
The Council of The National Trust for Jersey’s response to Mr 
Stanley Cohen’s Motion tabled for discussion at the AGM on 24th 
September at La Mare Vineyards 

 

1. The proposals for Morel Farm entail the refurbishment and 
repair of the main house, conversion of the bakehouse to self-
catering accommodation and repairs to the roofs of the 
“Chapel” and modern tractor shed. These are in accordance 
with existing planning consents which were granted on 31st July 
2012 and renewed on 28th September 2017. The Historic 
Environment Team considered the works to be totally in 
accordance with Policy HE1 of the Island Plan which has a 
presumption in favour of the preservation of the architectural 
and historic character and integrity of listed buildings. 

 Neither Mr Cohen nor his seconders raised any objections to 
the application on either occasion despite living in relative close 
proximity to Morel Farm. 

2. The Trust’s Council has not prepared or submitted a planning 
application for glamping and will not to do so without 
consultation with interested parties and key stakeholders. The 
glamping concept was included in the fiscal stimulus 
application but if it does not proceed the fiscal stimulus grant 
will be reduced accordingly. This is likely to be just under 
£300,000.  

3. The Trust has submitted planning applications for a change of 
use of the main house for self-catering and for conversion of 
the potato store colloquially known as “The Chapel” in order to 
clarify its options for the future use of the farm. Self-catering 
will not require an on-site presence, will deliver a sustainable 
income stream and above all ensure the site remains publicly 
accessible along the lines of the Landmark Trust. Similar self-



catering units have been developed by Jersey Heritage at a 
range of important historic sites throughout the Island 
including Elizabeth Castle, Forts and Towers and Hamptonne 
Country Life Museum.  

 It should be noted that Morel Farm is currently unqualified 
accommodation and therefore there are no legal restrictions on 
who can occupy the property. 

4. The agricultural land surrounding Morel Farm is currently let to 
Jersey Hemp who are undertaking organic trials and Sadie 
Renard who runs one of the Island’s remaining organic dairy 
herds.  

5. No restrictions were applied by either Mr Arthur Morel or his 
daughter in relation to the gifting of the farm and its 
surrounding land to the National Trust. Miss Morel clearly 
recognised the need for income to maintain the property as 
indicated in her will whereby if the Trust had inherited her 
property known as Denehurst she wished for any such rental 
income to be directed towards the maintenance and upkeep of 
Morel Farm.  

 The proposed works will deliver much needed repairs and 
refurbishment ensuring that the farm complex is in good order 
for years to come. Rather “than destroy that which the Trust is 
obliged to preserve”, the scheduled works will reverse 
inappropriate works undertaken in the past. These include the 
removal of cement pointing and plaster and their replacement 
with traditional materials such as lime plaster and breathable 
finishes. Insulation levels will be enhanced, rain water will be 
harvested and new services fitted to enable the house to have 
a sustainable future. Historic fabric will be retained and 
protected in accordance with current conservation practice 



including the over-riding principles of the Society for the 
Protection of Ancient Buildings.   

6. The Trust’s Council has worked incredibly hard to protect and 
maintain the historic buildings in its care, whilst also securing 
the future of buildings threatened with demolition including Le 
Moulin de Tesson, Le Moulin de Quétivel, 16 New Street and 
most recently the Foot Buildings. The Trust considers that its 
track record and its considerable efforts to safeguard the 
Island’s historic buildings should provide sufficient reassurance 
to future benefactors and current supporters. 

 However, the Trust has never advocated that buildings should 
be kept in aspic. For buildings to have a viable future it is 
absolutely crucial that they have a purpose which delivers 
benefits to society as a whole. Morel Farm is no different in this 
respect and to suggest that the buildings should remain a small 
holding with no indication as to how this will be financed or 
sustained simply lacks credibility and substance. 

 It should be noted that when Morel Farm was a small holding it 
was in effect financially subsidised by the Trust for many years. 
The tenants’ rental income not only failed to cover the farm’s 
annual maintenance but was only just in excess of the rental 
paid to Miss Morel for the surrounding fields. Regrettably the 
proposer and seconders have failed to avail themselves of 
these important facts. 

7. The Trust’s Council does not consider that its current proposals 
for Morel Farm are ultra vires as they help secure the long term 
preservation of the buildings, respect their historic integrity 
and significance, deliver public access and enjoyment and 
produce a much needed income stream for its ongoing 
conservation work. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
The Trust’s Council would kindly request the Proposer and Seconders  
to reconsider their Motion for the following reasons: 
 

1.  The proposals for Morel Farm for which the Trust has planning 
consent are wholly in accordance with the purposes for which 
the Trust was established as per Rule 1(1) of the Rules & 
Regulations, 2020 

2. The Trust’s Council has not drafted or submitted an application 
for glamping and will not do so without consultation with 
interested parties and stakeholders. This was the unanimous 
decision of Council at its meeting on 16th September 2021. 

3. The Motion fails to adequately reflect and take account of the 
constitution of the Trust as detailed in its Rules and Regulations 
2020: 

 (i)  Election of members of the Council is a matter for the 
members in a general meeting (Rule 11(1)) but the removal is 
not. Vacating the position of an elected Council members takes 
place either by retirement or by rotation (Rule 9(1) and (2)), or 
by resignation (Rule 9(3)) or by absence without good reason 
(Rule 9(9)). 

 (ii) The appointment of the Chief Executive Officer (Secretary) is 
in the gift of the Council (Rule 7(4)) and not within the powers 
or remit of the membership in a General Meeting. 

 (iii) Under the terms of Rule 8(1) and Rule 11(1) responsibility 
for the management and administration of the entire business 



and affairs of the Trust has been delegated to the Council and 
not the membership. 

 (iv) As presently worded, the terms of the first proposal make it 
difficult, if not impossible, to know the number or identity of 
which Council members the proposal seeks to remove. The 
importance of knowing how many Council members were 
involved is demonstrated by the requirement of Rule 6 (14) 
that the AGM must see to it that the number of elected 
members of the Council must be at least the number referred 
to in Rule 8. If the number of Council members removes 
exceeds the number required to ensure that a sufficient 
number still remains, the Trust would be in breach of Rule 8 (2) 
and acting in breach of its constitution.  

4. It is not for the Trust members or indeed the Council to suggest 
that the Fiscal Stimulus funding that has been allocated to the 
current project should be redirected to an alternative purpose. 
This is within the gift of the Fiscal Stimulus Oversight Group and 
the Treasury Minister. 

  

   


