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ROYAL COURT (INFERIOR NUMBER)

JERETTY -

Before Mr, P,E. T Cras, Commissicner

TRUJAN BUILDERS LIKNIT

THE STATES OF JERSEY HOUSING CCIEITTEE

Advocate B,E. Troy for the Appellant

Advocate S.C. Nicolle for the Respondent

Trojan Builders Limited {“the Appellant®) is a well kmown locsl
building Company. By an application, which was undated but accompanied
a letter to the Respondent Committee of ihe 25th June 1985, the Appeliant
made an application for consent to purchase fields Ho, 591, 592 and 593
at St. Cuen measuring aprproximztely Vergees 5.20 perch in totzi. 4s to
the purpose for which it was intended to be used, the form stzted that
it was for "Basic States Loan development". This however was expanded
and explzined by the letter of the 25th June 1985 zddressed to the Hoﬁsir”

rTice which ol s fc ws and was signed by the Maznaging Direcicr
QffTice, ch reads as fcllows and ed by the B ng D r
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In reply, the Housing Committee, acting in pursuance of Fars IIT

of the Fousins Jersey Law 1949, =25 amended, refused consent on the

the iznd should be

grounds "thst, in the opindon of the Co
zcquired on behzlfl of ithe prublic to provide for the housing of the
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inhabitents of the Island.”™  There then T owed a long exchange of
corresponience between the Appellant and, in particuler, the ZRespondent
the purpose of which was, not wmmaturzlly, +c urge in various terms

that the refusal described above should be withdrawn and a consent

issued, This exchange culminated, or rather terminated, with z letter
from the Housing Department dated the 17th June 1986 wherein the President
of the Housing Committee refused tc attend 2 meeting with the respondent
stating inter alia;-

(1} It is & fact that the Staies has declared its cleer wish
that the Island Development Committee should acguire this
land and iransfer it to the Housing Committee for basic
loan development, I would not wish to attend a meeting
such as the one you propose whilst this decision of the
States still stands,
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(ii) Not only has my Committee alread: refused 5
from Trojen Builders Limited 4o buy this land
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to authorise the Island Development Committee to megotiate
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The Repori which was attached thzreto contzined, inter =zliz, the

following paragraphs:—

"l. This Report recommends the approval of a long—term
development plan for 5i. Cuen's Village, and the rezcning
of a total of 8% vergees of White Land for housing use,
the development of which will be undertaten by the Parish
of St, Cuen and the Housing Commitiee.
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to he decided were:-—
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1. did the Eespondent Coms

dealing with the applicztiom?

2e did it dezl with the apn WED
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auestion,

3e to what extent is the Committee bound by or eniitled to have
regard to either generzl nolicy emunciated by itself or some other
Committee or & proposition aécpted by the States?

He went on to claim that the

by this and other Commitiees regardless of the circumsiances, this
policy beingz for the States to buy 211 land zomed for ihe construciion

of bzsic lozx houses,
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and leases of land in order to prevent further aggravation of the

Housing shortage are hereby extended to irnclude a power to conirol

such sales and leases in order to ensure thzt sulficient land is
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have for effect to substitute the Court for the Commiiiee

and, in our opinion, thav interprelation is correct,.
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Fe went on to submit, after referring to the cascss

Tousing Commitiee (1972) JJ 99 & 106 an? E,E.C. v. Housing Comwiites

{1984) JJ unreveried at page 8, whdolapesidillomeedice Vesess,  that
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Respondents were under a dudy to hove repzrd for it whilst the secon?

born out

in Le Gros v.

the better view:-

"intil the 30th of Jenuary, 19735, the land was monsd for agrieuliural
purposes and as such could hove had only 2 very limited value, Any
increase in value es z result of the rezoning cf the lznd for
develcepment ceuld only come about as 2 result of a decision of thz
Stztes & senbly, Dn the 31st of July, 1972, the Fousing
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strould not order 2 consent unless it thought the decision were unrezscon=ble
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the Committee develoning the land itself,

Hespondent further made the point that the enforcement
was quite clear from the correscendence which was
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Prior to the application by the Appellant it had already decided, in

view of these conrideraiiconz, not to grant a v

pevelopers but o have the land develeped by the Mublic and had s
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:ver wno hnd arproved thad view by

Article 3 of thz Heusing (Genersl Provisions){Jerser} Regulaticns 1970
which states that the Committee shall noi be reguired {to grant ccnsent
to the sale or transfer of land"where in the cpinion of the Commitien
svese the land concerned ..... shkould be acquired on behal
public to preovide for the housing of the inhabitanis of the Tsland®,

we have no hesitation in finding that the Committee was entirely within
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its rights to take that decision., It was 2 decision of policy whick the

Zespvondent Committee had submitted to tates who had approved therecof,
Whatever the effect on the rezoning, it seems to us immaterial te decide
whether it i,e, the passing of the vropositicn in the States, was
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it is cleerly entirely entitled to do so, NHe point appezrs to zrise
uwnder the provise io Article 2 oof the Depuletions ciied azbove,
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We should add that even had we found that there was =some defect

in the procedure, we should have found the decisicon to be rezscnzble

in the particulaxr circumstances ani as falling entirely within the

guidelines found in the passage cited to us in Blacksll & Tanby Lid.

v. I.0.0. {1963) JJ 273 @ 280,
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