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contravening Article 14(1)(a) at the Housing by taiiing to compiy with conditions 
attaching to a Housing Committee consent to the sale of Midvale Lodge, Clairvaie Road, Si. by 
allowing of the property to be occupied by persons not by the Committee as being 
persons of a categoty specified in Regulation 1 (1 )(a), (b), (c), (d), (e), (1), (g), or (h) of the Housing 
(General Provisions) (Jersey) Regulations, 1970 (counts 1,2,3), 

contravening Article 7(1) of the (Jersey) 
lease of part of the at 40, Midvale 
Committee (counts 4, 5). 

Infractions admitied. 

34, 

by entering into a transaction, namely the 
SI. Helier, without the consent of the Housing 

The Housing Committe granted consent for Mr Perkins to purchase two namely, Midvale Clairvale Road 
(Midvale Lodge) and 40 Midvale Road in May/June 1987 and October 1995 respectively, Both consents contained the 
standard conditions that the properties could only be by persons qualified under 1(1)(a) to (h) of the 1970 
Regulations. 

The ground floor of 40 Midvale Road was latlo Mr. Smith, a suitably qualified tenant, but Mr Perkins failed to file details of the 
exempt transaction 5). The Flat on the first and second 1100rs was occupied between 1 si December 1995 and 17th 
April 1997 by two sets of persons who did not qllalify under Regulation 1 (1)(a)-(h) and who were, in fact, the tenants of Mr. 
Parkins and not lodgers of Mr. Smith (charges 2 & 3), 

In August 1996 Mr Perkins an advertisment in the Jersey Evening Post to let Midvale describing the property as 
containing a ons bedroom collage and 'non quals 314 bed house', The cottage was let by a suitably qualified occupant and 
the 314 bedroom house was occupied by persons between 18th 1996 and 1st February 1997, 

Mr Perkins failed to ilia detailS of the exempt transaction required tor the qualified tenant (charge 4) and the unqualified 
persons occupied the house as tenants 01 Mr Perkins, and not as lodgers of the qualified tenant (charge 1) 

The defendant purchased Midvale Lodge from an Estate Agent who had lodgers and delendant assumed ha could operate a 
similar arrangement. Acted in ignorance and not with any deliberate or dishonest intention to circumvent the Housing Law, 



Houslng knew of Midva!e Lodge infraction but defendant lJolunteered the information regarding 40 Mldva!a Road and tllUS 

three of the five which he faced to the atiention of the Housing Depariment 

Properties as long-term Investment for his family (two young and not a device. Rent used le 
payoff Once oHances came to light offered to put matters into order quickly, Thereafter WBre 
unoccupied for several months and one property had to be sold to payoff one of the moriOilOes. 
investment. 

No relevant previous convictions. 

Counts 1, 21 3: fine on each count, or 2 monthsl imprisonment) consecutive in default 01 payment 

Counts 4 & 5: £200 fine on each coun~ or 2 weeks' imprisonment, corsecutive in default of payment. 
Total: £4,150 iine or 7 months' imprisonment and £250 costs. 

No profit from 

Conclusions Ignorance of the law is no excuse; duty of property owners to know the law. The lact that defendant 
volunteered Information regarding the property 40 Midvale Road was not and ha was only what he was bound 
to do. Payment to be made at £500 per month. 

p~ Matthews r Esq~1 Crown Advocate~ 
Advocate N~M~ Santos Costa for the accused. 

JUDGMENT 

THE DEPUTY BAILIFF: There is a Latin tag known to all lawyers, it says 
juris neminem excusat ll

• In CQrnmon translation it means tha-t 
ignorance of the law is no excuse. 

5 The conditions on housing consent forms are not difficult to 
unde:::-stand. In this instance,. they said that the property could be 

by persons qualified under the Housing La1i1~ 

Mr. Costa has said that he could and has art,Jued strongly 
10 in regard to the second property owned by Mr. Perkins. Mr. Perkins 

brouQ'ht those infractions to the notice of the Comrnittee, but what else 
could he do? He could not compound his offence by the facts 
and it is to his credit, but no more than that. He did what he was 
bound to do~ 

j:J 

The Ccurt is not minded to alter the conclusions of the Crown and 
therefore t Jl.1r. Costa, en counts 1 I 2 and 3, your client is fined £ 1 ,250 
on each count, or 2 months' impriso:1ment. consecutive, il: defalllt of 
payment~ On counts 4 and 5 f he is fined £200 on each CouDt, or 2 weeks:!' 

20 imprisonment 1 consecutiv8§ in default of payment. 



3 -

j •• G~ -v- SpeYlCer (9th September 1994) ,Jersey Unrepor"ted. 




