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Sir Phil Bailhache, Bailiff, and 
Jurats de Veulle and Janes 

Beech Limited 

The States of 
The Greffier of the States, 

The General 

of the Plaintiff. 

Mr. J. Barker, a Director, on behalf of the 
Plaintiff 

Advocate P. Matthews for the Defendants. 

JUDGMENT 

THE BAILIFF, The Court has been si to consider a entation 
Beech Limited which s the Court to direct the y 

Bailiff to s an Order of Justice in a action between Beech 
Lirni ted and the States of , the Greffier of the States and 

5 BM General. 

10 

The recites that the was informed 
on 3rd Fe,b!'Q"rv, 1997, that the Bailiff had refused to 
the Order of Justice and that no reason had been for that 
refusalo 
the 

The tion goes on to that, 
Bailiff had a discretion in the matter, he exercised it 

for the wrong reasons. These statements are irreconcilable and 
the Court has considered whether it should ourn the of 
the sentation in order to enable the Bailiff to 
furnish an as to he exercised his discretion in 
the way in whioh he did. 

We think that the 
oonsider de novo whether an 

course of action is ourselves to 
unction should be 

20 to the Order of Justice. 



heerd the arguments inLer we 
tion to determine the issue than was the 

the matter ex the papers. 

d_:::€: ill a better 
ty B2111t££: 

5 We therefore dismiss the resentation and we turn to 
consider the submissions made on the Order of Justice. 

The Crown Adv8cate described the Order of Justica as 
We agree that it is very di~fioult to 

"0 se nature of the we understood 

20 

Mr. Barker, a Director of Beech Limi ed who represented the 
cou'pany, to tha there was an i1: a 
submitted to the States on 8th ~ovember, 1994. The 

of S LdLeu 

with the owners of 
The Crown Advocate 
inaccurate in that: 
reached, the 

in terms, that an 
House efter 

conceded that that 
al 

had 1:ot been 

had been 
racted icns~ 

statement was indeed 
on many terms had been 

Mr. Barker also about the compulsory 
themselves and about the tions whioh led up to 
order made on 3rd ,1996, and about the 

lations on 

25 We think it is sufficient to say that none 0:: these matters, 
~I do rise to any justifiable caUSe for 
could not be dealt with an award of in due course. We 

the submission of Mr. Matthaws that there are no 
for granting an injunction in the terms sought by Beeoh Limited 

30 and we refuse to do so. 

Mr. Barker, leave to 
pursue that with a 
think fit to do so. 

is refused; you will need to 
of the Court of , if you 
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