	   

	
	

	
	 
	
	

	
	Our Reference: FOI/ 89283
	

	March 2014


Freedom of Information Request 
You asked for the following information from the Ministry of Justice (MoJ):
Please state how many judicial review applications have been made against the land registry in the Administrative Court since 1st January 1995 and how many of those applications have been successful.

Your request has been passed to me because I have responsibility for answering requests relating to Her Majesty’s Courts & Tribunal Service in London and is being handled under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 

I can confirm that Her Majesty’s Courts & Tribunal Service holds some of the information that you have asked for, and I am pleased to provide this to you. 
The electronic records of the Administrative Court Office of the Royal Courts of Justice within Her Majesty’s Courts & Tribunals Service only go back to 1st January 1996; therefore I can only therefore provide information from that year onwards. 
There have been 46 cases where the Land Registry has been a party to proceedings (Defendant or Interested Party) of which all of these have been applications for a Judicial Review. There have been none that have been allowed at substantive hearing.

The table below provides a breakdown of the 46 cases progress issued by the Administrative Court Office of the Royal Courts of Justice within Her Majesty’s Courts & Tribunals Service from 1st January 1996.
	Number of Cases
	Stage of Progression in Case

	21
	Refused permission at the paper and oral permission stage

	8
	Refused permission at the paper application stage and did not request an oral hearing

	5
	Cases are currently still live and awaiting decisions from Judges on permission

	4
	Settled by agreement with the other parties

	2
	Discontinued by the Claimants

	1
	Closed before any decision was made – non-compliance with CPR 54

	1
	Transferred to Chancery Division

	4
	Granted permission


Please be advised that of the 4 cases that were granted permission to proceed, 3 cases were dismissed at the substantive hearing and 1 case did not continue to the substantive hearing as no continuation fee was submitted.
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