units (habitable and uninhabitable) within the 
City. As each assessment number had an associated address we were 
able to determine whether a residential unit fell within the City Plan 
Area or North East Hamilton. Figure 92 presents the results.

WHOLE CITY

2010 2021

607 598

CITY PLAN AREA

2010 2021

124 113

NE HAMILTON

2010 2021

483 484

 Figure 92: Total No. of Residential Assessment Numbers by Year 

This data demonstrates that the City saw a decrease in the total number 
of residential units from 2010 – 2021 which occurred within the City 
Plan Area only.
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Figure 93 breaks this data down further into habitable and uninhabitable 
residential units in 2010 and 2021 for the City Plan Area and North East 
Hamilton.

 

Figure 93: No. of Habitable and Inhabitable Residential Assessment Numbers by Year 

This analysis has shown that the City as a whole saw a 2% increase 
in the number of uninhabitable residential units from 2010 - 2021. No 
uninhabitable residential units were on record within the City Plan Area 
in 2010, however, by 2021 a total of 8 residential units were recorded as 
being uninhabitable located off Joell’s Alley (2 units), Brooklyn Lane (5 
units), and Reid Street (1 unit). North East Hamilton saw an additional 4 

units being classed as uninhabitable. This is an extremely concerning 
trend which we must try to reverse. 

It should be noted that there are five residential developments currently 
under construction. Three fall within the City Plan Area and two within 
North East Hamilton. If completed, this will result in an additional 60 
units being added to the housing stock in the City (57 units within the 
City Plan Area and 3 units within North East Hamilton), increasing the 
total number of residential dwelling units in the City to 658 units (170 
within the City Plan Area and 487 within North East Hamilton). 

This is a significant increase in residential development activity over a 
short period of time, which indicates that there is demand for city living 
and that these projects are economically viable for developers. 

The number of group or special need homes did not change from 2010 
to 2016, however, from 2016 to 2022 the number increased by one. 

Forms of Residential Development
Residential developments can take various forms. It is important to 
maintain an understanding of any emerging trends to ensure that 
the planning system is equipped to manage the consequences 
of different residential tenure models. In this regard, records from 
February 2022 from the Department of Land Valuation were reviewed 
with all assessment numbers associated with the City being exported 
and copied into a dataset. Assessment numbers associated with sites 
which fell within North East Hamilton were pulled into a separate data 
set so that we could gain a definitive understanding of the forms of 
residential development which exist in both the City Plan Area and 
North East Hamilton and whether there are differences. Assessment 
numbers from each data set were then grouped into different forms 
of residential development. Properties limited to 1-2 residential 
dwelling units were classed as houses while properties with 3 or more 
residential dwelling units and no other uses were classed as apartment 
house developments. Properties that had at least one residential 
dwelling unit, as well as other units associated with other types of use, 
were classed as residential mixed-use e.g. an office building with one 
or more residential units. In the City Plan Area a total of 43 residential 
developments of varying forms exist while in North East Hamilton a 
total of 177 residential developments of varying forms exist. Figure 
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94 shows the results of the distribution at the time of writing. 

 

Figure 94: Distribution of Residential Forms of Development 

The data shows the distribution in the forms of residential developments 
across the City is similar within the City Plan Area and North East 
Hamilton Area. While we would have expected apartment house or 
residential mixed use forms of development to be more prevalent 
than houses in the City Plan Area, most of the residential units in the 
City Plan Area are concentrated within the NW corner which contains 
traditional, small-scale residential properties, akin to those found 

within North East Hamilton.   

Understanding where these different forms of residential developments 
are located within the City may indicate spatial patterns. Figure 95 
plots the location of each form (North East Hamilton outlined in 
black). Please note approved residential developments which are 
currently under construction have also been included. 
 

±

Types of Residential

Apartment House

Detached House

Mixed Use

Non-Residential

Group & Special 
Needs Housing

Figure 95: Locations of Different forms of Residential Development  
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Figure 95 confirms that North East Hamilton has the highest 
concentration of all forms of residential developments in the City 
with the NW corner of the City Plan Area having the second-highest 
concentration of units with the majority taking the form of houses with 
two units or less.  

The majority of the group and special needs houses also fall within 
North East Hamilton, with the exception of those located at 36 
Bermudiana Road, 44 King Street, and 8 Cedar Avenue.

Planning Application Analysis
Understanding what types of residential units have been applied 
for provides a partial indication of demand. As such a data set was 
created reflecting all development applications which proposed new 
residential dwelling units during the review period. There were 29 
applications, 28 of which proposed new residential dwelling units with 
1 proposing a new group housing development. No special needs 
housing developments were applied for during this time. 

It should be noted all applications were approved. For the purposes 
of this analysis the data below focuses on the 28 applications which 
resulted in residential dwelling units being approved. 

A total of 16 applications were associated with sites which fell within 
the City Plan Area (proposing a total of 114 new units) while 12 
applications (proposing a total of 29 new units) were associated with 
sites which fell within North East Hamilton area. Figure 96 breaks this 
down by year.

This chart shows that 2019 saw the highest number of approved new 
residential dwelling units, which were predominantly one bedroom 
units associated with a new development at 33 Church Street (City 
Plan Area), followed by a significant decrease in 2020 and 2021 
presumably as a consequence of the pandemic. Over the last 10 
years, one bedroom units have proven to be the most popular within 
the City Plan Area, followed by two bed units. This differs significantly 
from North East Hamilton where two bedroom units have significantly 
outweighed one bedroom units. 

Applications were also reviewed to provide a comprehensive 

understanding of the nature of proposals and the planning assessment 
process undertaken. The percentage of each type of unit approved is 
shown in Figure 97.

 

Figure 96: No. of Units by Type and by Year
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Figure 97: Distribution by Residential Dwelling Unit Type

The existing distribution by residential dwelling unit type within the 
City Plan Area and North East Hamilton Area reflects trends in type of 
applications which has been approved over the last 10 years shown in 
Figure 96. 

This analysis has shown that one bedroom units have had the highest 
demand within the City Plan Area.

Residential Dwelling Unit Size Analysis  
The CHP2001 and CHP2015 both set out minimum gross floor areas 
(GFA) by unit type. These minimum standards were the same in both 
plans. Understanding average unit sizes being proposed provides 
a partial indication of whether the minimum unit sizes by number of 
bedrooms remain appropriate or if there is pressure to reduce these. 

In this regard, an analysis of all applications received during the review 
period for new residential dwelling units was conducted with the 
GFA of all proposed new units by unit type being imputed to a data 
set. Averages were then calculated with results reflected in Figure 98, 
which is presented for the City and then broke down for the City Plan 
Area and North East Hamilton.  It should be noted that while averages 
can be useful, they are sensitive to extreme values (all extreme values 
were larger than the minimum GFA). 
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THE WHOLE CITY

Unit Type Minimum GFA Requirements Average GFA of Approved Units

Studio 275 329

One Bedroom 425 798

Two Bedroom 600 964

Three Bedroom 800 N/A as none applied for

Three Bedroom 1,100 4199

CITY PLAN AREA

Unit Type Minimum GFA Requirements Average GFA of Approved Units

Studio 275 331

One Bedroom 425 823

Two Bedroom 600 1,120

Three Bedroom 800 N/A as none applied for

Four Bedroom 1,100 4,199

NE HAMILTON AREA

Unit Type Minimum GFA Requirements Average GFA of Approved Units

Studio 275 275 (based on one unit only)

One Bedroom 425 620

Two Bedroom 600 772

Three Bedroom 800 N/A as none applied for

Four Bedroom 1,100 N/A as none applied for

Figure 98: Average Approved Unit Size by Unit Type

This review confirms that the average size of all approved residential 
dwelling units was greater than the minimum requirements set out 
in provisions. This suggests that the market is demanding units with 
living spaces that are larger than minimum unit size requirements. 
As such, a reduction in the minimum GFA sizes is not recommended. 
In addition, it is also worth noting that the Department does not 
routinely come under pressure to approve proposals for smaller unit 
sizes, indicating that the existing requirements are generally received 
as being reasonable.

 

Residential Dwelling Unit Private Outdoor Space (POS) 
Analysis 
Well-designed, private outdoor spaces improve health, wellbeing, 
provide enjoyment, and reduce anxiety. Policies in both the CHP2001 
and CHP2015 allow(ed) for amenity space to be provided at or above 
grade with minimum size requirements the same in both plans. Both 
plans also require(d) amenity spaces to be designed appropriately 
i.e. be regular in configuration, and be immediately adjacent to, and 
directly accessible to the unit they serve. Further, POS had/has to be 
designed to function as a natural extension of the indoor living space, 
be screened for privacy, and be landscaped. 
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Understanding the type of POSs, average size and design elements 
that were considered in all approved planning applications will provide 
an indication of the quality of the spaces and therefore, whether any of 
the design provisions need to be changed.

In this regard, an analysis of all applications received during the review 
period for new residential dwelling units was conducted for the City 
Plan Area and North East Hamilton, with POS details relating to the 
type, size, and design being imputed to a data set.

Results show that the majority of approved POSs took the form of 
above-grade spaces (balconies and rooftop terraces) which would be 

expected within the City environment. Results also revealed that all 
approved spaces were regular in configuration, suggesting that this 
requirement is being adequately applied.  

To assess whether size requirements were being met, average square 
footages were calculated. It should be noted that while averages can 
be useful, they are sensitive to extreme values.  The results are reflected 
below in Figure 99. 

THE WHOLE CITY

Unit Type Minimum At Grade POS Size Requirement Average Size Minimum Above Grade POS Size Requirement Average Size

Studio 100 311 60 76

One Bedroom 100 170 60 168

Two Bedroom 150 171 100 250

Three Bedroom or more 300 N/A as none 
applied for

130 705 (based on one unit only)

CITY PLAN AREA

Unit Type Minimum At Grade POS Size Requirement Average Size Minimum Above Grade POS Size Requirement Average Size

Studio 100 392 60 76

One Bedroom 100 312 (based on one 
unit only)

60 160

Two Bedroom 150 N/A as none 
applied for

100 210

Three Bedroom or more 300 N/A as none 
applied for

130 705 (based on one unit only)

NE HAMILTON AREA

Unit Type Minimum At Grade POS Size Requirement Average Size Minimum Above Grade POS Size Requirement Average Size

Studio 100 150 (based on one 
unit only)

60 N/A as none applied for

One Bedroom 100 122 60 238

Two Bedroom 150 171 100 307

Three Bedroom or more 300 N/A as none 
applied for

130 N/A as none applied for

Figure 99: Average Size of Approved Private Outdoor Spaces
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This review revealed that in both the City Plan Area and North East 
Hamilton the average size of all at grade and above grade POSs 
exceeded minimum size requirements where data was available.  

With regards to the requirement that amenity spaces be immediately 
adjacent to the property they serve, directly accessible and functioning 
as a natural extension of the living space, results from this application 
review confirmed that the majority (91%) of approved outdoor living 
spaces were designed with these considerations in mind. 

As it relates to the requirement for privacy, a review of all applications for 
new residential units demonstrates that the majority (85%) of approved 
outdoor amenity spaces achieved an acceptable level of privacy.  

Existing examples can also prove useful in evaluating how privacy has 
or has not been achieved through design. As such a field survey was 
also conducted. Figure 100 shows different designs of outdoor living 
spaces within the City.

 

Figure 100: Outdoor Living Spaces

Observation of above-grade spaces confirms that recessed, partially 
recessed or cantilevered balconies impact on privacy in different ways. 
However, no matter the degree of recession or projection into or off of 

the building, something as simple as railing height and railing design 
can have a significant impact on the privacy afforded to the space. Solid 
railings provide privacy but can block views while transparent railings 
allow the user to look outside, but can expose a space to public view. 
Opaque railings are good at providing privacy while still providing the 
resident with a view. 

The field survey demonstrates that inappropriately designed at-grade 
amenity space can be easily exposed to public view. It is important that 
these spaces are carefully designed. If these spaces don’t deliver what 
people are looking for they will be underutilized. 

The requirements for landscaping were not considered in the majority 
(95%) of designs, however, in reviewing the wording of the provisions 
of both plans, they state that the private outdoor living space shall 
“be designed, landscaped and screened to provide privacy”. This 
wording could easily be interpreted to mean that landscaping is not 
a general requirement for an outdoor living space but rather a design 
option (along with screening etc.) that can be used to ensure privacy is 
afforded to the amenity space. 

The quality of these spaces and their functionality could be further 
enhanced with the use of generously wide openings which connect 
the exterior outdoor space to the indoor space such that it functions as 
a natural extension.  

Proportion is also a critical consideration that impacts the usability of 
a space. While this design element is not discussed in the provisions 
of either plan it was considered that there is merit in assessing the 
average lengths and widths of spaces to determine whether approved 
proportions were adequate. In this regard, widths and lengths in the 
dataset were averaged, the results of which are outlined in Figure 101. 
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On average, all approved private outdoor spaces (above or at grade) 
had widths of no less than 5 feet. To ensure that proportion continues 
to be considered in the design of all spaces, the new Plan should 
consider including proportion as a relevant consideration within the 
design criteria provision with a requirement that widths should be no 
less than 5 feet. 

Protection from, and exposure to the elements also plays a role in the 
usability of these spaces. While this is not discussed in the provisions 
of either plan, it was considered to merit analysis. 

This review confirms that the majority (75%) of approved private 
outdoor spaces were designed with a shelter, showing consideration 
was given to protection from rain. Other elements such as the sun and 
prevailing winds can also make spaces more appealing at different 
times of the year. These elements require careful consideration of the 
orientation of a space.

A review of existing examples can prove useful in evaluating how 
protection and exposure have or have not been achieved. As such, a 
field survey was conducted with some examples, as shown in Figure 
102.

Figure 102: Varying Degrees of Protection and Exposure 

Field survey information showed that at and above grade amenity 
spaces can be easily impacted by rain, wind, heat, etc. if not designed 
to consider protection and exposure. 

Exposed balconies that protrude from the building face may enable 
better views, however, these spaces are prone to full exposure. Partially 
recessed designs can give you the best of both worlds providing 
protection and shelter from the weather while also potentially providing 
a view.  Having and understanding of solar paths can also be used to 
inform the location of these spaces and any shading which may be 
required.

Overall, the assessment above has shown that POSs are still relevant 
as they provide many health benefits to residents. There are issues 
to consider in the design of private outdoor space to maximize the 
use and enjoyment of these spaces. While some design elements 
are addressed within current provisions, it is recommended that this 
section of the plan should be strengthened to explain and require 

Unit Type Average Width of At Grade POS Average Length of At Grade POS Average Width of Above Grade POS Average Length of Above Grade POS

Studio 11 feet 16 feet 5 feet 14 feet

One Bedroom 7 feet 17 feet 7 feet 17 feet

Two Bedroom 5 feet 22 feet 6 feet 20 feet

Three Bedroom or more N/A as none  N/A as none 12 feet (based on one unit only) 48 feet (based on one unit only)

Figure 101: Average Widths and Lengths of POS
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careful consideration of each of the design elements which contribute 
to the creation of successful areas of private outdoor spaces.  

 

Communal Outdoor Space (COS) Analysis
Both the CHP2001 and CHP2015 set the same requirements for COS, 
however, the CHP2015 expanded on the definition to include exterior 
and interior spaces such as lawns, roof gardens, play areas, swimming 
pools, tennis courts, gyms, or a combination of these (multipurpose 
space). The Board was also afforded discretion in the CHP2015 to 
allow for less or no COS, provided the equivalent area was added to 
the private outdoor living space for each unit.

In order to understand how the provisions have been applied and 
what they have achieved in terms of the quality of the spaces, a review 
was conducted on COS associated with applications for residential 
development which were received during the review period. This 
review confirmed that a total of three applications were required to 
provide COS as these applications proposed more than 10 dwelling 
units, triggering the need for COS as set out in the provisions. Two 
were associated with sites which fall within the City Plan Area and one 
was associated with a site which fell within North East Hamilton. 

In all instances, the COS provided met the requirements of the relevant 
plan. Spaces were regular in configuration, of adequate proportion, 
and took the form of rooftop decks, gyms, communal rooms, and lawn 
spaces. Most exterior spaces were fully exposed to wind, rain, and sun. 
Some considered landscaping, while others did not. As such, while 
they were of reasonable size and well proportioned, they were not 
designed to maximize use and enjoyment.  

The City has a number of public open spaces (parks, parkettes, and civic 
green spaces within the City, including Queen Elizabeth Park, Victoria 
Park, Waterfront Parkette and City Hall) which are available for use as 
communal open spaces. To determine whether all parts of the City 
were within walking distance of at least one existing public open space, 
spatial analysis was conducted. The most commonly cited standard 
for such analysis is a five minute walking distance, which equates to 
1,320 feet. In applying this standard, circular catchment areas were 
mapped around a centre point in each public park, parkette, and civic 
green space to determine what parts of the City these catchment areas 

cover. The results of the spatial analysis are shown in Figure 103. While 
it is acknowledged that this is based on walking in a straight line these 
catchments can still be used to provide a reasonable indication with 
this caveat in mind. It should also be noted that two additional public 
parks also exist to the immediate north (Jubilee Park) and east (Fort 
Hamilton) which, although not located within the City, are readily 
accessible.

 

Figure 103: Catchment Areas of Public Parks, Parkettes, and Civic Green Spaces 

This analysis calls into question the validity of a requirement for 
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communal areas of open space within new residential developments 
in the City. Anecdotally, it is understood that COS which have been 
achieved within residential developments under these provisions are 
underutilized and do not function as intended. The City environment 
is fundamentally different from the wider Island in that there are a 
number of readily accessible and quality areas of public open space 
within the City which perform the same function as communal areas 
of open space are intended to serve. In line with a renewed approach 
towards realizing community benefits from development activity, it 
is recommended that the new Plan consider placing greater value 
in requiring a contribution towards the upgrade of existing or the 
creation of new areas of open space in association with development 
activity instead of requiring communal open space to be provided 
on site. Such an approach not only benefits the future residents of a 
development but also the wider population and is therefore a more 
inclusive approach to accessing open space. 

Repurposing and Adaptive Re-Use
Both the CHP2001 and CHP2015 address the repurposing of existing 
buildings into residential dwelling units, however, this was limited 
to North East Hamilton in the CHP2001. This was expanded in the 
CHP2015 to apply to the whole city and is not just limited to the creation 
of residential dwelling units but also live/workspaces. The Board was/
is afforded discretion to vary GFA, POS, COS and parking in both plans, 
however, it had/has to be satisfied that the proposal complies with the 
requirements of the Bermuda Building Code. Furthermore, proposals 
had/have to demonstrate that the characteristics of the site or existing 
development are such that the proposal cannot accommodate the 
required amount of private or communal space, and it results in a 
satisfactory living environment. 

Of the total number of residential dwelling units which were approved 
during the review period, six of these units (4%) were approved 
as adaptive reuse units with discretion being sought for reduced 
standards. All but one were located within the City Plan area. In 
all instances, units significantly exceeded GFA living space size 
requirements, except in one case where a reduction in the minimum 
GFA was approved. In all cases, the Board applied its discretion to waive 

the need for any POS. COS was not relevant in any of the applications 
as all of these applications resulted in less than 10 units and as such, 
did not require COS. Parking was only relevant to two sites where the 
required standards were met, with all other sites having no existing 
parking or options to install parking onsite.  

As part of this review, the Building Control Section was consulted 
regarding the requirements of the Residential Building Code 2014. It 
was also noted that both the Bermuda Building Code 2014 and the 
Bermuda Housing Act 1980 are used in the assessment of residential 
building permit applications. Both contain requirements relating to 
living space standards which are applied through the Building Permit 
process, but also need consideration through the planning application 
process where the Board’s discretion is requested to approve 
undersized units. The new Plan may want to consider highlighting the 
need for the design of any undersized units to meet the requirements 
of the Building Code 2014 with a requirements for the Department 
to consult with its Building Control Section to confirm compliance to 
ensure that planning approvals are not granted for undersized units 
which can’t comply with the Code or Act. 

Home Occupation (HO) Analysis 
A home occupation policy was introduced in the CHP2015. It is 
defined as a business, profession, occupation, or trade conducted 
entirely within a residential building that is strictly accessory to, and 
compatible with, the residential use of the property, and maintains the 
residential appearance and character of the building and land. Further, 
it must not involve the direct sale of goods and produce from the 
premises to the general public, or occupy more than 25% of the total 
floor space of the dwelling within which it is located. Finally, it must not 
be injurious to the amenity of the residential area by reason of noise, 
vibration, odor, smell, dust, or traffic generation, must not involve more 
than one commercial vehicle, accommodate all parking and turning 
facilities within the site and employ not more than two persons, one of 
which must be a bona fide resident of the dwelling. Home occupations 
should not be confused with remote working where the employer 
has a business location in town but has chosen to work remotely from 
home from time to time.  
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An assessment of planning applications for new home occupations may 
have been useful as an indication of demand, however, an assessment 
of all applications received during the review period confirms that 
no home occupations within the City were applied for. However, this 
may be an unreliable indicator in this instance as people often do not 
realize that, in some circumstances, planning permission is required 
to operate a home occupation and as such these can go unnoticed 
provided they don’t create any detrimental impacts. 

Another measure of how many home occupations exist within the 
City can be taken from 2000, 2010, and 2016 census reports which 
presented data on modes of transport, which enabled interviewees to 
select different modes of transport to work or school including “Work at 
Home”. Given that this data includes both those working and studying 
from home, it does not provide a comprehensive understanding of 
home occupation activity within the City. As such, it should be noted 
that the data presented below are maximums. 

 

Figure 104: Number of Commuters in the City by Year and by Mode of Transport 

*Those recorded as “Not Stated” in the census reports were deducted from the total working 
population in the City before calculating %

Between 2000 and 2010 there was a decrease in the number of people 
working from home in the City from 13 to 0. This figure remained the 

same in 2016. As a result of a global pandemic, it is likely that this 
number has increased since March 2020. The pandemic has and will 
continue to put a strain on our economy and as such, we may see 
more HO applications associated with residential units within the City 
as business owners try to reduce their overhead and offset operating 
costs.  

The provisions presently restrict the direct sale of goods and require 
that not more than 25% of the total floor space is dedicated to the 
home occupation, while also limiting the owner to one commercial 
vehicle. These requirements are difficult to control and enforce and 
may not actually result in adverse implications upon the surrounding 
area. Consideration of these issues within the policy has the purpose 
of ensuring that adequate consideration is given to the amenity 
implications of operating commercial enterprises within residential 
areas. This is the key issue. Accordingly, the new Plan may want to 
consider removing existing, unenforceable requirements and making 
judgement calls on the amenity implications of proposed home 
occupations on a case-by-case basis. This can be done through 
requiring a comprehensive breakdown of how a business will operate 
and the level of activity which will be associated with the business.  

Setbacks 
Street-level setbacks, upper storey setbacks, and rear lot line setback 
are set out in both the CHP2001 and CHP2015. No setbacks are set 
out as it relates to lot lines which adjoin existing residential properties. 
Setbacks to adjoining lot lines can potentially have significant impacts 
on existing small scale residential developments given the scale 
and character of some residential areas of the City (most notably the 
north western area). As such it was considered prudent to assess the 
existing site circumstances of these properties and neighbouring uses 
to determine whether a minimum setback to lots lines adjoining these 
residential developments should be considered. It should be noted 
that outside of the City, the Bermuda Plan 2018 requires institutional, 
commercial, and mixed-use forms of development to be setback 15 
feet, and industrial forms of development to be setback 20-feet from a 
lot line which is shared by a residential zone. 

Existing setbacks to lot lines within the north western portion of the 
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City vary from zero to in excess of twenty feet. All developments in the 
area surveyed were traditional, small scale properties. Some residential 
groupings (Laffan Street and Canal Road) were noted to be unique in 
character, having a distinctive style worthy of acknowledgment.  

As such new developments should be sensitively designed to mitigate 
against potential impacts on these residential neighbourhoods. In this 

regard, the new Plan may want to consider applying a minimum 10 
foot setback to lot lines that adjoin the residential developments within 
this corner of the City.  The Board should still be afforded discretion to 
reduce the setback where warranted, however, imposing a minimum 
setback will add weight and ensure consideration is given to the 
impact upon properties in this unique part of the City. 

8.3 Summary Table

Chapter Information Sources Key Issues Key Findings Recommendations

City Living Census report review Has the City’s population changed 
since 2010?

The City, inclusive of NE Hamilton, has seen a decrease in its population 
since 2010 while other parishes such as Warwick, Paget, Pembroke, and 
Smiths have seen an increase in population.

Records of the Depart-
ment of Land Valuation 

Has the number of residential units in 
the City changed between 2010 and 
2021? Has the number of uninhabit-
able units changed?

The number of residential dwelling units in the City decreased from 2010- 
2021. This decrease was only seen within the City Plan Area. In 2010 2% 
of all residential units within the City were uninhabitable. This increased 
to 4% in 2021. The City Plan Area had no uninhabitable units in 2010, 
however, in 2021 it had 8 uninhabitable units.

Planning application 
analysis

Has the number of group or special 
needs homes changed since 2010? 

The number of group or special needs homes within the City Plan Area did 
not change from 2010 to 2016, however, from 2016 to 2022 the number 
increased by one. 

Records of the Depart-
ment of Land Valuation 

Which forms of residential develop-
ment are seen in the City? 

Residential units within the City Plan Area take the form primarily of houses 
with residential mixed use and apartment house developments coming in 
second and third place respectively. 

Site visit analysis, records 
of the Department of 
Land Valuation

Where is the highest concentration of 
residential developments in the City?

NE Hamilton has the highest concentration of all forms of residential devel-
opments in the City. The NW corner of the City Plan Area has the second 
highest concentration.

Site visit analysis, records 
of the Department of 
Land Valuation

Where are group and special needs 
homes located in the City? 

The majority of the group and special needs houses fall within NE Hamilton 
except for three which are located at 36 Bermudiana Road, 44 King Street, 
and 8 Cedar Avenue.

Planning application 
analysis

What type of residential units are 
being approved? 

The majority of approved residential dwelling units within the City Plan 
Area were one bedroom units followed by two bedroom units with 
studios coming in third.

Planning application 
analysis

Are the minimum GFA requirements 
for residential units still relevant?

The average size of all approved residential dwelling units was greater 
than the minimum requirements set out in provisions suggesting that 
the market is demanding units with living spaces that are larger than 
minimum unit size requirements. 

Provisions relating to minimum sq. ft. requirements for GFA 
should stay the same in the new Plan.

Planning application 
analysis

Are the minimum square footage re-
quirements for private outdoor space 
still relevant? 

The average size of all approved POSs within the City Plan Area exceeded 
minimum size requirements.

Provisions relating to minimum sq. ft. requirements for POS 
should stay the same in the new Plan.



110 City Survey Report 2022

Chapter Information Sources Key Issues Key Findings Recommendations

City Living Planning application 
analysis, site visit 
analysis

Are private outdoor spaces still 
relevant and are they being de-
signed to maximize their use and 
enjoyment? 

POSs are still relevant as they provide many health benefits to res-
idents, however, the space must be designed with consideration 
to many design elements to maximize usability and enjoyment of 
the space.  While some design elements are presently addressed 
in the provisions which others are not. 

The new Plan may want to consider adding a minimum 
width requirement of 5 feet and expanding the design 
provisions associated with POS to ensure spaces are 
well designed to maximize their use and enjoyment.  

Planning application 
analysis, discussions 
with DM officers

Are the provisions requiring com-
munal open space still relevant? 

All areas of the City within a 5 minute walk to an existing public 
parks, parkettes, and civic green spaces which can service the 
communal space needs associated with any existing or new 
residential developments given they are readily accessible.

The new Plan may want to consider placing greater 
emphasis on upgrading the quality and amenities 
within existing areas of public open space and/or 
contribution be made to the creation of a new area 
of public open space and remove the requirement to 
provide COS. 

Planning application 
analysis, discussions 
with Building Control 
Officers 

Should provisions associated with 
the repurposing of buildings and 
spaces for residential use con-
tinue to require that proposals 
comply with the requirements 
of the current Bermuda Building 
Code Act?

 A number of requirements set out within the Residential 
Building Code and Bermuda Housing Act 1980 may need con-
sideration through the planning application process when an 
undersized residential unit is proposed to confirm compliance so 
that recommendation of approvals do not result in units which 
cannot meet the Code and Act. 

The new Plan may want to consider removing these 
requirements from the provision and discussing them 
within the pretext especially in circumstances where 
the Board is being asked to apply its discretion to ap-
prove an undersized dwelling unit. The pretext may also 
want to mention that the Building Control Section may 
be consulted through the planning process to confirm 
that these undersized units comply with the Code and 
Act.

Planning application 
analysis, census report 
review

Are all requirements for home 
occupations still relevant? 

The census data suggests that there are no existing home occu-
pations within the City in 2016, however, this may have increased 
as a result of the pandemic with business owners wanting to 
keep overhead costs low. As no planning application have been 
received for home occupations since 2010 this may suggest that 
there is little demand, however, it is acknowledged that some may 
not realize that planning permission is required to run a home 
occupation from home and as such these can go by unnoticed 
provided they don’t create any detrimental impacts. 

Provisions restrict floor area to 25%, the sale of good, and the 
number of commercial vehicles which we cannot control or en-
force. Ultimately the details of the operations should demon-
strate whether the operation will cause detriment or not. 

The new Plan may want to consider removing specific 
restrictions relating to the percentage of floor area, sale 
of goods and number of commercial vehicles with an 
alternative approach being applied which highlights the 
need for home occupations to provide details of the op-
eration to demonstrate how it will not be detrimental 
to the residential amenity of the surrounding area with 
the understanding that the Department will require the 
operational circumstances presented by the applicant 
to be adhered to.

Site visit analysis, digi-
tal survey analysis

Should consideration be given to 
requiring a minimum setback in 
cases where new developments 
adjoin existing residential devel-
opments within the NW corner of 
the City? 

All existing residential developments within the NW corner of the 
City are traditional in nature and small in scale, generally taking 
the form of 1- 2 structures. Some residential groupings (Laffan 
Street and Canal Road) were noted which are unique in their 
character and have a distinctive flavor. Existing setbacks vary from 
zero lot line setbacks to distances well exceeding 20 feet. 

The new Plan may want to consider requiring that 
new developments be sensitively designed to mitigate 
against potential impacts on residential neighbour-
hoods within the NW corner of the City. In this regard, 
the new Plan may want to impose a minimum 10-foot 
setback to lot lines that adjoin existing residential 
developments. The Board should still be afforded the 
discretion to reduce the setback provided neighbour’s 
acknowledgment has been obtained and provided 
written ground justifying the reduction have been 
provided.
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Historic Environment
Historic preservation was recognised in both the CHP2001 and 
CHP2015 with historic assets and areas recognised and identified 
to ensure consideration was afforded to preserving their character 
and importance within the City. This section explores how these 
provisions have been applied and presents recommended changes 
to one of the historic areas.

9.1 Policy Background

The City of Hamilton Plan 2001
The CHP2001 included provisions to ensure consideration was given 
to protecting and enhancing the City’s cultural identity regarding 
listed buildings and historic areas. Developments were required to be 
designed to be sympathetic to the design of listed buildings and their 
setting. A total of 4 historic areas were identified under the CHP2001 
(Front Street, Par-La-Ville Park, Princess Street (North East Hamilton), 
and The Cabinet Office and House of Assembly).Traditional Bermuda 
roofs were normally required within historic areas, with dormer 
windows normally being permitted in the main street elevation. In 
addition, those sites which face onto Front Street had to provide 
verandas along the full frontage of the building/sidewalk. 

The City of Hamilton Plan 2015
The CHP2015 continues to recognise the importance of the listed 
buildings and historic areas within the City. 

Princess Street was omitted as a historic area within the CHP2015 
as it falls within North East Hamilton. The remaining historic areas 
were generally the same (Front Street, Queen Elizabeth Park & Queen 
Street, and the Cabinet Office, Session house and former Magistrate’s 
Court Building), with new areas being added to include the Anglican 
Cathedral and Upper Burnaby Street (east). 

The intent of the policies in the CHP2015 echo and expand upon 
those of the CHP2001. 

Two new policies concerning the adaptive reuse of listed buildings 
and financial contributions to the Listed Building Grant Scheme 
(LBGS) are also included. The former affords the Board discretion to 
vary residential requirements for the adaptive reuse of listed buildings 
for residential use. The second gives the Board discretion to permit 
additional bonus floors (maximum heights are set out) for sites located 
within identified recipient site locations provided the Board is satisfied 
that a financial contribution (1%) of the proposal’s total development 
costs) is made to the LBGS.

In determining whether listed building and historic area provisions 
were effective, both qualititative and qualitative data was analyzed. 
Furthermore, the relevance of each of the historic areas was also 
considered to determine whether they continue to merit protection or 
if any amendments are required.

9.2 Detailed Findings

Planning Application Analysis 
A review of all planning applications relating to listed buildings and/or 
historic areas was conducted to see how provisions were applied and 
what challenges, if any, were encountered. It should be noted that 
none of the applications received during the operative period of the 
CHP2015 applied either of the policies relating to the adaptive reuse 
of existing listed buildings or the bonus floor provisions requiring a 
contribution to the LBGS. 

A total of 40 planning applications were received during the review 
period. Of these 33 were associated with sites which fell within the 
City Plan Area while 7 were associated with sites which fell within 
North East Hamilton.

A total of 4 applications were associated with listed buildings, while 
36 applications were associated with sites which fell within a historic 
area. Figure 105 shows the applications by year. 
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Figure 105: Listed Building and Historic Area Applications by Year

A total of 58% of the applications researched were for changes of use 
via internal conversion, 25% were for additions and renovations to the 
existing building and 17% were for other forms of development.

The majority (80%) of these applications were approved while 10% were 
refused. The remaining 10% were either withdrawn or undetermined at 
the time of this study. 

Of the 4 applications which were refused, 3 were associated with sites 
that fell within the Front Street historic area and one was associated 
with the City Hall (grade 1). Two of the refusals associated with the 
Front Street historic area were appealed to the Minister with one appeal 
being dismissed and one being upheld. 

Listed Buildings

As stated, there have only been four applications relating to listed 
buildings during the study period. Three of these applications related 
to City Hall and the other one was for Session’s House. Three of the 
applications were approved and one was refused. This is a very small 
number of cases to base any firm policy decisions upon however, it 
is considered from the outset that the recognition and preservation 
of our historic assets is extremely important from cultural, historical 

and architectural perspectives and therefore, we have a responsibility 
to ensure that they are protected accordingly. Details of one of the 
approvals is presented below.

P0404/13 17 Church Street (City Hall grade 1 listed building)

This application proposed works within the southern lawn area 
which included extending the uplanding and main steps into City 
Hall along the southern elevation, replacing the wheelchair access 
ramp, landscaping the southern and eastern lawns to provide greater 
pedestrian access, installing a new reflecting pool and new koi pond, 
constructing a new 100 square feet shed, and installing a new pedestal 
clock.

The Historic Buildings Advisory Committee reviewed the application 
and raised no concerns with the proposal which was presented to the 
Board with a recommendation of approval.  The planning assessment 
states that the proposed development seeks to improve the setting 
of City Hall and enhance the public space. Further that the design 
complies with all relevant provisions related to listed buildings. The 
Board resolved to support the Department’s recommendation and 
approve the application. 

This example demonstrates that the listed building provisions have 
been applied to ensure that protection is afforded to these historic 
assets. Provisions appear to have been applied as intended to protect 
the listed buildings. As such no changes are recommended.

Historic Areas
Of the 36 applications associated with sites within a historic area, 61% 
were within the Front Street historic area, 17% fell within the Upper 
Burnaby Street (east) historic areas, 17% fell within the Princess Street 
historic area, and 3% within the Cabinet Office and House of Assembly 
historic area.

Of those files which have been resolved, 81% were approved, 8% were 
refused, with the remaining being either withdrawn or undetermined 
(under review) at the time of writing. Of the 29 approvals, 15 were 
completed with 2 currently under construction.  Details of select few of 
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these approvals are outlined below:

P0040/10 37 and 39 Front Street (Front Street historic area)

This application proposed a retractable shading system at the upper 
storey level. The Historic Buildings Advisory Committee reviewed the 
application and raised no concerns given the location of the awning 
on the upper floor balcony would not be highly visible and therefore 
would not detract from the quality and character of the area of the 
building. The planning assessment references historic area provisions 
which are deemed to be met. The report notes that the proposal will 
not have any impact on the historic area because it is located on the 
6th floor level which is setback 50 feet from the southern elevation. 
The Board resolved to support the Department’s recommendation and 
approve the application. 

P0406/13 17 Front Street (Front Street historic area)

This application applied for a verandah addition on the second floor 
level. The planning assessment references the historic area provision 
which speaks to verandahs being required along Front Street which is 
seen as an improvement to the existing building which does not comply. 
The Board resolved to support the Department’s recommendation and 
approve the application.

These examples demonstrate that the historic area provisions have 
been applied. Provisions appear to be functioning well with no 
recommended changes.   

Historic Area Review
In addition to protecting individual buildings there are also certain 
areas which are important to preserve because of their special historic, 
architectural and cultural character. 

 Under the Development and Planning Act 1974, the historic areas are 
meant to represent areas of special historic, architectural or cultural 
significance. As such all existing historic areas were reviewed and it 
was determined that all continue to be relevant. 

In reviewing the Front Street historic area it was identified that the 

boundaries only partially covered some buildings which has caused 
confusion. As such amendments to the historic area are proposed to 
ensure that it captures entire buildings. 

Further analysis of the Queen Elizabeth Park element of the Queen 
Street historic area was also conducted to determine if this specific 
area merited continued protection as a historic area over and above 
it’s already highly protected status as an area of public open space. 

Historic documents confirm that this park formed part of an 
approximately 4-acre parcel of land which was sold to the Corporation 
of Hamilton in the early 1900s, containing Perot House (now Perot’s 
Post office) and Par-La-Ville (now the Bermuda National Library). 
Approximately half of this acreage was open undeveloped land to the 
west of the two structures. Two accessory type structures are noted to 
have existed within this area, but it is likely that they were small scale 
ancillary storage/stable buildings for the housing of animals etc. and 
were likely removed before or soon after the purchase.

The historical significance of this area is tied to the family that resided 
within Perot House and Par-La-Ville and does not appear to relate to 
the open land to the west. 

As such an amendment to this historic area is proposed, removing 
Queen Elizabeth Park from its coverage. Both Perot House and Par-La-
Ville should continue to fall within the historic area which will extend 
10 feet behind, and to the west of the buildings, providing a buffer for 
archaeological purposes. It is also considered logical and consistent to 
continue to protect the remaining Queen Elizabeth Park area as an area 
of open space area, consistent with how other public parks in the City 
are and will continue to be protected. Figure 106 shows the existing 
circumstances (CHP2015) and proposed amendments.
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Figure 106: Existing and Proposed Historic Areas

Anglican Cathedral’s Visual Prominence
The Anglican Cathedral is a grade 1 listed building which is a highly 
prominent feature of the City’s skyline. Both the CHP2001 and 
CHP2015 include provisions which seek to retain this feature as a 
focal point within the City. Case studies set out within the Building 
Design Chapter of this report demonstrate that in the majority of 
cases, the maximum height of 138 O.D. associated with the retention 
of the Cathedral’s visual dominance was considered and met in the 
assessment of the applications. This is a highly significant building 
within the City from both an architectural and historical reasons. 
The architectural detailing and style of this building is unique within 
Bermuda and both the building and its setting should continue to be 
recognised and protected through appropriate planning provisions. 
However, the importance of the Cathedral extends beyond measures 
to protect its fabric and immediate setting. The building has been the 
dominant feature of the City’s skyline for many years and has become 
part of the City’s visual identity, particularly from viewpoints to the 
south. Planning policy should ensure that these key characteristics are 
recognised and the role of the Cathedral as a focal point of the City’s 
skyline continues to be recognised and protected.

Figure 107: View of Cathedral from Habour Road

In summary, the City has a number of important historic assets and 
areas which are worthy on continued protection and the provisions of 
the new Plan should continue to support this. 
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9.3 Summary Table

Chapter Information Sources Key Issues Key Findings Recommendations

Historic and 
Cultural 
Appreciation

Planning application analysis Do we need to change the wording 
of the listed building or historic area 
policies?

Listed building and historic area provisions in the 
CHP2001 and CHP2015 have been considered in 
all planning assessments where relevant resulting 
in the majority of applications being approved. 

No changes to the provisions are recommended.

Discussions the Heritage Officer Do any of the existing historic areas 
need to be amended?  

The Heritage Officer reviewed all historic areas 
within the City and has confirmed that some 
buildings within the Front Street historic area 
were only partially covered which has caused 
some confusion and further that the Queen 
Elizabeth Park within the Queen Street historic 
area may not accurately reflect the area of 
historical significance.

Some minor amendments are proposed for the 
Front Street historic area so that existing build-
ings which are only partially covered by the area 
are now fully covered.

One minor amendment is proposed to Queen 
Elizabeth Park within the Queen Street historic 
area whereby Queen Elizabeth Park is removed 
from the historic area. Both Perot House and Par-
La-Ville should continue to fall within the historic 
area which will extend 10 feet behind, and to the 
west of, the buildings for archaeological purpos-
es. It is also considered logical and consistent to 
class the remaining Queen Elizabeth Park area 
as an area of open space which should be tightly 
protected by planning policy, similar to the other 
main public parks in the City.

Site visit analysis Should we ensure the Cathedral 
continues to be protected and 
respected?

The Cathedral is a significantly important 
structure and its visual dominance has been 
maintained. In most instances while proposals 
exceeded maximum height allowances they met 
the 138 O.D. requirement set out within Policy 
DSN.5 of the CHP2015.

The Plan should continue to require that the 
Cathedral’s visual prominence is not detrimental-
ly impacted and that it remains a focal feature of 
the City’s skyline.

Site visit analysis Should verandas still be required to 
be provided for sites fronting the 
Front Street historic area to maintain 
the character of the historic area and 
for the enhancement of the pedestri-
an environment?

Verandas characterise many of the buildings 
along Front Street, enhance the pedestrian envi-
ronment and contribute to the district character 
of this part of the City.

The new Plan should continue to identifying 
verandas along the northern side of Front Street 
as a key characteristic of the Front Street historic 
area. New developments for sites along the 
northern side of Front Street should be required 
to include verandas to enhance the historic area 
and pedestrian environment. 
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Business in the City
This section relates to business activity within the City, including retail, 
commercial and industrial uses. Like other cities around the world, 
retailing has been the sector which has underpinned the viability of 
the City, however, the long term future for this sector is uncertain and 
therefore there is a need to further diversify the range of uses within 
the City. This section considers how previous and existing provisions 
have been applied, analyses existing land uses, looks at the number 
and distribution of uninhabitable or unusable units and unoccupied 
units, trends in economic sectors, and presents case studies which 
provide indications as to what the new Plan should consider. 

10.1 Policy Background

The City of Hamilton Plan 2001
Office and retail developments were permitted throughout the City 
under the CHP2001, provided the proposal did not detract from the 
amenity or environment of neighbouring properties and that the 
traffic generated did not result in vehicular congestion, parking or 
road safety issues. 

Principal shopping areas (PSA) were defined within the CHP2001, 
with provisions that required ground-floor spaces fronting a PSA to 
incorporate retail uses, restaurants, cafes, or other similar uses. The 
intention of these requirements was to ensure that ground floor uses 
within the PSA contributed towards, and enhanced, the vitality and 
interest of the PSAs.

Under the CHP2001, “retail” was defined as “the use of an 
establishment for any of the following purposes: 

• the sale of goods, wares, merchandise or articles;

• an eating establishment which is not licenced to serve alcoholic 
beverages, such as a sandwich bar, café or coffee shop;

• banking halls, travel agents and airline ticket agencies that serve 
the public and generate customer activity; and

• travel agents and airline ticket agencies that serve the public and 
generate customers activity; and 

• accessory storage of such goods, sufficient only to service the 
principal retail use and not exceeding 50% of the gross floor 
area and, if located on the ground floor, not within 30 feet of the 
ground floor frontage.”

The CHP2001 allowed outdoor markets provided the Board was 
satisfied that the market would not detract from the amenity or 
environment of neighbouring properties and that the traffic generated 
would not result in vehicular congestion, parking or road safety 
problems. The design, layout and appearance was also required to 
be of a high standard. 

Provisions related to both industrial and light industrial development 
were set out in the CHP2001.

The definition of “light industrial” within the CHP2001 infers that 
forms of industrial use that cause detriment due to noise, vibration, 
smell, fumes, dust, grit, excessive traffic generation or unsightliness, 
would be considered general or heavy forms of industrial use.

The CHP2001 allowed light industrial development to be approved 
at the discretion of the Board provided the site area did not exceed 
5,000 square feet, and the GFA of all proposed buildings did not 
exceed 3,000 square feet. 

New heavy or general industrial developments were not allowed 
under the CHP2001, however, the Board was afforded discretion 
to approve minor extensions to existing general/heavy industrial 
operations provided the proposal would not result in, or exacerbate, 
any adverse effects on the occupiers of neighbouring properties. 
Further, the additional traffic generated by the extensions should not 
result in vehicular congestion, parking or road safety issues and the 
design, layout and appearance was required to be of a high standard. 

The City of Hamilton Plan 2015
Under the CHP2015, office and retail uses continue to be permissible 
in all areas of the City, as well as residential, tourism, social, institutional, 
cultural, and entertainment uses. The criteria that required to be 
satisfied in the CHP2001 were carried over into the CHP2015, and 
expanded upon. 
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 The definition of “retail” was also revised in the CHP2015 to exclude 
banking halls or other financial services. 

The CHP2015 introduced the idea of City districts with a total of three 
being created, Historic & Retail District (HRD), Contemporary Business 
District, and Residential & Community District. PSAs were carried over 
and expanded slightly to include the full stretch of Queen Street with all 
PSAs falling within the HRD. Uses within ground floors fronting onto a 
PSA continue to be restricted within the CHP2015 under Policy HRD.3 
(1). Policy HRD.3 (2) was added to address ground floor spaces within 
the HRD which do not fall within a PSA. In these instances retail uses, 
restaurants, cafes and other similar uses are preferred on the ground 
floors, however, the Board has discretion to permit other uses where 
justified. 

The provision relating to outdoor markets was removed in the 
CHP2015. Please note that the removal of this policy does not mean 
that new outdoor markets cannot be approved within the City. Given 
they support the sale of goods they could easily be considered a form 
of retail use which is allowed in all areas of the City, provided specified 
criteria are met. 

The definitions of industrial and light industrial were also carried over 
into the CHP2015. 

Light industrial development continues to be allowed under the 
CHP2015, however, it is limited to minor extensions to existing light 
industrial operations comprising not more than 40% additional floor 
space or involving a change of use to light industrial use.

The CHP2015 was revised such that minor extensions to existing 
general/heavy industrial developments are no longer permissible. 

In determining whether existing provisions are still relevant or whether 
revisions are required, a review and analysis of both quantitative and 
qualitative data within the City was conducted. 

10.2 Detailed Findings

Land Use Analysis
The vibrancy of a City is directly impacted by the diversity of its land 

uses, which can provide a good indication of a City’s economic health. 
The greater the diversity of land use, the more reasons for people to 
visit, stay and enjoy the City, which directly contributes to the City’s 
vigor. Greater diversity also shows that a variety of different types of 
businesses perceive the area as a viable location, which is an indication 
of the economic performance of the City and its overall resilience to 
fluctuations in the economy.  

Striking a balance of different land uses promotes vitality and ensures 
long-term economic stability for a city. A balanced city can provide a 
wide range of employment opportunities, services and recreational 
opportunities for those living, working or visiting. Understanding how 
the distribution of land use has changed within the City provides an 
indication of the City’s overall health and resilience. 

In this regard, public assessment records from the Department of 
Land Valuation (DLV) were inputted into a data set and grouped into 
different classes of land use. The Department of Land Valuation classes 
uses different to the Department of Planning and therefore efforts 
were made to ensure that the classifications were consistent with 
the Department of Planning’s classifications. Please note, residential 
and non-residential units which are in such poor condition, rendering 
them unsafe, have been classed as “uninhabitable” and “unusable”, 
respectively. This should not be confused with units which are safe for 
use but are unoccupied. Figure 108 illustrates how the distribution of 
land uses in 2010 and 2021 within the City Plan Area and North East 
Hamilton. 
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2010 2021

Development Type # % Development Type # %

Residential 119 10% Residential 106 9%

Retail 324 26% Retail 323 27%

Office 645 53% Office 619 52%

Warehousing 45 4% Warehousing 44 4%

Hotel/Tourism 0 0% Hotel/Tourism 0 0%

Industry 19 2% Industry 19 2%

Agricultural 0 0% Agricultural 0 0%

Institutional, Civic, Cultural 43 4% Institutional, Civic, Cultural 39 3%

Utlilities 15 1% Utlilities 14 1%

Recreational, Entertainment 16 1% Recreational, Entertainment 15 1%

Ancillary 0 0% Ancillary 11 1%

Total Units 1226 Total Units 1190

Uninhabitable 0 Uninhabitable 7

Unusable 4 Unusable 14

2010 2021

Development Type # % Development Type # %

Residential 435 60% Residential 424 60%

Retail 138 19% Retail 133 19%

Office 80 11% Office 82 12%

Warehousing 24 3% Warehousing 24 3%

Hotel/Tourism 0 0% Hotel/Tourism 0 0%

Industry 9 1% Industry 10 1%

Agricultural 0 0% Agricultural 0 0%

Institutional, Civic, Cultural 26 4% Institutional, Civic, Cultural 26 4%

Utlilities 3 0% Utlilities 3 0%

Recreational, Entertainment 5 1% Recreational, Entertainment 6 1%

Ancillary 0 0% Ancillary 0 0%

Total Units 720 Total Units 708

Uninhabitable 7 Uninhabitable 12

Unusable 1 Unusable 2

Figure 108: Distribution of Land Uses
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Figure 108 shows that there has been no hotel/tourism accommodation 
within the City since at least 2010, which is surprising given that it is 
the Island’s capital and only major urban centre. However, it should 
be noted that this may be distorted by the rise of AirBnB units, which 
often takes place informally within residential units, but is actually 
providing commercial accommodation.  This chart shows that in 2010 
office space accounted for the majority of units within the City Plan 
Area, followed by retail, with residential coming in third place. In 2021 
this remained the same, however, the number of units dropped. In fact 
the number of units dropped in all categories within the City Plan Area 
with the exception of industry, which stayed the same and ancillary 
uses, which increased. 

The number of uninhabitable or unusable residential and non-
residential units increased from 12 units in 2010 to 35 units in 2021 
across the whole City. Of these, 21 are located within the City Plan Area 
while 14 are located within North East Hamilton. 

A total of 4 buildings were also demolished between 2010 and 2021 
due to their poor condition, most of which were associated with one 
site (former Canadian Hotel site), which is located within the City Plan 
Area.  

The increase in uninhabitable and unusable units is a concerning trend, 
which is consistent with an overall decline in commercial activities 
within the City. Understanding where these existing uninhabitable or 
unusable units are located may provide an indication of issues within 
specific locales of the City. Figure 109 shows the location of these 
uninhabitable and unusable units, as well as the location of buildings 
which have been demolished due to poor condition. 

Figure 109: Uninhabitable and Unusable Spaces and Demolished Building Sites 

Figure 109 shows that the highest concentration of uninhabitable 
and unusable spaces are located within North East Hamilton, with the 
second-highest concentration within the southwestern corner of the 
City, in proximity to, or within, the retail core. 

The new Plan should continue to encourage and facilitate the adaptive 
reuse of existing buildings. In such circumstances, it will be important 
to ensure that planning provisions do not unreasonably inhibit the 
reuse of buildings to such an extent that it becomes an unviable option. 
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Ground Floor Uses
While the land use analysis above is useful in indicating land uses at all 
levels across the City, understanding land uses specifically at the street 
level is critical as different uses attract different types of pedestrian foot 
traffic at different times of the day. In addition, from a planning policy 
perspective, it is ground floor uses which are of most interest due to 
their impact at street level. Above ground floor, and within reason, it is 
logical to be less restrictive on uses as the impacts are not as prominent.

An active street is contagious and invites City life. Different types of 
uses at street level either detract from or enhance the liveliness of 
the streets. Understanding existing ground floor uses may provide an 
indication of whether we have the right types and diversity of uses 
at street level to maximise activity and expenditure. In this regard, 
public assessment records from the Department of Land Valuation 
associated with ground floor levels were inputted into a data set and 
grouped into different classes of planning land use, which were later 
confirmed by a field survey. Only units which were easily accessible 
from street level were included, meaning buildings that were atop rock 
cuts or enveloped by other buildings with no obvious access, were not 
included. Field surveys were also used to confirm whether a space was 
occupied or unoccupied. Figure 110 shows the breakdown of uses at 
street level in November 2021 for the City as a whole, the City Plan Area 
and North East Hamilton.  

 

Figure 110: Land Uses at Street Level 

This data shows that the majority of ground floor uses within the 
City Plan Area are retail uses, followed by office, with residential and 
institutional both coming in third place. The information evidences a 
distinct lack of diversity in land uses and further, that the City Plan Area 
has become over reliant on the retail and office sectors to underpin 
its viability. There is a notable lack of recreational and tourism uses. 
Furthermore, whilst the Corporation of Hamilton promotes some 
excellent cultural and recreational activities on an intermittent basis, 
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with the exception of the exhibits displayed within City Hall, there is no 
cultural hub in the City in the form of, for example, a museum. 

Boosting cultural activities within the City would increase the City’s 
appeal for residents and tourists alike. In this vein, it is noted that within 
its Strategic Plan, the Corporation of Hamilton has identified that it 
seeks to promote and celebrate the City’s culture and heritage. 

Figure 111 shows the spatial distribution of ground floor uses within 
the City. 

Figure 111: Existing Ground Floor Uses within the City 

Some notable observations from Figure 11 include:

• Industry and warehousing ground floor uses are predominately 
located north of Dundonald Street.

• Institutional ground floor uses are spread across the City.

• The highest concentration of ground floor office uses are located 
within the central portion of the City i.e. around the Cathedral, 
however, it should be noted that this is traditionally a use which 
takes place above ground floor level.

• Recreation ground floor spaces are concentrated within the 
southeastern corner of the City.

• Residential ground floor uses are heavily concentrated within 
North East Hamilton, although also prevalent within the north 
western area of the City. 

• Ground floor retail uses are scattered throughout but are highly 
concentrated along the northern side of Front Street and within 
the southwestern corner, west of Burnaby Street and south of 
Church Street. 

Street level units are generally highly desirable for retailers and 
service providers because they are the most visible and accessible 
to pedestrians. As such, growth in the street level unoccupied rate 
provides an indication of wider economic issues. 

Of the 469 ground floor units which were recorded within the City 
(excluding North East Hamilton), a total of 70 (15%) were unoccupied 
but capable of being used. 

Understanding where these unoccupied ground floor units are located 
may show spatial patterns. In this regard, Figure 112 shows the location 
of these unoccupied ground-floor spaces.
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± Ground Floor Occupancies 
in the City

No Data

Occupied

Unoccupied

Figure 112: Unoccupied Ground Floor Spaces 

This spatial analysis shows that vacant ground floor units are scattered 
throughout the City, with the exception of the north western corner 
of the City, which has notably fewer. The effects of the pandemic 
have most likely contributed to a recent increase in unoccupied units 
across the City, particularly as a consequence of the significant drop in 
tourist expenditure. This has placed a significant economic strain on 
a number of businesses and has undoubtedly directly contributed to 
some closures.

Real Estate Listings-Vacant Floor Space Analysis 
Another source of information that may provide a snap shot in the 
unoccupied unit rate across the City can be found by reviewing real 
estate listings. At the time of the review there were approximately 
99 unoccupied units being listed by real estate companies, which 
equates to 4% of all units in the City at all floor levels. Approximately 
290,820 square feet of unoccupied space was available, the majority 
(91%) being office space, followed by retail space (6%). 

While this suggests that there is a surplus of office space at all levels 
within the City, this surplus may be an indication that there is less 
demand for office space within the City. However, this may be limited 
to certain types of office space. Interestingly an article published in the 
Royal Gazette dated 21 March 2022 suggests that quality is the key 
determinant, reporting that there is a growing demand for office space 
that is modern, has abundant natural light, high ceilings, is open in 
plan, and is window-lined with views, particularly of Hamilton Harbour. 
The article notes that while there is an abundance of available office 
space, it is not necessarily the type of office space that is currently in 
high demand. 

Again, it is recommended that the adaptive reuse and repurposing of 
existing outdated buildings and spaces should be encouraged for a 
range of uses within the new Plan. Presently this is only encouraged for 
the creation of residential dwelling units and live/work spaces.

Sectoral Trends of Employment
Sectoral employment trends are important because they illustrate 
changing dynamics in cities. Downward shifts in certain employment 
sectors can affect a city’s well-being. Focus on this issue has 
sharpened during Covid as many high-wage, tech and professional 
service employees have traded in the office buildings in cities for the 
home office, reducing the need for service workers who cleaned those 
buildings or provided catering to staff. As such understanding these 
trends will enable us to anticipate land use demand. 

Understanding the percentage of jobs within different sectors of the 
economy can show trends. In this regard data from the 2000, 2010 and 
2016 censuses was reviewed. Figure 113 charts the total number of 
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jobs per sector in each of the census years. 

 

 Figure 113: Number of Jobs by Sector and by Year

*Those recorded as “Not Stated” in the census reports were deducted from the total working 
population in the City before calculating %

This analysis demonstrates that eight of the fifteen sectors of the 
economy on the Island identified in the census reports saw a net 
decrease in numbers employed from 2000 to 2016. These sectors 
included manufacturing, electricity, gas & water, construction, 
wholesale trade, retail trade & repair services, hotels & restaurants, 
transport and communications, financial intermediation, and other 
community, social & personal services. The most significant net 

decrease was in manufacturing, followed by electricity, gas and water, 
with construction coming third.  

Sectors which saw a net increase in numbers from 2000 to 2016 
included agriculture, fishing, quarrying, real estate and renting services, 
business services, public administration, education, health and social 
work and international business. The most significant net increase was 
in international business activity, followed by public administration 
with real estate and renting services coming in third. 

While there is no census data beyond 2016, the National Economic 
Report of Bermuda 2021 (NERB2021) reports that accommodation 
and food service activities had the largest number of job declines of 
any sector in 2021, shedding over 100 jobs. Other declines were seen 
in the financial and insurance industries, construction, quarrying, and 
information and communication sectors. 

The NERB2021 also reported that the reduction in these sectors 
of the economy was however, largely offset by the increase in the 
international business sector, which saw the largest growth in jobs. 

Planning Application Analysis
Planning application submissions can also provide an indication of 
activity within different sectors of the economy, as well as an overall 
indication of economic health and stability. A booming development 
industry is a good indication of a robust economy as it shows investor 
confidence. In this regard, analysis of all planning applications received 
during the review period was conducted. 

The applications were divided up according to year, type of 
application, status, type of works proposed, and whether the works 
were completed or not. Figure 114 shows the breakdown by use for all 
applications received during the review period across the City. Please 
note there were no hotel tourism-related applications.
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Figure 114: Distribution of Applications by Use 

The data confirms that the highest number of applications received 
were associated with retail uses, followed by office uses.

Retail 

A total of 60 planning applications were received during the review 
period, associated with retail uses within the City, accounting for 22% 
of all applications received. Of these 49 were associated with sites 
which fell within the City Plan Area while 11 were associated with sites 
which fell within North East Hamilton (Figure 115). 

Figure 115: No. of Retail Related Applications by Year 

Figure 115 shows that retail activity related to the volume of planning 
applications has fluctuated over the review period with the majority 
associated with sites within the City Plan Area. No year had more than 8 
applications, or less than 2 within the City Plan Area. There is an overall 
notable decrease in activity between 2014 and 2017, however, there 
is no discernible reason for this and it is perhaps even surprising that 
in anticipation of the America’s Cup event, we did not see an increase 
in applications in 2016 or 2017. As would be expected, a decrease was 
noted in 2020 presumably as a result of the global pandemic, however, 
2021 has seen what appears to be the beginnings of a rebound.

Figure 116 breaks down all retail applications received during the 
review period across the City by type of development applied for. 
Application types were split into 4 categories: change of use only, 
new developments only (which meant increased or new site coverage 
was proposed), other minor works (which did not involve a change 
of use or additional site coverage) and both a change of use and 
new developments. As demonstrated by the pie charge 50% were 
applications for change of use to create retail spaces. 
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 Figure 116:  Retail Applications by Type of Development 

Office

A total of 41 planning applications were received during the review 
period associated with office uses. This accounts for 15% of all 
applications received. Of these 41, 31 were associated with sites which 
fell within the City Plan Area while 10 were associated with sites which 
fell within North East Hamilton (Figure 117).

Figure 117: No. of Office Related Applications by Year 

The average number of applications for the City Plan Area between 
2010 and 2021 was 3 applications. There was a notable peak of 
6 applications in 2015, before falling to the lowest number of 1 
application the following year. From 2020 to 2021 the number of 
applications has consistently been 3, with the notable inclusion of the 
Point House office development on Front Street. 

Figure 118 breaks down all office applications received during the 
review period across the City by type of development applied for. 
Application types were split into 4 categories: change of use only, 
new developments only (which meant increased or new site coverage 
was proposed), other minor works (which did not involve a change of 
use or additional site coverage) and both a change of use and new 
developments. As demonstrated in the pie chart applications for minor 
works associated with existing office uses accounted for the highest 
percentage. 
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Figure 118:  Office Applications by Type of Development 

Institutional, Social, or Cultural 

A total of 27 planning applications were received associated with 
institutional, social or cultural uses within the City. This accounts 
for 10% of all applications received. Of these 27 applications, 24 
applications were associated with sites within the City Plan Area with 3 
associated with sites within North East Hamilton (Figure 119). 

Figure 119: No. of Institutional, Social, or Cultural Related Applications by Year 

The average number of applications within the City Plan Area per year 
was 2 applications. There was a notable peak of 5 applications in 2013, 
before falling in 2014 to 2 applications, which was maintained in 2015. 
However, from 2015 to 2017 a rise is seen to a high of 4 applications 
most likely attributed to developments associated with the preparation 
for the 2017 America’s Cup event which included installations for 
outdoor dining and tent structures for the event. In 2021 a rise is 
noted, which is attributed to proposed solar panel installations at the 
Hamilton Post Office and Mount St. Agnus School. 

Figure 120 breaks down all institutional, social, or cultural related 
applications received since 2010 by type of development applied 
for across the City. Application types were split into 4 categories: 
change of use only, new developments only (which meant increased 
or new site coverage was proposed), other minor works (which did 
not involve a change of use or additional site coverage) and both a 
change of use and new developments. As seen in the chart most of the 
applications were for changes of use via internal conversion to create 
an institutional, social or cultural uses. 

Figure 120:  Institutional, Social, or Cultural Applications by Type of Development 
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Entertainment and Recreation

A total of 24 planning applications were received associated with 
entertainment/recreational uses within the City. This accounts for 9% 
of all applications received during the review period. Of these 24, 21 
were associated with sites within the City Plan Area with 3 associated 
with sites within North East Hamilton (Figure 121).

Figure 121: No. of Entertainment and Recreation Related Applications by Year 

Figure 121 shows an increase in applications within the City Plan 
Area related to entertainment/recreational uses from 2010 to 2015. In 
2016 a significant drop is noted, followed by a sharp increase in 2017 
associated with works including, but not limited to, an application 
for a temporary viewing platform and additions to the Yacht Club, in 
preparation of the America’s Cup. Following the event in 2017 we have 
seen a significant drop, with no applications received from 2018- 2021 
associated with these types of uses.

Figure 122 breaks down all entertainment and recreation use related 
applications received during the review period across the City by 
type of development applied for. Application types were split into 4 
categories: change of use only, new developments only (which meant 
increased or new site coverage was proposed), other minor works 
(which did not involve a change of use or additional site coverage) and 
both a change of use and new developments. The pie chart shows that 

half of the applications were for changes of use via internal conversion 
to accommodate a form of entertainment or recreational use.

Figure 122:  Entertainment and Recreation Applications by Type of Development 

Industrial

A total of 11 planning applications were received associated with 
industrial uses within the City. This accounts for 4% of all applications 
received. Of these 11, 3 were associated with sites which fell within 
the City Plan Area while 8 were associated with sites within North 
East Hamilton. Figure 123 shows the number of industrial use related 
applications received during the review period and by type of industrial 
use (general/heavy or light) within the City Plan Area and North East 
Hamilton Area.



128 City Survey Report 2022

Figure 123: No. of Industrial Related Applications by Year 

Figure 123 shows that only light industrial uses were associated with 
sites within the City Plan Area while North East Hamilton had a mix of 
general/heavy and light industrial related applications and an average 
of one received per year. It also appears from Figure 123 as if the Plan 
has been successful in limiting industrial activities within the City.

Figure 124 breaks down all industrial use related applications received 
during the review period across the City by type of development 
applied for. Application types were split into 4 categories: change of 
use only, new developments only (which meant increased or new site 
coverage was proposed), other minor works (which did not involve a 
change of use or additional site coverage) and both a change of use 
and new developments. Only two types of applications were applied 
for associated with industrial uses with the majority being in the form 
of new industrial developments. 

 

Figure 124:  Industrial Applications by Type of Development 

A total of 8 applications were assessed under the CHP2001 while 3 
were assessed under the CHP2015.

A total of 55% were associated with a light form of industrial 
development for sites within the City, while 45% were associated with 
a general (heavy) industrial form of industrial use. 

A total of 92% were approved, with the remaining single application 
being withdrawn. Of these approvals 75% have been completed and 
25% were under construction at the time of writing. 

Approvals since 2010 which have been completed account for some 
of the existing stock within the City, however, to understand the full 
extent of industrial development, the location of the sites associated 
with these approvals were mapped alongside those sites classed by 
the Department of Land Valuation as “industry” or “warehousing”. 
Figure 125 shows all existing industrial operations within the City. 
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Figure 125: Existing Light and General/Heavy Industrial Forms of Development 

This spatial information also shows that the majority of existing 
industrial developments are located on the northern and eastern sides 
of the City. 

To supplement the spatial information shown above, it was considered 
valuable to analyse the impacts which industrial land activities can 
have upon a site and its immediate environs within the City. This form 
of qualitative analysis can provide an indication of the implications of 
this form of land use and therefore whether existing policy provisions 
remain relevant. This will assist in determining if the existing restrictive 
approach towards industrial land uses remains appropriate or requires 
adjustment. Accordingly, site visits and a review of historic planning 

files was conducted for a select few industrial land uses taking place 
within the City.

Case Studies
It is acknowledge that some of the case studies fall outside of the City 
Plan Area, being located within North East Hamilton. However, the 
purpose of this is to consider how industrial land uses and activities 
can impact upon the surrounding area, particularly within an urban 
environment and therefore the selected case studies were considered 
to offer relevant information.

Bermuda Public Storage, Island Press, AC Brewer Distributors Ltd., 
and Goslings 

Bermuda Public Storage is a 5 storey light industrial self-storage facility 
located at 21 Elliot Street. The building has elevations onto both Elliot 
Street and Angle Street.

The development was originally applied for through an ‘in-principle’ 
planning application (P0644/06), however, it was refused by the DAB 
as the CHP2001 did not permit new industrial developments within 
the City. The planning assessment notes that the DAB has discretion to 
approve light industrial development, however, this discretion is only 
warranted if the total lot size does not exceed 5,000 square feet and if 
the total gross floor area (GFA) of the new building does not exceed 
3,000 square feet, neither of which were met. As a result the application 
was refused. The Board’s decision was appealed to the Minister who 
resolved to uphold the appeal and grant planning permission with the 
final application being approved soon thereafter. 

While the design has attempted to look less industrial in nature, it is 
clearly a building which does not respond to its context and the storage 
use does not enhance pedestrian activity within the area or enliven 
the public realms of either Angle or Elliot Street. Two wide industrial 
looking roller doors front onto the pedestrian sidewalk (N side of Elliot 
Street), which are accessed over the sidewalk via a dropped curb. 
Blank walls and a set of access steps leading to a series of doors front 
Angle Street.
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Island Press is located to the immediate west of the BPS building, within 
a two storey building (19 Elliot Street), with elevations onto both Elliot 
Street and Angle Street. The design of the building is substandard, 
especially as it relates to the elevation fronting Angle Street.  One 
wide roller door with vehicular access via a dropped curb fronts onto 
Elliot Street, however, two roller doors front onto Angle Street, both 
with dropped curbs along with two sets of external access steps, 
each leading to an access door. In general the building appears to 
generate little to no foot traffic, however, any limited foot traffic which 
is generated along these sidewalks could be at conflict with vehicular 
traffic accessing the numerous rollers doors over the public sidewalks. 

AC Brewer Distributors Ltd. is located immediately west of Island Press 
at 9 Elliot Street, also with elevations onto both Elliot Street and Angle 
Street. No historic planning files exist for the original building, however, 
in 2008 a two storey extension for a freezer and additional storage 
area was approved (P0458/08). The planning assessment states that 
the proposed addition is minor and will not exacerbate any adverse 
impacts on the occupiers of neighboring properties, with no additional 
traffic or road safety problems anticipated. Further, the assessment 
also states that the design and appearance of the extension is 
appropriate for the form of industrial development proposed. A private 
parking lot forms part of the site, abutting the building to the west. It 
is defined by chain link fencing fronting onto both Angle Street and 
Elliot Street. Blank facades characterise the Angle Street elevation with 
numerous exhaust fans appended to the elevation which do not look 
aesthetically pleasing. Again, the design does not inspire and the use 
does not enhance the pedestrian environment, within the area but 
rather detracts from it. 

A large warehouse building (Goslings) is located opposite the Bermuda 
Public Storage building and Island Press and has elevations onto both 
Elliot Street and Dundonald Street. The elevation fronting onto Elliot 
Street consists of blank facades, 2- 4 storeys in height with central 
delivery areas enclosed by chain link fencing abutting the sidewalks 
along Elliot Street and Dundonald Street. One roller door fronts onto 
Elliot Street, with a dropped curb for access.  

Vehicular access to the buildings requires crossing over sidewalks 
which can impact upon the safety of the pedestrian environment. 

In this instance a total of 7 vehicular access points within a 325 feet 
stretch of sidewalk were noted along the northern side of Elliot Street. 
This significantly increases the potential for conflicts to occur between 
vehicles accessing these industrial buildings and pedestrians using 
the sidewalk. On the other side of Elliot Street, while only 1 roller door 
exists requiring vehicle access over the sidewalk pedestrians have to 
navigate interactions with vehicles entering and exiting Elliot Street 
parking lot. These potential conflicts detract from the area, resulting 
in a street environment which is devoid of activity, evidencing how 
these industrial operations in the context of the surrounding area can 
negatively impact upon the vitality of an area. Industrial land activities 
are a fundamental part of any thriving economy, however, these land 
uses can have severe and widespread impacts upon their immediate 
environs and must therefore be carefully located. Convention is to 
have a high concentration of such land uses in a particular location in 
order to minimise the disruptive nature of the activities associated with 
industrial activities. In Bermuda the highly developed nature of the 
Island, coupled with the lack of strategically appropriate sites results 
in the consequences which you can see play out in this area. While 
there are limited options for industrial land activities in Bermuda, the 
highly visible implications for this area clearly show that the City is not 
an appropriate location for such uses. 

Figure 126 is useful in showing the cumulative impact of these industrial 
sites which is exacerbated by their design and by the surrounding uses 
in proximity.  The concentration of even a small number of industrial 
land uses has been used as a justification for expanding such uses 
further.
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Figure 126: Aerial Image of Area

As a result of the concentration of these various forms of industrial 
operations, the area is devoid of activity, which is compounded by 
the public parking lot and derelict site on the corner. Most notable 
on the Elliot Street side, this significantly contributes to an area which 
feels unsafe and unwelcoming, particular in the evening. Areas like 
this within an urban setting facilitate criminal activity and show the 
importance of having occupied buildings (particularly at ground floor 
level), which generate regular footfall and provide natural surveillance.

Figure 127 shows different perspectives, looking east and west 

along Elliot Street, east and west along Angle Street and west along 
Dundonald Street.
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Figure 127: Elliot, Angle and Dundonald Streetscapes 

Bermuda Import & Export 

Bermuda Import & Export is located at the eastern end of Dundonald 
Street, in proximity to King Street at 62 and 64 Dundonald Street. 

The 3 storey industrial building at 62 Dundonald Street was approved 
in principle under P0864/97 and then later in final under P0576/99. 
The design is utilitarian and the use does not generate any pedestrian 
activity. In addition, there are two oversized roller doors fronting the 
pedestrian sidewalk, which create an unwelcoming appearance.

To the immediate east is a single-storey traditional style building (64 
Dundonald Street), which appears to be used for industrial storage, 
also associated with the operation. The warehouse fronts onto 
Dundonald and King Streets. A small industrial style roller door fronts 
onto Dundonald Street with vehicular access provided via a dropped 
curb. A questionably dangerous electrical wire is strung up alongside 
and above the sidewalk which presumably is associated with the 
industrial operation. 

In 2010 an application was approved for the redevelopment of this 
site. The proposal comprised the demolition of the existing small scale 
building and the construction of a new 3 storey warehouse building. 
Bermuda Import & Export was the applicant and owner of the site and 
it was confirmed that the works were required to accommodate the 
growing needs of the neighboring operation. The proposal involved 
a double roller door fronting onto Dundonald Street, which would 
have intensified the operation and most likely resulted in a further 
increase in the frequency of containerised and delivery trucks within 
this area. Construction never commenced and the approval has since 
expired.  

The vehicular access points which result in frequent delivery by heavy 
and containerised trucks accessing the site over the sidewalk can be at 
conflict with the pedestrian environment. This operation has resulted 
in this stretch on the southern side of Dundonald Street being devoid 
of activity, evidencing how industrial operations can negatively impact 
upon the vitality of a wider area.  

Figure 128 shows perspectives looking west and east along Dundonald 
Street.
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Figure 128: Dundonald Streetscapes looking E and W

Butterfield and Vallis, CoH Works Depot, Workshop at 13 Laffan 
Street and PW Marine

Butterfield and Vallis is located at 27 Woodlands Road, within the 
north western portion of the City. The company imports, stores and 
distributes food and food-related products around the Island. A 
substantial part of the existing development site is used for warehouse 
storage. Over the years there have been many applications submitted 
for development on the site, with three applications being particularly 
noteworthy.

Application P0891/05 proposed a partial demolition to accommodate 
a major extension to the existing warehouse facility, totaling 13,865 
square feet. This was a reduction from the original submission which 

proposed a 22,768 square feet extension. The planning assessment 
states that the Board only has discretion to approve minor extensions to 
existing industrial premises and that while the addition was reduced in 
size, it was still not considered minor. The Board refused the application; 
a decision which was subsequently appealed to the Minister. The 
independent Inspector recommended that the appeal be upheld and 
that planning permission be granted. The Inspector’s report notes 
that the addition constitutes a 20% increase in the total floor space, 
which is minor when considering the size of the existing development, 
however, he notes that the increase in GFA is still considerable. It is 
further argued that the addition will enable many existing operations 
conducted in the open to be given accommodations inside. It goes on 
to say that the site is unambiguously industrial in character and that 
whether deemed to be minor or major, the proposal has implications 
for the wider interest of industry, planning and the City of Hamilton as a 
whole. The Minister resolved to uphold the appeal and grant planning 
permission. The planning permission has since expired. 

Planning application P0891/15 proposed the demolition buildings 
associated with three lots to the east of the site. The grade of these 
sites was also proposed to be excavated down to meet the grade of 
the existing Butterfield and Vallis building below (27 feet of cut.) such 
that the land could accommodate future development associated 
with Butterfield and Vallis’s operation. The proposal also included the 
construction of a new public sidewalk abutting Canal Road, which 
would be separated from the site with the use of an 8-foot high chain 
link fence. The application was approved with all demolition and 
excavation having been recently completed. 

Most recently, application PLAN-0455-20 proposed three new 
warehouse buildings on the eastern side of the site which was 
excavated, totaling 21,260 square feet of additional site coverage 
and 21,960 square feet of additional GFA. One of the warehouses was 
proposed to be used by a shipping company with a new dedicated 
access point off Canal Road. The existing service access off Canal 
Road was also shown to be retained for continued use by Butterfield 
and Vallis. The planning assessment argues that provisions within the 
CHP2015 permit extensions to existing industrial operations provided 
they do not comprise more than 40% additional floor space, which 
was met. Notwithstanding the provision being met the additional sites 
coverage and GFA is still considered to be substantial. No detrimental 



134 City Survey Report 2022

impacts were anticipated given the existing operation and surrounding 
area/uses. The application was approved and construction had 
commenced at the time of writing.

Further east of Butterfield and Vallis, the CoH’s new works depot is 
located at 11 Laffan Street. Prior to its redevelopment, this site was 
used for industrial related activity, including workshops and storage 
associated with the CoH’s operations, as well as parking for its fleet. 
In 2008 an application was approved for a new office building and 
works depot, containing workshops and garages for vehicle servicing, 
bodywork, paint, sign fabrication, carpentry, storage, parking, fueling 
station etc., all secured with a 6-foot high black metal fence fronting 
the southern side of the Canal Road. While the new development had 
industrial components, it was seen as an improvement to the industrial 
operations that were taking place on the site previously.   

North of the CoH’s works depot, an auto garage/workshop is located 
at 13 Laffan Street. Records for this site suggest that it has historically 
been used for industrial activities. The last application was received 
in 2007 (P0899/07). The application sought approval to demolish an 
existing car service garage and replace it with a four-storey service 
garage and storage warehouse. The planning assessment notes that 
the proposal did not comply with the provisions of the CHP2001 in 
that the site is larger than 5,000 square feet and the gross floor area 
of the building exceeded 3,000 square feet. As such the application 
was refused by the Board, and the Board’s decision was subsequently 
appealed to the Minister. The independent Inspector argued that the 
floor space thresholds for light industrial use within CHP2001 made 
little sense. Further, the Inspector was persuaded that the proposed 
use was acceptable for the location, given the nature and types of 
other uses in the vicinity. The only concern raised by the Inspector 
was in relation to the scale of the development and in this regard, a 3 
storey structure was deemed to be more fitting. The Minister resolved 
to support the Inspector’s recommendation and granted approval for a 
3 storey service garage and storage warehouse building. Construction 
never commenced and the approval has since expired. 

To the south of Butterfield and Vallis, there is a marine retail shop, 
inclusive of an electric rental car office and large boat storage and 
servicing area. There is also vehicle storage associated with a car 
dealership, and electric rental car storage. Chain link fencing defines 

most of the boundaries abutting sidewalks/roads along Woodlands, 
Canal, Serpentine, and Jackson’s Way roadways. 

The vehicle storage use associated with a car dealership was approved 
numerous times, the last being in 2017 (P0206/17). The planning 
assessment states that the storage of vehicles for a dealership is 
considered a light industrial use, which can be approved at the 
discretion of the Board, and that the storage of new cars will not result 
in any negative impacts on the site or the immediate surrounding area. 

The electric rental car storage and retail office uses were approved 
under P0235/19. The planning assessment classes the proposal as 
light industrial and argues that, given the established character of the 
site and surrounding area, the use is appropriate, with no detrimental 
impacts anticipated. 

In addition to these existing industrial operations, there is also a vacant 
lot owned by the CoH which is being used for storage at the corner 
of Canal Road and Jackson’s Way. In addition, the Laffan Street car 
park and multi-storey Bulls Head Car Park front onto Canal Road and 
Jackson’s Way, collectively impacting the amount of foot traffic in the 
area. 

The vehicular access points along Woodland Road (9 in total), which 
frequently attract industrial vehicles to the site, can potentially be 
at conflict with pedestrians using this stretch of the sidewalk on the 
eastern side.   

Figure 129 is useful in showing the cumulative impact of these 
industrial sites, which is exacerbated by their design and location in 
proximity to public car parks.
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Source: Esri, Maxar, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
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Figure 130 provides an indication of how the environmental quality of 
the area has been impacted by the land uses taking place.

 

 

 

 Figure 130: Streetscape Associated with B&V, PW Marine, CoH Works Depot
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Bermuda Motors (55 Church Street, 63 Church Street, 76, 84 and 
86 Church Street) 

At the east end of Church Street Bermuda Motors operates out of a 
number of sites. Industrial associated uses operate out of two sites, 
including a car stock storage yard and an auto mechanics workshop. 

The car storage lot sits below the grade of Church Street and is defined 
by significant rock cuts with chain link fencing fronting the sidewalk. 
The use does not generate any foot traffic and is quite unsightly as 
viewed from the public sidewalk above. Further east, Bermuda Motors’ 
auto mechanic workshop/garage is located, fronting onto the corner 
of Church Street and King Street. An industrial oversized roller door 
also fronts Church Street, with a high frequency of vehicular traffic 
entering and exiting the workshop throughout the day, crossing over 
the pedestrian sidewalk at a busy junction. Auto garage sounds and 
smells are prevalent in this area. While the City location is convenient 
for some customers, some of the uses would be more appropriately 
located outside of the City due to the aesthetic, environmental and 
traffic implications of these operations.  

Bermuda Motors also has 3 showrooms in proximity to these two 
industrial operations. While these showrooms are classed as retail 
uses, they generate significantly less pedestrian activity than more 
conventional forms of retailing, such as shops or cafes. 

It should also be noted that parking spaces within the King Street public 
parking area are being used by Bermuda Motors for cars waiting to be 
worked on, removing these spaces from the City’s parking capacity. 

Cumulatively, the car storage yard, auto mechanic garage, showrooms 
and public and private parking lots in the area result in minimal foot 
traffic generated at this end of Church Street, which impacts the vitality 
of the area. 

Access points from parking lots and the single vehicular access 
associated with Bermuda Motors can impact on the safety of 
pedestrians using the sidewalks in this area as they have to negotiate 
vehicles coming to and from these spaces. As a result there is minimal 
pedestrian activity within this area. 

Figure 131 is useful in showing the cumulative impact of these 
industrial sites, which is exacerbated by their design and location in 

proximity to public and private parking lots. Figure 132 shows a series 
of different photos taken at this end of Church Street. 



Source: Esri, Maxar, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
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Figure 132: Streetscape looking W along Church Street, S along King Street, E along Church Street

Rear of 125 Front Street (The Supermart) fronting Reid Street

At the eastern end of Reid Street there is direct access into the warehouse 
of a large supermarket (The Supermart). Roller doors front onto Reid 
Street sidewalk, providing access to the warehouse space associated 
with the grocery store. Heavy delivery truck and containerised truck 
deliveries occur frequently whereby goods are unloaded and placed 
on a conveyor belt which bridges from the roadside curb across the 
full width of the public sidewalk and into the warehouse, entirely 
impeding pedestrian movement and forcing pedestrians to cross over 
onto the other side of Reid Street. The sidewalk in front of these roller 
doors is regularly dirty and smells of unpleasant odors, presumably as 
a consequence of produce having fallen onto the sidewalk. 

Containerised trucks are too large for the on-street loading bays in this 
location, and as such they park within the southern lane of Reid Street, 

hindering vehicular traffic which must bottleneck into the northern 
lane. As such this main commuter gateway road into the City suffers 
from traffic circulation and congestion issues on a regular basis.

The warehouse use has resulted in an unappealing pedestrian 
environment which deters pedestrians from the area and creates 
congestion and traffic circulation issues. 

 
Figure 133: The Supermart Warehouse operations which impact the sidewalk and roadway 
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Container Port

Located at the eastern end of the Waterfront is the Island’s only 
container port, which is owned by the CoH. The container port is over 
7 acres, fronts onto Hamilton Harbour and as such, is highly visible. It 
is also in proximity to the Sessions House/Cabinet Office Historic Area.

 

                                              

Figure 134: Container Port

A wide access point (over 100 feet wide) to and from the Port is 
provided from Front Street, which is the main gateway road into the 
City. Container ships and other cargo vessels are loaded and unloaded 
here with industrial containerised truckers delivering goods to 
locations across the Island.  

Figure 135: Container Port Access off Front Street
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Warehouse style buildings, container cranes and stacked shipping 
containers secured with tall black metal fencing characterise the site, 
all of which are highly visible at some points along Front Street. While 
vegetation has been used to assist with concealment, there are areas 
where containers are still visible which is quite at the key gateway into 
the City. 

 

 

Figure 136: View of the Port at the eastern end of Front Street

The operation also generates significant level of noise pollution 
associated with the cranes, forklifts and industrial containerised traffic. 
The implications of this land use at this key location are wide-ranging 
and well established. However, for the purposes of this exercise, it is 
worth reiterating that whilst a container port is critical to life in Bermuda, 
the location is unfortunate as the site presents a unique opportunity to 

create a high quality and welcoming approach into the City. 

In summary, while these existing industrial uses contribute to the 
City’s economy, their location and consolidation with other industrial 
operations in the vicinity limits pedestrian foot traffic, stifling life in 
some areas of the City. This is compounded by other uses in proximity 
which exacerbate the issues. It is acknowledged that Bermuda 
has a small population and not everywhere within the City can be 
consistently vibrant and bustling with activity. This also means that we 
probably don’t have the population to sustain the forms of land use 
which we would like to see spread throughout the City, for example, 
shops, cafes, bars, artistic and cultural uses, restaurants, social and 
recreational uses. However, industrial land uses and the associated 
activities can be invasive and have serious, detrimental impacts upon 
surrounding land uses. It is recognised that there is a convenience 
factor with being located in the City with quick access to the container 
docks meaning that such industrial traffic isn’t travelling significant 
distances, congesting and physically eroding the wider road network 
across the Island. 

However, in this instance it is clear that not only have the activities which 
are taking place resulted in a poor quality pedestrian environment, but 
they have also generated traffic issues on an ongoing basis. All of these 
consequences point towards the fact that many industrial land uses 
and critically, the associated activities, are generally not appropriate 
within commercial centres. 

Industrial Land outside of the City
Industrial land uses are contentious, have numerous implications 
and as such they should  be kept them away from sensitive land 
uses such as residential areas and nature reserves. Objections to the 
Bermuda Plan 2018 showed demand for new industrial zones. It is 
acknowledged that is extremely challenging to find appropriate sites 
within such a small land resource, however. A full industrial land review 
needs to be conducted by the Department in the near future to gain a 
comprehensive understanding of existing circumstances and options 
for how the issue could be resolved. 
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Ground Floor Uses within the Historic and Retail District
The Historic & Retail District (HRD) within the CHP2015 contains all 
the PSAs also identified within the CHP2015 with uses within ground 
floors fronting onto a PSA being restricted under Policy HRD.3 (1) to 
retail uses, restaurants, cafes and similar uses which contribute to the 
vitality and interest of the area. Policy HRD.3 (2), within the CHP2015, 
addresses ground floor spaces within the HRD which do not fall within 
a PSA. In these instances retail uses, restaurants, cafes and other 
similar uses are preferred on the ground floors, however, the Board has 
discretion to permit other uses where justified. 

To ascertain whether these provisions have been successful a review 
of all applications received within the area during the review period 
was undertaken.   

A total of 81 DAP 1 applications were processed for sites that fell within 
the HRD. Of these, 16 (20%) were related to proposals associated with 
a ground floor space fronting onto a PSA. 

Eight (50%) of these were also located in a PSA where ground floor uses 
must be retail uses, restaurants, cafes or similar uses which contribute 
to the vitality and interest of the area. Seven (88%) of these were 
approved, with Policy HRD3 (1) being discussed in the assessment in 
most instances, resulting in 5 restaurants/bars, 1 café, 1 salon being 
approved with all but one being completed. The remaining 12% (one 
application) was refused as it proposed a daycare at ground floor level. 
It was refused as it did not propose a form of retail use on the ground 
floor level fronting Queen Street. The Board’s decision was appealed 
and the Minister resolved to uphold the appeal and grant planning 
permission, citing that there currently exists an abundance of vacant 
retail and office space in the City and that the proposed daycare would 
not only bring a vacant unit back into use, but would also provide a 
useful service which would add to the activity and vitality of this part 
of the City. 

The remaining eight were located within the HRD but not within a 
PSA. As such, while retail uses, restaurants, cafes or similar uses are 
preferred, the Board has discretion to permit other uses. Of these, 
seven (88%) were approved with one application being withdrawn. 
In most instances, the Policy HRD.3 (2) was discussed in the planning 
assessment resulting in two salons, three restaurants/bars and two 

retail spaces. Of these, a total of four (57%) have been completed or are 
under construction.

This information confirms that Policies HRD.3 (1) or HRD.3 (2) have 
been consistently applied in the assessment of applications for sites 
that fall within the PSA and/or within the HRD. Having surveyed some 
of these approvals which have been completed, it is clear that these 
ground floor uses have added vitality and interest to the area at street 
level. 
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Figure 137: Astwood Arms, The Front Yard, Brew, and The Artesian Bakery

Retail Sales Index
The Retail Sales Index (RSI) provides an indication as to the overall 
health of the economy. Retail sales are an important economic indicator 
because consumer spending drives much of the economy. When 
consumers spend money, the economy is maintained or strengthened. 
However, if consumers stop spending the economy slows down. The 
RSI measures goods sold by retailers based on a sampling of different 
types of retail stores. 

The index is structured into seven broad sectors:

• Food Stores
•  Liquor Stores
•  Motor Vehicle Dealers
•  Service Stations
•  Building Materials
•  Apparel Stores
•  All Other Store Types

Since the RSI is a self-weighing index, stores reporting a large value of 
sales have a greater impact on the movement of the index than stores 
reporting a low level of sales activity. Concentrated analysis for the 
City means specifically focusing on the sectors that have the largest 
concentration of companies operating within the City boundary, such 
as apparel stores, food stores and liquor stores. While all spending 
may not be concentrated within the City, extrapolating trends and 
movements from the larger sector can be useful in understanding the 
trends of spending within the City. 

The overall trend in retail sales shows that consumers have reduced 
and concentrated their spending on necessities, dictated by lower 
average income, reduced working opportunities and prohibitively 
high costs. There is no one single factor for the change in spending 
habits of residents, however, the retail sales of the local economy bare 
evidence that there is a distinctive change in how residents wish to use 
their disposable income. 

These downward trends in retailing activity do not act in favor of 
enhancing the viability of the City but rather suggest that there is a 
need to diversify the range of commercial activities occurring within 
the City to ensure the City’s resilience. These factors, combined with 
other information collected, suggest that consideration should be 
given towards adapting our approach to planning within the City 
environment through the implementation of flexible provisions. 

Over the past decade, the value of retail sales has trended down. Despite 
this general downward trend, total retail sales in 2021 have rebounded 
to 2019 levels after being negatively impacted by restrictions due to 
COVID-19. Of the retail stores located in the City, food and liquor stores 
showed the largest changes during the restricted time with most of 
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the local spending being concentrated in these areas. Sales for these 
items soared during the pandemic to their highest levels over the ten 
year period.  

The movement of individuals, both residents and tourists, had a direct 
correlation to spending within the City. Overseas declarations over the 
past ten years have been relatively flat with the exception of 2020 when 
travel was restricted due to airport closures as a result of COVID-19 
thereby reducing the number of declared goods on arrival. During 
this period of travel restrictions, local consumers showed a strong 
preference for the convenience and variety of online shopping over 
the option of traditional shopping in a brick and mortar store as many 
worked remotely outside of the City and did not come into the City. 
Spending by households on clothing and footwear arriving by courier 
and directly by sea rose significantly as it was more convenient to shop 
online and have items delivered given most were working from home. 
Retailers also noted that a reduction in tourists negatively impacted 
earnings of apparel stores in the City leading to lower spending on 
clothing and accessories, as well as store closures in some instances. 
Sales of high-value items such as jewelry were also negatively affected 
by the lack of tourist spending as would be expected.

The City will not necessarily be able to rely on the retail sector to attract 
its visitors like it did in the past. As such it will have to reinvent itself 
as a destination which offers a diverse range uses and experiences to 
entice visitors to work, play and live in the City.  

Whilst these are complicated issues, on balance, it is considered that 
the City is generally not an appropriate location for industrial activities. 
While warehousing and industry only account for 4% of all units within 
the City, the impact of these uses upon the City’s environment can 
be significantly detrimental, denuding the liveliness of an area and 
generating industrial vehicular movements.
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10.3 Summary Table

Chapter Information Sources Key Issues Key Findings Recommendations

Business in 
the City

Records of the 
Department of Land 
Valuation

Has there been a change in the 
number of uninhabitable and 
unusable residential or non-
residential units in the City? 

The number of uninhabitable or unusable residential and non-residen-
tial units increased from 18 units in 2010 to 45 units in 2021. A total of 4 
buildings were also demolished between 2010 and 2021 due to their poor 
condition.

The new Plan may want to support the 
adaptive reuse and repurposing of existing 
out dated buildings and spaces for all uses 
and not just for the creation of residential 
dwelling units and live/work spaces.

Department of 
Land Valuation and 
Planning GIS

Are there any spatial patterns 
regarding where uninhabitable 
and unusable residential and 
non- residential units are located 
within the City? 

The highest concentration of uninhabitable and unusable spaces are locat-
ed within NE Hamilton with the second-highest concentration being seen 
in the southwestern corner of the City in proximity or within the downtown 
core. 

Records from the 
Department of Land 
Valuation, and Site 
visits

Are there any trends in ground 
floor use within the City 
(excluding NE Hamilton)? 

The majority of ground floor uses within the City were retail uses, followed 
by office with residential coming in third place. 

Department of Land 
Valuation, and Site 
visits

How many vacant ground 
floor units exist within the City 
(excluding NE Hamilton)?

Of the 744 ground floor units which were recorded within the City, a total 
of 112(15%) were vacant (unoccupied but capable of being used).

Records of the 
Department of Land 
Valuation, Planning 
GIS and Site visits

Are there any spatial patterns 
associated with the location of 
existing vacant ground floor units 
located within the City?

Vacant ground floor units are scattered throughout the City with the excep-
tion of the NW corner of the City, which has notably fewer

Data from Real Estate 
Sites

How many units within the City 
are listed on real estate pages 
and what types of spaces were 
these?

Approximately 99 vacant units were being listed at the time of the survey 
by real estate companies, which equates to 4% of all units in the City at all 
floor levels. Approx. 290,820 square feet of vacant space was available, the 
majority (91%) being office space, followed by retail space (6%).

Data from the 
Department of 
Statistics 

Are there any trends in different 
sectors of the economy? 

Eight of the fifteen sectors of the economy on the Island identified in the 
census reports saw a net decrease in numbers employed from 2000 to 
2016. These sectors included manufacturing, electricity, gas and water, 
construction, wholesale trade, retail trade & repair services, hotels and 
restaurants, transport & communications, financial intermediation, and 
other community, social & personal services. The most significant net de-
crease was seen in manufacturing, followed by electricity, gas & water with 
construction in third.  

Sectors which saw a net increase in employment numbers from 2000 to 
2016 included agriculture, fishing and quarrying, real estate and renting 
services, business services, public administration, education, health & 
social work, and international business activity. The most significant net 
increase is seen in international business activity, followed by public admin-
istration with real estate & renting services coming in third. 

While we don’t have census data for beyond 2016, the National Econom-
ic Report of Bermuda 2021 (NERB2021) reports that accommodation and 
food service activities had the largest number of job declines of any sector 
in 2021 shedding over 100 jobs.  Other declines were seen in the financial 
& insurance industries, construction, quarrying, and within information & 
communication sectors. 

The NERB2021 also reported that the reduction in these sectors of the 
economy was; however, largely offset by the increase in the international 
business sector, which saw the largest growth in jobs. Other areas of in-
crease were also reported within in-service activities. 
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Chapter Information Sources Key Issues Key Findings Recommendations

Discussions with the 
DM Officers

Did any events stimulate develop-
ment within the City since 2010?

The America’s Cup event stimulated development in a number of sectors of 
the economy between 2015 and 2017.

Planning application 
analysis and Site visit 
analysis

Should industrial development 
still be permitted within the City?

Case studies indicate that while existing industrial uses contribute to the 
City’s economy, their location and consolidation with other industrial oper-
ations in the vicinity limits pedestrian foot traffic, stifling life in some areas 
of the City. All of these consequences point towards the fact that many 
industrial land uses and critically, the associated activities, are generally not 
appropriate within commercial centres.

The new Plan may want to consider restrict-
ing new industrial development (general/ 
heavy or light) or an intensification of existing 
industrial operations within the City.
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Design
Within the City, there have been strict design parameters for a number 
of years, with the Board being afforded discretion to vary requirements 
in certain circumstances. These design parameters are evident 
throughout the City, most notably with the upper storey setbacks on 
Front Street. Whilst there are mixed opinions over this architectural 
approach, this has become part of the character of Front Street, mixed 
in with some older buildings which were evidently not controlled by 
the same design parameters, or approved upon appeal. This section 
explores some of these design parameters in detail, whilst setting out 
some relevant case studies which have explored the prevalent issues.

11.1 Policy Background

The City of Hamilton Plan 2001
The CHP2001 had clearly defined design parameters in terms of a 
maximum number of storeys, street-level setbacks and upper storey 
setbacks, with discretion being afforded in certain instances. 

One such discretionary power related to an allowance to permit an 
additional storey above the maximum permitted number of storeys 
subject to 50% of the total GFA, inclusive of the additional storey, being 
dedicated exclusively to residential use. In addition, the design had to 
be of high quality and had to have been reviewed by the Architectural 
Advisory Panel (AAP). 

An additional storey(s) above the maximum was also permitted at the 
discretion of the Board for buildings that extended through a city block 
provided the extended storey(s) did not project beyond a line drawn 
at 30 degrees from the height of the proposed building on the road 
frontage at the lower grade. 

Corner lots were also permitted to have an additional upper storey of 
floor space provided certain design criteria were met and provided the 
proposal had been reviewed by the AAP.

Cathedral view corridors were established in the CHP2001 with 
sites that fell within these corridors having to demonstrate that the 

development would not have a detrimental impact on the Cathedral. 
In addition, the overall height of any buildings within the City could not 
exceed 138 O.D. (being the height of the ridge level of the Cathedral) 
in the CHP2001, however, the Board was afforded discretion to 
vary this where rooftop features or bonus floors were proposed. In 
applying its discretion, the Board was required to be satisfied that 
the higher structure did not prevent the enjoyment of an established 
view of the Cathedral, created an attractive skyline, did not create an 
overly dominant feature in the skyline, did not create an unpleasant 
environment for pedestrians, and had been reviewed by the AAP.

Storey heights were not permitted to normally exceed 14 feet for the 
first storey, and 12 feet for all other storeys, however, the Board was 
afforded discretion to vary this. 

The maximum height of the ground floor (street-level) was also 
prescribed in the CHP2001. No discretion was afforded to vary these 
requirements. 

Minimum street-level setbacks (at street level and to the rear lot line) 
and upper storey setbacks were set out in the CHP2001, with the Board 
being afforded discretion to vary them where justified. 

In the CHP2001, buildings above 4 storeys also had to apply an 
additional setback to 40% of the building front, which increased for 
each additional storey. The Board did not have discretion to vary this 
requirement. Buildings on Front Street were the exception. 

The City of Hamilton Plan 2015
The CHP2015 continues to set maximum storey heights. An additional 
storey(s) continues to be permitted at the discretion of the Board for 
buildings that extended through a city block. The criteria which must 
be satisfied for the Board to apply its discretion generally remain the 
same as those set out within the CHP2001. 

The residential bonus provision in the CHP2001 which permitted an 
additional storey above the maximum was removed in the CHP2015. 
However, a new policy was introduced, which identified recipient 
locations where the Board was afforded discretion to approve a bonus 
floor provided the proposal includes a significant residential and/or 
tourism component, community benefits to the public realm, and a 
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financial contribution to the Listed Building Grant Scheme.

Corner lots continue to be provided with specific design criteria within 
the CHP2015, however, they are no longer permitted to have an 
additional storey.

The overall height of the buildings continues to be limited to 138 O.D., 
with the Board maintaining its discretion to permit heights above this 
level where rooftop features or recipient bonus floors are proposed. 
Generally, the same criteria have to be met for the Board to apply its 
discretion as was required in the CHP2001.

Ground floor maximum storey heights remained the same (14 feet 
max.) within the CHP2015, however, the maximum height of the upper 
floors increased from 12 to 14 feet. The Board still retains its discretion 
to vary these.

Maximum heights at street level continue to be set in the CHP2015 and 
the Board continues not to be afforded any discretion to vary these 
requirements.  

Minimum setbacks (at street level and to the rear lot line) and upper 
storey setbacks continue to be set out in the CHP2015, however, similar 
to the CHP2001, the Board continues to be afforded discretion to vary 
these.  Any building above 4 storeys is no longer required to provide an 
additional setback to 40% of the front building line, however.

11.2 Detailed Findings

Planning Application Analysis
To understand how the design provisions have functioned, and 
if any challenges have been noted in their application, planning 
applications for new developments or developments within recipient 
bonus floor locations were analysed. The review looked at all relevant 
applications received during the review period and identified a total of 
37 applications. Of these a total of 27 were associated with sites which 
fell within the City Plan Area, while 10 were associated with sites which 
fell within North East Hamilton. 

Of these 37, a total of 30 (81%) of the identified applications were 
approved, with 6 (16%) being refused and the remaining being 

withdrawn. Of the 6 refusals, 5 were appealed to the Minister, with 3 
(60%) being dismissed and two being upheld. A total of 3 approvals 
have been completed with one being under construction. None of the 
approvals under appeal have been completed.  

None of the applications assessed under the CHP2001 applied to use 
the residential bonus floor provision set out within the CHP2001. In 
terms of the CHP2015, a total of 13 applications were related to sites 
which fell within recipient locations for bonus floors, however, none of 
the applications applied for a bonus floor. Although well-intentioned, 
the bonus floor provisions have delivered nothing and therefore this 
calls into question the relevance of these provisions. The underlying 
intention was to increase the residential population of the City, enhance 
tourism offerings or assist in funding public realm improvements and, 
unfortunately, none of these objectives have been achieved.

Having reviewed all applications, it is noted that in most instances 
matters relating to design were either addressed in the original 
submission or addressed through revised plans in response to 
departmental feedback. File records indicate little to no negotiation 
as it relates to design on the part of the agent, however, it should be 
noted that phone calls or meetings may have taken place to discuss 
such matters.  

A total of 9 applications associated with 7 sites provide insight as to 
how the design provisions of both the CHP2001 and CHP2015 were 
being applied and whether they presented any challenges. Details of 
these files are outlined below.

Case Studies
P0076/10 - New 6 Storey Commercial Building at 3 Elliott Street 
West

The application was assessed under the CHP2001. The submission 
did not include a design statement or visual study demonstrating how 
the proposed structure would fit within the site and the context of the 
surrounding area. The proposed building was 2 storeys higher than 
the maximum permitted (4). Notwithstanding this noncompliance, the 
proposal also did not attempt to achieve upper storey setbacks. The 
street-level setback to Elliot Street West (min of 5 feet) was not met 
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along the full frontage, however, the Board did have the discretion to 
reduce this. Finally, blank facades were proposed that lacked visual 
interest and were highly visible. The proposal also did not include a 
landscaping scheme as required under CHP2001.

The Architectural Advisory Panel (AAP) was not in support of the 
proposal due to the lack of design details demonstrating how the 
building would fit within the context of the surrounding area.

The agent was informed of the shortcomings identified by the 
Department but requested that the application be presented to the 
Board, which refused the application for reasons relating to height, 
lack of upper storey setbacks, lack of street-level setbacks, lack of 
landscaping, and blank facades. 

The Board’s decision was appealed to the Minister. The appeal case 
argued that the CHP2001 was too prescriptive and that more flexibility 
was needed. The case included a photomontage of the proposed 
building as viewed from Elliot Street West, contending that with a 
total height of 89 feet the new building would not interfere with the 
Cathedral’s visual prominence. The Department submitted a Director’s 
case noting that the external appearance of the proposed building 
had been modified through the appeal to include a mural, designed 
to increase the visual interest in the eastern and western elevations 
where no windows were proposed (previously blank facades). The 
Department contended that had this been proposed in the original 
submission that the reason for refusal relating to the blank facades 
would have not been included in the recommendation to the Board. 

The independent Inspector for the appeal contended that in light 
of the anticipated review of the CHP2001, which may relax height 
restrictions in the locality, he did not think that the appeals process 
should be used to anticipate such changes. The Inspector noted 
examples of other developments in proximity where floor space 
concessions were afforded and considered that compelling reasons 
for such departures were presented in those cases which had not been 
included in this case. As such, a recommendation was made that the 
appeal be dismissed. The Minister resolved to dismiss the appeal. 

It should be noted that the maximum permitted overall height and 
height at street level for this site did not change with the introduction 
in the CHP2015. The street-level setback actually increased from 5 feet 

to 6 feet which resulted in greater restrictions being placed on the site.  

P0277/10 - New 4 Storey Light Industrial Warehouse Building at 64 
Dundonald Street

This application was assessed under the CHP2001. The submission 
did not include a design statement or visual study demonstrating 
how the proposed structure would fit within the site and the context 
of the surrounding area. The proposed gross floor area exceeded the 
maximum standards set out in the CHP2001 by 705 square feet. Blank 
facades at and above street level were also proposed, as well as a 
reduction in the minimum 15-foot setback to King Street to 11 feet. 

Revised plans were received in response to concerns raised through 
the planning assessment which included windows being added at the 
upper storey level and a planter being added at street level to break 
up the blank facades. The Department’s report also argued that given 
the prevailing building lines along King Street, the 11-foot setback was 
justified. Further, the report applied Section 17 of the Development 
and Planning Act 1974 which speaks to the Board having regard 
to “any other relevant consideration” and refers to the Economic 
Empowerment Zone (EEZ) where there is assistance for land and 
business owners to realise their maximum potential. As such, and in 
this regard, the additional 705 square feet of GFA over the maximum 
permitted was considered reasonable and justified. Section 17 of the 
Act may be an indication that the Department wanted to support the 
proposal which did not comply with the maximum GFA permitted set 
out in the provisions. The application was approved by the Board, 
however, approval has since expired and the development has not 
been constructed. 

P0419-10 – New 8 Storey Office Building at the corner of Angle, 
Brunswick and Elliot Streets 

This application was assessed under the CHP2001 and falls within 
the Economic Empowerment Zone. The submission did not include a 
design statement or study but included a single 3D model showing 
how the new structure would look on the site as viewed Angle Street. 
No additional models were provided looking at the site from Brunswick 
Street or Elliot Street and no contextual models were included to 
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demonstrate how it would fit within the area. The height proposed was 
3 storeys greater than the maximum permitted (5) under the provisions. 
Notwithstanding, it was well under the maximum permitted 138 O.D. 
relating the Cathedral’s visual prominence. The Bermuda Economic 
Development Corporation (BEDC) reviewed the application and 
commented that the building would dwarf adjacent properties given 
its height, noting that if reduced in height it could be supported by the 
BEDC. 

The application was refused by the Board for reasons relating to 
height, lack of upper storey setbacks, lack of street-level setbacks, 
scale, massing, and traffic impact. 

The Board’s decision was appealed to the Minister. The appeal case 
noted that the design had won a design award although the entity 
which awarded the design was not noted. The Inspector considered 
the scale and design to be appropriate and supported this part of the 
proposal, stating that it would enhance the area and street life but took 
issue with traffic impact. The Minister dismissed the appeal. 

The same proposal was later submitted under P0057-13. It was refused 
again by the Board due to overall height, height at street level, setbacks, 
scale, and massing and traffic impact. The Inspector again did not 
support the proposal due to traffic impacts. The Minister upheld the 
appeal and argued that the development could enhance the economic 
activity in this part of the City, enhancing the area overall. The approval 
has since expired. Streel framing has been installed on the site which 
has since been boarded up with plywood hoarding which is unsightly. 

P0210-11 -New 10 Storey Residential Building at 74 Serpentine 
Road

This application was assessed under the CHP2001. The submission 
did not include a design statement or study to demonstrate the 
impact of the proposed structure within the site or the context of the 
surrounding area. The site was permitted a maximum of 7 storeys and 
as such the proposal exceeded this maximum by 3 storeys. It also did 
not comply with the maximum height permitted at street level, the 
minimum required setbacks or the 138 O.D. height restriction. The AAP 
was consulted and outlined its support for the height and design of 
the building but questioned why the height could not be reduced by 

4 feet to meet the max. 138 O.D. requirement. The agent was informed 
of the Department’s concerns and revised plans were subsequently 
received, which reduced the height to meet the 138 ft. O.D. restriction.

The Board report argued that the proposed setbacks were justified and 
that the Board’s discretion was warranted, however, the application 
was refused for reasons relating to the proposed total number of 
storeys, and number of storeys at street level. 

The Board report also noted that a review of the CHP2001 was 
underway and that a significant departure from current policies 
seeking to control the heights should be considered as part of the 
review process. This suggests that there was a belief that there should 
be scope to deviate from prescribed design parameters. The Board 
refused the application due to the proposed height of the building. The 
Board’s decision was appealed to the Minister. The Minister upheld 
the appeal and approved the development, although the approval has 
since expired with no development having taken place.

It should be noted that through the introduction of the CHP2015, the 
maximum permitted number of storeys, including those at streel level, 
did not change for this site. 

P0312-17 - A New 3 Storey Containerised Tourism/Hospitality 
Building (Temp. for 5 Years Only) at 10 Front Street

This submission included a design statement as well as a series of 
renderings demonstrating the proposed design and how it would fit 
within the site and its context.  The application was assessed against 
the CHP2015. The AAP commented that the structure presented an 
opportunity to test a development concept on the Waterfront without 
spending significant money. It was argued that the project could 
generate activity on the Waterfront which could dictate long term plans 
for this part of the City. It was noted that given its impact on the view 
corridor of the harbour from Queen Street, only temporary approval 
was appropriate. The AAP felt that the structure did not detract from 
the historic architecture along Front Street. The structure was installed 
and temporary approval is due to expire on 16 February 2023. 
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PLAN-0102-19 – New 7 Storey Building (Residential and Retail) at 
31 and 33 Church Street

The application was assessed against the CHP2015. Supporting 
information was submitted by the agent detailing the design intent, 
3D models, elevations, massing and scale within the context of 
neighbouring properties, including the Grade 1 listed Cathedral to the 
west. Two additional storeys over the maximum permitted (5) were 
proposed. Upper storey setbacks were also non-compliant. The AAP 
supported the design. The agent was informed about the Department’s 
concerns, most notably with regards to height, and revised plans 
were submitted rendering the application compliant with regards to 
height and upper storey setbacks, with discretion being sought for a 
reduction in the rear lot line setback. The application was approved by 
the Board. Subsequently, a further application was received, proposing 
a 6th-floor addition, which did not comply with the provisions of the 
CHP2015 relating to total number or storeys notwithstanding that the 
overall height was still 10 feet lower than the maximum permitted at 
138 O.D. The AAP continued to support the design. The Board report 
stated that notwithstanding the planning gains incorporated into the 
proposal, it did not have discretion to approve the 6th storey in this 
district. While the Department was satisfied with the proposal it had to 
recommend refusal. The Board refused the application and its decision 
was appealed. The Minister did not use an independent Inspector and 
resolved to uphold the appeal given the proposal supported was by 
the AAP. Construction was underway at the time of writing. 

P0025/21 - 4 Storey Addition Atop of Existing 3 Storey Building (7 
Storeys Total) at 57 Front Street

This was an ‘in-principle’ application and was assessed against the 
CHP2015. Neither a design statement nor study was included in the 
submission, however, 3 conceptual 3D models were included. The 
planning assessment states that the application lacked sufficient 
detail to demonstrate compliance with the design provisions of the 
CHP2015. The AAP reviewed the application and supported the 
conceptual design, which proposed modern glass boxes atop the 
existing traditional building. The Department requested additional 
information from the agent to demonstrate compliance with specific 
design provisions related to the maximum permitted height of 138 

O.D., and extended storeys. Revised plans were submitted, however, 
they failed to demonstrate compliance with all of the requirements. As 
such, the application was refused by the Board for reasons relating to 
traffic impact, the lack of private amenity space and communal open 
space, lack of information to demonstrate that the proposal met the 
maximum permitted height of 138 O.D., and lack of information to 
demonstrate whether the extended storeys projected beyond a line 
drawn at 30 degrees from the height of the proposed building to the 
road frontage below (Front Street). The application was not appealed. 

None of the approvals granted under appeal have been implemented 
on-site except for that associated with 31 and 33 Church Street, 
however, this is in the early stages of construction and as such, we 
cannot assess the on-site implications of the additional storey. 

In conducting this research, including extensive dialogue with 
Development Management colleagues, it has become apparent that 
there have been several occasions where technical officers and the 
Board have believed that a development proposal was acceptable 
but that the design parameters of the provisions prevented approval. 
Furthermore, on many of these occasions, decisions were appealed 
to the Minister and the appeals were upheld. This process has led 
to additional costs and delays for the construction industry and 
contributed to negative perceptions of the Department. 

Knowing that proposals will ultimately have to be refused has meant 
that there is no point in the Department attempting to negotiate design 
improvements or public realm enhancements. On some occasions this 
has resulted in development proposals being approved under appeal, 
which could have been enhanced through negotiation with the 
Department if it was known that the policy framework would allow for 
an approval. This unintended consequence could result in the long-
term erosion of design quality within the City.

The continued application of strict design parameters over a sustained 
period of time has resulted in the development of a number of 
similar buildings within the City, particularly on Front Street. This is 
a consequence of the development industry wanting to ensure that 
they obtain planning permission as quickly as possible and therefore 
following the parameters which have been set. In essence, planning 
policy has designed buildings and this should not be the case. 
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Planning policy should set key principles and considerations to ensure 
that agents are aware of what are perceived to be the key issues, 
whilst being provided with scope to produce varied, innovative and 
interesting forms of architecture. High quality architecture is one of the 
most effective ways of creating a sense of place and identity and it is 
therefore important to enable architectural freedom. 

In one of the case studies researched as part of this review, it was 
noted that technical officers had attempted to find more creative, non-
conventional ways of putting forward a recommendation to the Board, 
using Section 17 of the Act. Another issue which also emerged was the 
lack of sufficient justification from applicants to justify their proposals. 
This could be because they are aware that proposals will have to be 
refused due to exceeding the prescribed parameters, and there is, 
therefore no value in spending resources to prepare a comprehensive 
package to justify design solutions. Design statements are an extremely 
important tool and should be used more routinely to demonstrate that 
applicants have gone through a detailed design process to arrive at 
their chosen design solutions. 

This evidence is a clear indication that the new Plan needs to provide 
the design process with greater flexibility. Design considerations 
within the CHP2015 are heavily focused on defined parameters in 
terms of building heights, street-level setbacks, upper storey setbacks 
etc. It is considered that a greater focus on key design principles, rather 
than definitive parameters, would be a way of responsibly changing 
the approach towards design, whilst offering increased flexibility. 
In addition, it is considered that the Department should require the 
submission of design statements on a more frequent basis and the 
new Plan should therefore provide support for this.

If the suggested approach towards design was adopted, this would 
place greater responsibility on all stakeholders to ensure that design 
solutions are appropriate. Removing the existing design parameters 
will enable a case-by-case assessment of design proposals and offer 
greater flexibility for the creation of innovative and interesting new 
designs which could revitalise the City. 
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11.3 Summary Table

Chapter Information Sources Key Issues Key Findings Recommendations

Built Design Planning application analysis

Discussions with DM officers

Did any of the design parameters 
prevent the approval of an otherwise 
acceptable development proposals?

Design considerations within the CHP2001 
and CHP2015 are heavily focused on defined 
parameters including building heights, street-
level setbacks, upper storey setbacks etc. As 
such there have been several occasions where 
technical officers and the Board have believed 
that a development proposal was acceptable 
but that the design parameters of the provisions 
prevented approval. Furthermore, on many of 
these occasions, decisions were appealed to 
the Minister and the appeals were upheld. This 
process has led to additional costs and delays 
for the construction industry and contributed to 
negative perceptions of the Department. In at 
least one instance technical officers attempted 
to find more creative, non-conventional ways of 
putting forward a recommendation to the Board, 
using Section 17 of the Act. 

The Department did not attempt to negotiate 
for some proposals as the design parameters 
could not be varied. This ultimately resulted in 
refusals as oppose to negotiations which could 
have resulted in design improvements and public 
realm enhancements. Some of these refusal 
were approved under appeal, an unintended 
consequence which may result in design which 
could result in the long term erosion of design 
quality.

Adherence to strict design parameters has 
resulted in less variation in design which is 
particularly noticeable along Front Street.  Policy 
has dictated design which has hindered creatively, 
innovation and interesting form of architecture. 

High quality architecture is one of the most 
effective ways of creating a sense of place and 
identity and it is therefore important to enable 
architectural freedom. As such the new Plan 
should consider supporting a design process 
with greater flexibility. It is considered that a 
greater focus on key design principles, rather 
than definitive parameters, would be a way of 
responsibly changing the approach towards 
design, whilst offering increased flexibility. In 
addition, it is considered that the Department 
may want to consider requiring the submission 
of design statements on a more frequent basis 
and in this regard the new Plan should consider 
providing support for this.
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City Districts
This section looks at existing uses to determine whether the existing 
districts are still relevant or whether they need to be revised.

12.1 Policy Background

The City of Hamilton Plan 2001
The CHP2001 did not divide the City into districts but rather identified 
areas (principal shopping area, development brief areas etc.) 

The City of Hamilton Plan 2015
The CHP2015 divided the City into three districts: the Residential and 
Community District, Contemporary Business District and the Historic 
and Retail District. 

The Historic and Retail District represents the City’s main historic area, 
retail hub and center of pedestrian activity. The District was noted 
to reflect the Island’s many eclectic architectural styles, containing 
6 listed buildings, 4 historic areas, and one of the City’s main public 
parks (Queen Elizabeth Park) as well as the Waterfront site, identified 
as a key redevelopment site.

Located to the immediate north is the Contemporary Business District 
which the CHP2015 states is representative of the main business 
and commercial core of the City with many tall, contemporary office 
buildings existing on the western side. A key landmark of this District 
is the Anglican Cathedral, which is a Grade 1 listed building within a 
Historic Area. Two key development opportunity sites also fall within 
this District - The City Hall Car Park and the Par-La-Ville Car Park.

Northwest of the Contemporary Business District is the Residential 
and Community District which covers an area characterised by a mix 
of residential, social, educational, commercial and light industrial uses, 
with the largest number and highest concentration of residential units 
outside of north east Hamilton. The Pembroke Canal runs through this 
District, which is fully located within the Pembroke Canal Watershed. 
Part of this District is also covered by the Water Resources Protection 

Area, evidencing the low lying nature of this area and its potential to 
become increasingly susceptible to flooding.

12.2 Detailed Findings

Since the adoption of these districts, numerous planning approvals 
have been granted and implemented potentially changing the patterns 
of land use across the City. As such it seemed prudent to analyse 
existing ground floor uses to ascertain if any land-use patterns have 
changed. In this regard records from the Department of Land Valuation 
were used to determine existing ground floor uses across the city. 
Thereafter field surveys were conducted to confirm Land Valuation 
records, as well as to enable officers to get a feel for the various parts 
of the City. Figure 138 shows the existing ground floor uses across the 
City. 
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± City Ground Floor Land Uses
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Figure 138: Ground Floor Uses in the City

This analysis shows some new patterns across the City. As such it is 
recommended that the districts be revised to reflect current patterns 
of ground floor land use. Above the ground floor, there is a range 
of uses, predominantly consisting of uses supporting the ground 
floor operation, offices and residential. In general, uses taking place 
above ground floor level have a limited impact on the streetscape 
and therefore, within reason, this represents an opportunity to adopt 
a flexible approach to uses taking place above ground floor level. 
Notwithstanding, residential uses can increase the vitality of an area, 

particularly the evening economy and therefore, will continue to be 
supported throughout the City.
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12.3 Summary Table

Chapter Information Sources Key Issues Key Findings Recommendations

Districts Data from the Department of Land 
Valuation and Field Survey

Are the existing City districts still rele-
vant or do they warrant revision? 

New patterns in land use have emerged which 
should be reflected in district boundaries. 

The new Plan should consider revising the 
districts to better reflect the pattern and 
consolidation of different existing uses across 
the City. 
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