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House of Keys

The House met at 10.00 a.m.

[MR SPEAKER in the Chair]

The Speaker: Good morning, Hon. Members.

Members: Good morning, Mr Speaker.

PRAYERS
The Chaplain of the House of Keys

Almighty God, ruler of the ends of the earth, we 
pray for all to whom you have entrusted power and 
responsibility, for all members of the Legislature of 

this Isle, the Council of Ministers and those who serve in 
this House and on various Boards and Committees. Lord, we 
pray that you will grant them wisdom, patience, dedication, 
integrity, open-mindedness and humility, that each may be 
equipped to honour the trust placed in them for the good 
governance of this Island: through Jesus Christ our Lord. 
Amen.

Members: Amen

The Chaplain: Grayse nyn Jiarn Yeesey Creest, as graih 
Yee, as sheshaght gherjoil y Spyrryd Noo, dy row mârin 
ooilley er son dy bragh. Amen.

[The Grace of our Lord Jesus Christ and the love of God 
and the fellowship of the Holy Spirit be with us now and 
for ever more. Amen.]

Members: Amen.

Leave of absence granted

The Speaker: Hon. Members, I have given leave of 
absence today to: the Hon. Member for Ramsey, Mr Bell; 
the Hon. Member for Rushen, Mr Gill; the Hon. Member 
for Rushen, Mr Watterson; and, in the event that we are still 
sitting this afternoon, the Hon. Member for Castletown, Mr 
Brown.

Best wishes to Mr Quirk, Messenger

The Speaker: I am sure, Hon. Members, you would 
wish to joint me in extending best wishes to our messenger, 
Tommy Quirk, who is currently unwell in hospital, and we 
wish him a speedy recovery.

Members: Hear, hear.

Prayers
Leave of absence granted

Best wishes to Mr Quirk, Messenger
‘Freedom to Flourish’ – Government policy

Questions for Oral Answer

CHIEF MINISTER

‘Freedom to Flourish’
Government policy

1.1. The Hon. Member for Michael (Mr Cannan) to ask the 
Chief Minister:

Has the marketing slogan ‘Freedom to Flourish’ now 
been discarded as official Government policy?

The Speaker: Hon. Members, turning to the Order Paper 
and Item 1, Questions for Oral Answer, I call on the Hon. 
Member for Michael, Mr Cannan.

Mr Cannan: Mr Speaker, I ask the Question standing 
in my name.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Castletown, Mr Brown, 
Chief Minister.

The Chief Minister (Mr Brown): Thank you, Mr 
Speaker.

I can assure this House that the strategy to enhance the 
Isle of Man’s national identity – the ‘Freedom to Flourish’ 
strategy – underpins all that Government does to improve 
the quality of life for the Island’s residents.

‘Freedom to Flourish’ is alive and well. Its objectives 
guide Government actions. The messages that were 
developed through the branding project are used within 
Government and the community.

Although the tag-line – ‘Isle of Man, giving you freedom 
to flourish’ – is regularly used, our strategy is much more 
than a slogan or tag-line. It is perhaps unfortunate, though, 
that there is a view that a nation-branding strategy is effective 
only when its slogan is constantly repeated. This may be the 
key to success if you were selling a product. However, in 
a nation the size of ours, where the strategy embraces and 
support the full range of community endeavour, the public 
would soon grow tired of the repetition at every opportunity 
of the phrase ‘freedom to flourish.’

Thank you, Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Michael.

Mr Cannan: Mr Speaker, is the Chief Minister aware 
that many hundreds of people in the Isle of Man who are 
seeking the freedom to flourish economically – the freedom 
to improve their small businesses, the freedom to establish 
small businesses – are constantly frustrated by the actions 
of a bureaucracy that does not fulfil the implications of a 
freedom-to-flourish philosophy and a freedom-to-flourish 
policy for the Isle of Man?

The Speaker: Chief Minister.

The Chief Minister: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
In another place – Tynwald Court – when I was presenting 

the Government’s Strategic Plan for 2007-11 earlier this 
month, I actually made the point that one of the things we 
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would endeavour to do was reduce bureaucracy where we can, 
but there has to be a recognition that many of the systems that 
are in place are also because of reports of select committees of 
Tynwald where, in fact, it has been seen in the public interest 
to have certain procedures in place which, in themselves, then 
create bureaucracy. 

However, in the Strategic Plan it makes the point we will 
endeavour, where we can, to minimise any bureaucracy, whilst 
at the same time endeavouring to continue to have high quality 
of standards in the Isle of Man.

Mr Cannan: Is the Chief Minister not in agreement with 
me, in respect of his Answer, that there is a slight contradiction 
in terms? 

While ordinary people have an expectation that there will be 
‘freedom to flourish’ within the Isle of Man, there is no positive 
action by the Government to give that freedom to flourish for 
people, for the reasons that I have set out, but rather that it 
has been becoming a mantra – freedom to flourish – with the 
Government receptions and high-quality promotional material. 
Is not the proof in the eating, in that there is actual freedom 
to flourish on the ground by people wishing to improve their 
circumstances and their businesses?

The Speaker: Chief Minister to reply.

The Chief Minister: Again, Mr Speaker, if I refer to the 
recent debate about the Strategic Plan, the whole basis of it 
was to be positive – to drive forward a positive attitude – and 
again, as I made the point in Tynwald Court, it is also for 
Members to be positive and have a positive attitude as to how 
we go forward. 

Certainly, if you look at the basis of what is in there and the 
ultimate aim to improve the quality of life, it is to encourage 
people to take matters forward, to be positive about it, and to 
progress and develop the Island to a way that we can have a 
good quality of life. That is all about the freedom to flourish. 
You do not have to keep mentioning the term ‘freedom to 
flourish,’ but within the document it makes it clear that freedom 
is important, being able to encourage people to succeed is 
important, and the quality of life, at the end of the day, is what 
is our ultimate aim, to improve that, sir.

The Speaker: Question 2, Hon. Member for Michael.

Mr Cannan: A final supplementary.

The Speaker: A final supplementary in Question 1, Mr 
Cannan.

Mr Cannan: Thank you.
Fine words, again, from the Chief Minister… We do not 

need freedom to flourish, but Members, including myself, do 
have a positive attitude to freedom to flourish. Will the Chief 
Minister agree that we get constituency letters from members 
of the public seeking the freedom to flourish, but are constantly 
frustrated?

Will he ensure that the message goes down the administration 
that there must be a positive commitment to freedom to flourish 
and set aside a culture where it sometimes arises that the only 
thing that is flourishing is the culture of Manx crabs?

The Speaker: Chief Minister to reply.

The Chief Minister: Just to make it clear, Mr Speaker, I 

did not say we do not need freedom to flourish. What I said 
was that what we do links all back to that term ‘freedom to 
flourish,’ and it is about many things. It is not just about that 
use of that term. It is what we actually do and how we try to 
achieve, but we do have to acknowledge that we are within 
a system which is a governmental system – it has rules, 
regulations, legislative controls, and so on. Certainly, what 
we should be doing is ensuring, both at political level and 
at officer level, that we can actually work our way through 
those restrictions, or those controls, in a very positive way. 
If in fact we find there are issues where now it is irrelevant 
to have such bureaucracy, then we should endeavour to 
minimise that. 

That is what I said in Tynwald Court, that is what I 
believe we should be trying to do. It is a very difficult task, 
because again, through this Hon. House, and in another place, 
often Members criticise if, in fact, we are not controlled by 
regulation or by governance matters, which are seen – and, 
in some cases, rightly – to protect the public interest. 

Of course, in all of this, whatever we try to do, we 
have to ensure we maintain and improve and develop the 
standards that are so important and which have played such 
an important role in the last 20 years as to how the Isle of Man 
has been successful in attracting business here, because we 
have high standards which are recognised internationally.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND THE 
ENVIRONMENT

Stored sewage, Jurby Industrial Estate
Detrimental to investment

1.2. The Hon. Member for Michael (Mr Cannan) to ask the 
Minister for Local Government and the Environment:

(1) Is your Department fully satisfied at the Department 
of Transport using a hangar in the Jurby Industrial Estate 
to store untreated sewage; and
(2) is your Department fully satisfied that the Department 
of Transport using a hangar for the storage of raw 
sewage is not detrimental to the policy of encouraging 
investment and refurbishment of the industrial estate in 
order to attract the establishment of manufacturing and 
other industries?

The Speaker: Question 2, and again I call the Hon. 
Member for Michael.

Mr Cannan: I ask the Question standing in my name, 
Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Minister for Local Government and the 
Environment, the Hon. Member for Douglas West, Mr 
Shimmin.

The Minister for Local Government and the 
Environment (Mr Shimmin): Thank you, Mr Speaker.

The Department of Transport is not taking untreated 
sewage to Jurby. It is taking septic tank waste and sludge 
from their northern treatment plants for consolidation and 
then onward transfer, with final treatment and disposal at 
Meary Veg.
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The decision to do this was taken six months ago to 
reduce the number of vehicle journeys made to Meary Veg 
by the small tankers which are needed to access many parts 
of the Island, and this consequently reduces cost, the risk of 
road traffic accidents, and the environmental pollution due 
to increased fuel usage.

Mr Speaker, in answer to part (a) of the Hon. Member 
for Michael’s Question, I am not currently satisfied with the 
operation of the facility, as there have been some complaints 
of odours emanating from the premises when the transfer of 
liquid takes place, and because the Department of Transport 
does not yet have the relevant permissions required to operate 
this waste transfer situation.

I am, however, pleased to inform the House that the 
Department of Transport has willingly agreed to obtain all 
necessary permissions and comply with any conditions put 
on them, including the need for odour-control equipment 
to be installed to allow them to operate without causing an 
odour nuisance to the neighbours on the industrial site.

Mr Speaker, turning to the second part of the Hon. 
Member for Michael’s Question, provided the relevant 
permissions are obtained through due process and the 
operation becomes odour-free, then I do not believe it would 
be detrimental to my Department’s policy to invest in the 
industrial estate.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Michael.

Mr Cannan: I thank the Minister for his reply.
Just one point of clarification, before the main 

supplementary: sludge from septic tanks is totally untreated 
sewage. Will the Minister –

The Minister: Mr Speaker, in view of that comment, 
may I give the actual technical answer to that?

The Speaker: Indeed, Minister. (Interjections)

Mr Cannan: In your reply. I have got a main 
supplementary, sir.

The Speaker: Mr Cannan.

Mr Cannan: In the reply, the Minister stated that 
permission had not yet been granted for the use of this facility 
– which is objected to by the residents of Jurby – and yet it 
is in use. Will the Minister put a stop order on it until all the 
regulations have been fulfilled for the use of the station?

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: Firstly, Mr Speaker, septic tanks are a 
form of sewage treatment plant. The sewage is broken down 
by bacteria, with the liquid then being disposed to land via 
tail drains. The sludge which settles at the bottom of the tank 
is then de-sludged approximately once every year, with the 
septage then treated at Meary Veg – for clarification of the 
first part.

Secondly, the issue regarding whether we will put a stop 
order would be treating Government totally differently from 
any other body on the Isle of Man. If that is what the Hon. 
Member believes is appropriate, then I will consider that 
as policy within the Department. I do believe Government 
should always set a good example, and I am disappointed 

that the Department did not work with us in order to ensure 
these were done in advance. However, now this has been 
brought to our attention, all parties are working towards 
a quick resolution of the issue. It is good practice for both 
Government and the private sector to work with Government 
to try and ensure they have all the due processes involved. 

I will consider the timescales involved with regard to 
getting these into place. However, at the moment, we do not 
treat any private sector body in the way that is outlined by Mr 
Cannan, and therefore I am not prepared to deviate from that, 
unless there is a sufficient health purpose for doing so.

The Speaker: Hon. Member, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
Bearing in mind that the Minister has just said that, 

in fact, there is no permission for this activity to go on in 
Jurby… In other words, am I correct, Minister, to say that it 
is operating illegally, therefore, irrespective of whether it is 
a Government Department or not? 

Would he be so amenable and so obliging if it were a 
private contractor making such use of the site and the area 
and the hangar in an area like this, when complaints were 
being received by his Department by members of the public 
who were offended by it?

The Speaker: Minister.

The Minister: Mr Speaker, we can start kicking 
Government all we like. There have been no formal 
complaints made to the Department of Transport, who are 
the ones operating this procedure. This has become a political 
issue and is now being used in that way. 

It is not an ‘illegal’ action, and indeed it is the very fact 
that the Hon. Member for East Douglas refers to, which is 
why I have not issued a stop order, because when issues like 
this have happened elsewhere with the private sector, we 
have attempted to work with those private sector bodies to 
get them to achieve a satisfactory outcome. We are treating 
Government no better, no worse, than we treat the private 
sector.

The Speaker: A supplementary, Mr Cannan.

Mr Cannan: Will the Minister respect the matter that 
this is not a political matter as such, that it was drawn to my 
attention by the residents of Jurby, who object to this facility 
being used? That is part one.

Secondly, will the Minister agree that, throughout 
Government, stop notices are regularly applied on many 
activities that non-Government institutions – the private 
sector – undertake?

The Speaker: Minister.

The Minister: I do not underestimate the issue being 
raised with the Hon. Member by the residents, which is quite 
appropriate. Indeed, the same thing happens throughout the 
Island whenever there are drainage issues caused by sewage 
odours coming towards them.

Throughout Government, certainly, my Department, 
on occasions, will issue stop notices when there are health 
and safety issues. When the Hon. Member says that this 
is not political, last week he attempted to talk through the 
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Department of Health and Social Services, whereby he was 
told it was not a health matter. He has now come to myself, 
as the owners of the property, yet I still do not believe he 
has asked the question of the Department who are carrying 
out the activities. 

Therefore, he is getting two or three bites of the cherry 
at this one. If we want to actually resolve it, having drawn 
it to our attention, we are now working to have a quick and 
speedy resolution, Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Vainstyr Loayreyder, can the Shirveishagh, 
firstly, tell us what costs are involved, as far as the 
improvements that are required, as far as this facility is 
concerned?

The second point that I would like to ask him is: can we 
have some assurances that the same consultants at IRIS, 
who have cost the people of the Isle of Man millions, will 
not end up getting more work through the situation of more 
Government work going towards them?

A third supplementary, Vainstyr Loayreyder, is: would he 
not agree that it is not about knocking Government, it is about 
having a level playing field and that the situation should be 
the same, especially when I can remember that a soil pipe 
was regarded as visually intrusive at Braaid when we had the 
Manx house? We now find that we have a situation where 
people are complaining about smell in the area. 

Surely you have got to have some sort of consistency 
when it comes to applying the law?

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
I am very grateful to the Member for Onchan for pointing 

out exactly what this is all about – consistency – and, as I 
have said already twice in answers, the level playing field 
he requests is exactly why the Department has not issued a 
stop notice in this case.

The Hon. Member talks to me about what costs. I am 
sorry; I am the wrong person to ask. It is not my Department 
responsible; it is the Department of Transport where the 
question could have been appropriately sent.

Assurances regarding IRIS consultants… Again, it is not 
my Department. We are there to regulate and make sure that 
the licences are complied with.

With regard to the individual case he raised, with the 
matter outside my knowledge, I cannot comment, Mr 
Speaker.

The Speaker: Mr Cannan, a final supplementary.

Mr Cannan: Will the Minister agree with me that his 
Department, with the support of Tynwald and the full support 
of myself and Jurby Commissioners, has spent millions – I 
repeat, millions – in upgrading the Jurby industrial estate, 
on the refurbishment of the hangers, the construction of 
new manufacturing units, the proposed new road through 
the industrial estate? Very promising and commendable 
activities, but does he not realise that allowing this activity 
to take place, on the one hand, and promoting the top-of-the-
range industrial estate on the other, is inconsistent with the 
hope that prime businesses will be attracted to the industrial 
estate?

The Speaker: Minister.

The Minister: Mr Speaker, yes, I agree with the level 
of investment which the Hon. Member and many people 
have been arguing for for many years, and that is to be 
commended. 

The practices going on within industrial sites are many 
and varied. This can be an appropriate site, provided the 
odours are maintained, and that is something the Department 
of Transport have considered. We will ensure that there is 
no inconvenience caused to other persons on the industrial 
estate. 

Neither Mr Cannan nor ourselves want to see any failure 
to promote this industrial site, and I believe the further 
continuation of this is merely, once again, doing what has 
happened for years, attempting to drag down Jurby, whereas 
my Department and others are trying to actually enhance the 
vision of Jurby. (Interjection by Mr Cannan)

Raggatt landfill site, Glenfaba
Removal of leachate

1.3. The Hon. Member for Peel (Mr Crookall) to ask the 
Minister for Local Government and the Environment:

(1) What is the cost of the removal of the leachate 
annually from the Raggatt landfill site, Glenfaba;
(2) how long will it continue for; and
(3) why cannot the leachate go straight into the River 
Neb to save on costs?

The Speaker: Question 3, Hon. Member for Peel, Mr 
Crookall.

Mr Crookall: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
I beg leave to ask the Question standing in my name.

The Speaker: Again, the Minister for Local Government 
and the Environment, Mr Shimmin.

The Minister for Local Government and the 
Environment (Mr Shimmin): Thank you, Mr Speaker.

Leachate from the former Raggatt landfill site is removed 
daily during the winter months, when rainfall is at its 
heaviest, and every other day during the summer months. 
During 2006-07, the cost of this was £36,871.

Mr Speaker, leachate will always be produced from the 
landfill site and will require to be removed to a suitable 
disposal point.

With regard to the third part of the Hon. Member’s 
Question, I am advised that although testing of the leachate 
from the Raggatt has shown that it contains nothing harmful, 
it does contain a small amount of ammonia, which can be 
toxic to fish. 

The River Neb is one of the finest fishing rivers on the 
Island and has an excellent quality of water. Salmon are 
plentiful in the river and would be harmed by the leachate 
being pumped straight into the Neb. This problem would be 
even worse when the river levels are low, as there would be 
even less dilution available.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Douglas North, Mr 
Henderson.
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Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Vainstyr Loayreyder.
Would the Shirveishagh agree with me that to dispose 

of leachate in the fashion on this Question would not just 
be a minor problem, it would, in fact, be an environmental 
disaster, and that every fish, mollusc and everything else 
from the Raggatt down to Peel harbour would be eventually 
killed off?

Would he further agree with me that voluntary bodies, 
Government organisations and people like the Manx Rivers 
Improvement Association have spent hundreds, if not 
thousands, of hours improving the environment so as fish 
and all the other wild animals on the corridor can actually 
survive and thrive and make the area very special?

The Speaker: Minister.

The Minister: Mr Speaker, all Hon. Members are 
able to ask Questions in order to elucidate certain answers 
that may be forthcoming in supplementaries. I am sure 
that all Hon. Members would be aware that, although this 
leachate, when diluted at sea, is not deemed to be harmful 
– and all evidence proves that – if it were to be put into the 
river system, then certainly it would, in our opinion, be a 
major disaster environmentally. Therefore, all those bodies 
that are outlined by Mr Henderson would indeed, quite 
understandably, be outraged.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Peel, Mr Crookall.

Mr Crookall: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
I, like my hon. friend for Douglas West, Mr Henderson, 

would like to agree with him that the last thing we would 
all like to see is the leachate being put into the river, and I 
would like to clarify that. 

What I am trying to get to here is that if it is not good 
enough to go into the river, it should not be going out to the 
sea. There are local fishermen around the Peel area who will 
swear that the area where it is deposited into the sea –

The Speaker: I am not going to permit statements. Would 
you please put your supplementary question.

Mr Crookall: What I am saying then, Mr Speaker, is 
will the Minister consider different ways of getting rid of 
the leachate at that cost which, as he said, is going to go on 
for ever and a day? Also, with the onset of a new landfill 
site at some stage, depositing it in the sea is obviously not 
the right answer. Will you look at other ways of getting rid 
of it, please?

The Speaker: Minister for Local Government.

The Minister: Certainly, Mr Speaker. I think this gets 
to the issue being raised by the Hon. Member for Peel who, 
I am sure, would not support it being put directly into the 
river system. 

I can reassure him and the people of Peel that all the 
scientific evaluation of it going into the much larger sea 
environment does not cause harm. However, I am aware 
that a perception of that can be a difficulty. 

That is why, indeed, the Minister for the Department of 
Transport and I have already discussed the future options 
with regard to what may happen as IRIS develops in the west 
of the Island, and indeed whether there is any commonality 

between requiring to dispose of the leachate from here 
along with some of the pipework which would be necessary 
regarding IRIS. 

There is also the matter of the landfill facility that he talks 
about. Indeed, any landfill, whether it be sited at the Raggatt, 
or indeed any future site for the Island, would have produced 
leachate that would need to be disposed of. However, unlike 
on the radio this morning, talking about putting it through 
the IRIS system, it is totally inappropriate. It does have to 
be dealt with, but it is not a cause of concern when diluted 
at the levels we are talking about when put to sea.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Quirk.

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
Could I ask the Minister for the Department: would he 

provide us with an actual breakdown of the analysis of the 
material, or the liquor, that comes from this particular site?

With reference to his Answer regarding the £36,000 per 
year he is spending, would he not consider using that money 
to provide some tertiary treatment which may neutralise the 
liquor coming from this particular site, instead of tankering 
it?

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: I think the Hon. Member for Onchan will 
be aware that part of the reasons for tankering the sewage 
from Jurby was to try and cut down on some of these 
processes, as the Member responsible. 

Certainly, the analysis can be provided to Hon. Members 
and, yes, we are working with his own Department and, I 
would suggest, his own division, to actually try and resolve 
this. Therefore, I do not need lectures from him being 
talked about trying to save money. (Mr Henderson and Mr 
Cannan: Hear, hear.)

So, Mr Speaker, we will take this seriously. The Hon. 
Member for Peel takes it seriously. It is an issue that needs 
to be discussed, and that is better being done with the two 
Departments in order to find a solution, rather than just to 
actually make scoring points.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Quirk.

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
Just on those comments – and okay, we do have some 

difficulties – can I ask the Minister, because his Department is 
responsible for environmental health and protection, could he 
provide me, or this Hon. House, with the actual code number 
for the waste that is produced from the particular site. 

Can I ask him, too, why this particular tanker does not 
have any indication where its origin comes from. It is a plain-
looking tanker. You would not know it from something that 
just lies in the street. Why hasn’t it got any identification 
markings on it?

Mr Houghton: The waste is toxic.

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: Mr Speaker, it is a good job I am not 
childish; otherwise I might revert back to Mr Cannan and 
decide to put a stop notice on the actual… (Laughter)

I will quite happily talk to the Minister for the Department 
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of Transport. I will also talk to my officers in order to identify 
some of the questions which are put forward by the Hon. 
Member for Onchan with regard to environmental health, an 
issue that he, I, but also every Member of this House, takes 
very seriously. Therefore I will attempt, from Hansard, to 
understand what he is after and, once again, my Department 
will attempt to spend time providing information purely for 
the best interest of the Member for Onchan, Mr Speaker. 
(Interjections)

The Speaker: Hon. Member, Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Vainstyr Loayreyder.
Would the Shirveishagh give a categorical assurance, as 

far as he possibly can, that his Department will do everything 
it can – and I am pleased with his earlier response – to ensure 
that nothing is dumped into the Neb River at any point 
whatsoever? Would he further agree with me, if I was not 
well enough briefed I would be forgiven for thinking that, in 
fact, this almost sounds like a DoT-planted Question?

Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.

The Speaker: Hon. Member, Minister to reply.

The Minister: I think the Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr 
Quirk, would disagree with that being a planted Question, as 
also a serving Member of the Department of Transport. 

However, when one looks at the issue here, and the 
Member for Peel, whom I have not discussed this matter 
with before, but I am aware of some of the comments he 
has made, I am aware that the real issue is not to do with 
the suggestion of dumping it in the river, because none of 
us would countenance that. I will give, as somebody who 
has previously had responsibility for the rivers and the 
fish section of the Agriculture and Fisheries Department, a 
categoric assurance we have no intention of doing anything 
which would be harmful to any of the river systems.

Several Members: Hear, hear.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Malew and Santon, 
Mr Cregeen.

Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
Will the Minister give another categorical assurance that 

this will not be deposited at Meary Veg? 
With this assurance, the people of Santon will be a little 

bit happier that we are not getting another byproduct.

The Speaker: I think the Hon. Minister has already given 
that assurance, but Minister…

The Minister: I think we have got another 20 or so 
Members to go round for categorical assurances, Mr Speaker. 
(Laughter)

Mr Karran: If they were worth something!

The Speaker: Not necessarily.

The Minister: The issue regarding Meary Veg and the 
potential disposal of leachate through there would only be 
done if it was being put out through the outfall pipe to sea, 

not through the process of Meary Veg. We have no intention 
of doing that. 

As I have said repeatedly, we are working with the 
Department in order to see if this can be handled better. 
This is a long-term liability left with us. It is something we 
have inherited and we will have to deal with into the future. 
As technology comes on which can deal with it better, we 
will use that. However, at the moment, we are attempting to 
balance the needs to remove the leachate, protect the river 
systems and dispose of it in an environmentally acceptable 
way, Mr Speaker.

HEALTH SOCIAL SECURITY

Kirk Michael GP Surgery
DHSS intentions

1.4. The Hon. Member for Michael (Mr Cannan) to ask the 
Minister for Health Social Security:

Having received a Petition in support of the reinstatement 
in your Department’s Capital and Revenue expenditure 
programme for the provision of a General Medical 
Practice Surgery at Kirk Michael, what are your 
intentions in respect of this matter?

The Speaker: Question 4, Hon. Member for Michael, 
Mr Cannan.

Mr Cannan: I ask the Question standing in my name, 
sir.

The Speaker: I call on the Minister for Health and Social 
Security, Hon. Member for Ayre, Mr Teare.

The Minister for Health and Social Security (Mr 
Teare): Thank you, Mr Speaker.

I would like to thank the Hon. Member for presenting 
me with the petition. I will take the views of the petitioners 
and the other interested parties into account when making 
my deliberations.

The Hon. Member is incorrect when he says that I should 
‘reinstate’ the revenue expenditure, as it was not in the budget 
in the first place. Also, whilst budgetary provision for the 
capital expenditure has been identified, the Department has 
and had not received the clinical recommendation as to the 
most appropriate area for the primary healthcare centre.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Michael.

Mr Cannan: Will the Minister agree that his predecessor, 
the Hon. Minister, was in wholehearted support of the surgery, 
had arranged for planning approval, which was granted, and 
had also arranged for the estates directorate of his Department 
to conduct negotiations with the relevant landowners, that 
the approval was given by the landowners?

Will he agree that the Treasury valuer had agreed the 
valuation of the land and the landowners had agreed that 
valuation?

Will he further agree that the estates directorate of the 
Department of Health and Social Security was progressing 
matters to deliver to Tynwald – had not there been a 
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ministerial change – for Tynwald approval for the purchase 
of the land and the matters to proceed immediately following 
the General Election?

The Speaker: Minister for Health and Social Security.

The Minister: I cannot comment on the individual 
issues that have been raised by the Department prior to my 
appointment as the Minister. What I will say is that I would 
stress again, Mr Speaker, that the capital expenditure… That 
was in the Government budget, but there was no provision 
whatsoever for the very substantial revenue costs. 

If we go on, it is common knowledge that the Department 
does have very severe budgetary problems and I cannot, 
at the present time, identify the funding which would be 
necessary to deliver what he and his constituents are looking 
for in Kirk Michael, sir.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Vainstyr Loayreyder, would the Shirveishagh 
not agree that many outside this House believe that you have 
brought in a new meaning for postcode medicine? 

Postcode medicine is about the supply of different types 
of medicine in the UK, as here. It seems it is something 
outside this Hon. House… the ones… it depends on who 
gets the postcode medicine on who represents the different 
areas. What assurances can you give to people outside 
this Hon. House that it is not on the basis of the fact of the 
representation for different areas that makes the difference, 
as far as the priorities of healthcare? (Interjection)

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: I would hasten to add – and I thank the 
Hon. Member for his supplementary question – there are 
no personalities here, sir. It is purely financial and also, 
too, very importantly, the clinical views and the clinical 
recommendations. 

There is a feeling that the Department should recognise 
that there are haves and have-nots in the Isle of Man and that, 
perhaps, Kirk Michael is not the best site now.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Michael.

Mr Cannan: In response to the supplementaries, the 
Minister said he could not comment on the facts that matters 
had been progressed with planning approval, site valuation, 
site agreement etc. Surprising that he is so far un-briefed! 

Will the Minister agree that, when he says there was no 
revenue provision, is he suggesting that the Department in 
the next budget would not make revenue provision when they 
had already agreed to go forward with the capital expenditure 
and had the matters in progress to establish the construction 
of the surgery? Is he suggesting that the Department was so 
irresponsible as not to have future revenue provision?

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: I would suggest really, sir, that that 
question should not be directed at me.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Douglas East, Mrs 
Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
When is this Minister going to stop ducking and diving 

(Mr Cannan: Hear, hear.) his responsibility as Minister for 
the Department (Mr Cannan: Hear, hear.) of Health and 
Social Security? 

Can you advise the House today if, when he became 
Minister of this Department, he clearly was re-evaluating all 
of the schemes that were in the pipeline put forward by the 
previous Minister and the previous administration? 

When he was reviewing it, did he not totally look at the 
re-evaluation of the Kirk Michael proposal and, in so doing, 
can he advise us whether, at that stage, there had been a 
clinical recommendation made that Kirk Michael surgery 
should be replaced – as it currently has a surgery – that it 
should be replaced? Otherwise, why did the Department go 
to the length that it did do to get planning permission, to get 
finance sorted and to get all approvals in place?

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: Mr Speaker, I am not ducking and diving 
–

Mrs Cannell: You are.

The Minister: – I take my responsibilities very clearly 
and very carefully. My responsibility is to ensure that the 
Department delivers a high quality healthcare service within 
the budgets and within the financing available to it. 

As I said before, we have very severe budgetary 
difficulties but the number of procedures that our primary 
healthcare and secondary healthcare are performing is 
increasing so we are getting better value. Now I cannot take 
on an additional commitment which would involve further 
revenue expenditure until I know where the funds are coming 
from and I have to say it was not clear where the money was 
going to come from to fund the Kirk Michael surgery.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Michael.

Mr Cannan: Through you, Mr Speaker, will the Minister 
agree that his predecessor took his responsibilities seriously, 
too, and that if the previous Minister had considered that 
this was appropriate expenditure, a requirement, a necessity, 
up to November 2006 it suddenly ceased to be a priority 
appropriate for expenditure in December 2006 immediately 
the Minister took appointment? Who advised the previous 
Minister, and who advised him?

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: I am advised by the clinicians and I am 
also aware that the funding is not available. 

What I would say, sir, is that if the Hon. Member had 
not been as vociferous in his opposition to the sale of the 
land at Kirk Michael behind the school by the Department 
of Education, which would have facilitated a further 300 
units, then there would have been a stronger case for the 
development of a general practitioners’ surgery in Kirk 
Michael.

Mr Cannan: Mr Speaker, Mr Speaker!

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Michael.
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Mr Cannan: Does the Minister not clearly understand 
that the democratically expressed views of the residents of 
Kirk Michael, in a ballot conducted by the Department of 
Education, condemned the sale of the school playing field? 
Will he further agree that the zoning of the land behind Kirk 
Michael is still in existence? 

Will he please stop ducking and diving and misrepresenting 
the actual facts.

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: I recognise that there was democratic 
pressure to, in effect, resist further development in Kirk 
Michael and it will be very interesting to hear the democratic 
views of the people of Jurby, sir.

Orthodontic waiting list
Hope for patients

1.5. The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Henderson) 
to ask the Minister for Health and Social Security:

What hope have patients on the ‘orthodontic waiting list’ of 
ever receiving treatment or gaining an appointment?

The Speaker: Question 5 and I call on the Hon. Member 
for Douglas North, Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Vainstyr Loayreyder. 
Ta mee shirrey kied yn eysht y chur ta fo my ennym. I 

beg to ask the Question in my name, sir.

The Speaker: Again, I call the Minister for Health and 
Social Security, Mr Teare.

The Minister for Health and Social Security (Mr 
Teare): Thank you, Mr Speaker. 

The waiting lists in many clinical specialties have 
built up over a number of years. When I took my seat 
at the Department of Health and Social Security, I was 
determined to try and to reduce the time that many people 
in our community were waiting for orthopaedic procedures, 
cataract operations, orthodontic and ENT procedures. 

Everyone in the team has worked hard to achieve a 
situation that is now much more hopeful, in that most 
patients will be seen in a more timely manner. With regard 
to orthopaedics and cataracts, those waiting list initiatives 
are currently due to commence. Currently I accept that the 
waiting times for some treatments are unacceptable and we 
are all working hard to reduce those times so, in answer 
to the Question from the Hon. Member, I am much more 
hopeful that the appointments will proceed in a more timely 
manner, sir.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Douglas North, Mr 
Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Vainstyr Loayreyder. 
I am pleased to hear the Minister and his staff are all 

working very hard but I ask him again: what hope have the 
people in our community got of ever seeing a specialist in 
orthodontics this side of next Christmas?

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: Mr Speaker, the issue here is there have 
been staffing problems. Orthodontic specialists are not 
plentiful and they are difficult to recruit. 

However what I would say is that the activity in 
orthodontics over the last 12 months has increased by 15.4 
per cent and that is in the total appointments at Noble’s. In 
respect of new appointments, the activity has increased by 
142 per cent, so there is progress, but I am certainly not 
complacent, sir.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Douglas South, Mr 
Malarkey.

Mr Malarkey: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
What reassurance can I get from the Minister regarding 

the long waiting list for children under school leaving age 
who are entitled to free orthodontic treatment, who are 
now having to wait until way after the age of 16 and then 
falling into the field where they actually have to pay for the 
treatment?

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: It should not be assumed, Mr Speaker, 
that children will need treatment as soon as they have 
been referred, because there is an optimum time when the 
treatment should take place. It might not be for two or, 
indeed, three years after that referral has taken place so there 
will be a time delay, but what we are trying to do is to ensure 
that the treatment is delivered at the most appropriate time 
from the patient’s perspective, sir.

The Speaker: Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Vainstyr Loayreyder. 
Will the Shirveishagh agree with me that a waiting time 

of two to three years is completely not acceptable? It is 
outrageous and it is causing more problems (A Member: 
Hear, hear.) for his service, pressure on service, with this, 
as he has just alluded to. 

Will he give a categoric assurance here that he will apply 
what he announced the other week, his waiting list initiative, 
some of that initiative or resources, to this very important 
section of our community.

The Speaker: Minister.

The Minister: The issue, as I have said before, sir, is 
actually recruiting the available staff, or recruiting the staff 
to undertake the procedure. 

I am sure that this Hon. House would appreciate that 
the Department would not jeopardise patient safety and 
we must have suitably qualified professionals to undertake 
the procedures on our behalf. The waiting list times have 
reduced. As at February, it was actually 18 months and as at 
August, it was ten months, so it has come down. 

Now if anybody is aware of one of their constituents who 
has been waiting longer, then, perhaps they would like to give 
me the names and I will certainly look into it, sir.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Malew and Santon, 
Mr Cregeen.
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Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
Will the Minister confirm the information given to me by 

one of his officers, that if a child is on the waiting list prior 
to their birthday, where they have to pay, that they will still 
get that treatment free of charge.

The Speaker: Minister.

The Minister: I will check that out but that has not been 
said to me, sir.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Douglas North again, 
Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Vainstyr Loayreyder. 
Would the Shirveishagh agree with me that, in order to 

sort this important and urgent issue out, it is time to think 
outside of the box, it is time not to put the entire pressure 
onto the burgeoning section of Noble’s Hospital, who are 
trying to cope with this – admirably so. Is it not time to look 
further afield and hire in help, if necessary on a short-term 
basis, or indeed fly people away if it is… especially if it is 
our young people?

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: We have actually taken on locums to deal 
with the backlog, sir, so there is progress being made and 
that has been identified. 

What I would say is that not all of the referrals which 
are being made need to be made to the orthodontic service 
so what we have done is we have put, or we are currently 
looking at how we can filter the referrals to see whether they 
are relevant or not. 

We are, to use the Hon. Member’s expression, ‘thinking 
outside the box’ and there are two main aspects here I would 
suggest, Mr Speaker. The first is dealing with the waiting list 
and, secondly, making sure that it does not build up again.

Nursing home residents
Numbers paying entire costs

1.6. The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the 
Minister for Health and Social Security:

How many residents in nursing homes are having to pay 
all their entire costs including their pocket money to stay 
in that accommodation?

The Speaker: Question 6. Hon. Member for Onchan, 
Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I ask the Question standing 
in my name.

The Speaker: Again, I call on the Minister for Health 
and Social Security, Mr Teare.

The Minister for Health and Social Security (Mr 
Teare): Thank you, Mr Speaker. 

I presume the Hon. Member wishes to know the number 
of residents in nursing homes who are relying on social 

security benefits to assist them with meeting the cost of 
the home fee and they find themselves in the position of 
having to pay to the nursing home all of their social security 
benefits, including any personal expenses allowances or 
pocket money, as referred to by the Hon. Member, towards 
the cost of that fee. 

The financial assistance from the state towards meeting 
the cost of a nursing home fee is provided by way of income 
support. The seven commercially-operated nursing homes 
in the Island have 377 registered beds, 187 of which are 
occupied by persons who receive income support. Of those 
187 residents who receive income support, there are 136 
whose total social security benefits, including their personal 
expenses allowance, will be required to be paid to the nursing 
home to assist in meeting the cost of the accommodation 
fee. As a result of the fees set by the nursing homes, the 
payment by these 136 residents of all their social security 
benefits to the home will still not be sufficient to meet the 
full cost of the fee. 

Hon. Members may recall that the outcome of a review 
of nursing home fees by the Office of Fair Trading earlier 
this year concluded a fair price for nursing care on the Isle 
of Man is between a minimum of £440.85 and a maximum 
of £678.47 per week. At its meeting on 10th May 2007, the 
Council of Ministers resolved to accept the fair price for 
nursing care on the Island as being the top end of the scale 
at £678.47 per week.

The bonus decision was implemented by the Department, 
when determining the levels of benefit which would be 
made available to persons requiring financial assistance 
from the state towards the cost of meeting their care home 
fee, although I accept these commercially-operated nursing 
homes are at liberty to set whatever fees they consider to be 
appropriate. In the case of five of the seven nursing homes, 
their fees are set at a rate higher than the maximum amount 
of state benefits which can be paid.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Vainstyr Loayreyder, could the Shirveishagh 
inform this Hon. House, and give us assurances, that this is 
not just happening in nursing homes? I have had people 
claiming that the £26.50 which we give to these individuals 
is being taken off them, even in residential homes. Will he 
check up whether that is the case and, if that is the case, 
there are more than 187 people who are actually living in 
a nursing home, who are getting their £26 a week for their 
toiletries and the dignity of being able to... 

Does he know whether the figures for residential homes, 
as far as this issue is concerned...?

Secondly, how does he justify this state of affairs, when 
the likes of one of my constituents in my area – who fought 
in the War, got through the War, had a nervous breakdown, 
ended up in the nursing home, when he should have been in 
mental healthcare – ends up in a situation where perpetually, 
every week, the bill goes up? They take everything off the 
constituent, including his £26, and his nephew and his wife 
subsidise this person. Does he not think that, when he talks 
to the previous Question, about how he wants to look after 
the have-nots...? Who are bigger have-nots than this section 
of the community?

Several Members: Hear, hear.

The Speaker: Minister to reply.
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The Minister: I agree that this is a very difficult situation, 
sir, but I feel that we have been exceptionally fair in fixing 
the maximum level of income support at the maximum level 
which was set in the OFT Report. We could have set the level 
in the middle – or indeed the lower range, which was £200 
per week less – so I think that we have been fair. 

In response to the first part of the hon. questioner’s 
supplementary question, I will certainly check the position 
regarding residential homes. When the Question was put 
down, it was quite clearly directed at nursing homes, and I 
did not want to cause the Department extra work by including 
residential homes, as well.

The Speaker: Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: So would the Minister not agree that we 
might have several hundreds of people who are ending up 
in a situation where their comforts, or their pocket money, 
are being taken off them – many of them have gone through 
the war – who are in a situation that, if we resolve the issue, 
will still not get their pocket money for more likely the next 
20 years, if they live, because they will have to pay off the 
debt of these individuals?

What assurance can this Hon. House have that the Office 
of Fair Trading – which most outside this House see as a 
mouthpiece for the Government – can... that there is the 
independence as far as the issue?

Would the Shirveishagh like to tell us: what is the capital 
cost for the recently developed EMI unit for Farmhill, per 
bed space, and what is allowed for the bed space for a private 
nursing home in his Report? Would he not agree that is 
inconsistent? One does not want to –

Mr Shimmin: Mr Speaker, this is pure politicking. 
If the Hon. Member has got a specific supplementary... 

How can the Minister be expected to have this level of 
information? He is making a statement in order to get 
publicity.

The Speaker: Hon. Member, the Member for Onchan 
is putting a supplementary question.

Mr Shimmin: Well, get to the question.

Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear.

Mr Karran: Vainstyr Loayreyder, can the Shirveishagh 
come up with those figures for this Hon. House? He is stating 
the Office of Fair Trading as the way forward. 

It is alright for the Hon. Member over there, who would 
defend the indefensible, because he is part of the flock.

Mr Shimmin: Untrue. Obey Standing Orders. Ask a 
question in a supplementary, Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Hon. Member, the Chair is in control of 
the proceedings.

Mr Shimmin: Absolutely incredible.

The Speaker: I ask the Hon. Member to put his 
supplementary question and to bring it to a conclusion. 

Mr Karran: Vainstyr Loayreyder, I have asked the 

supplementary question. The fact is, how much is the capital 
cost per bed for the development of our own new unit at 
Farmhill, and what is the capital cost in the Office of Fair 
Trading Report per bed in the private sector? It is inconsistent 
and it needs investigation.

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: With respect, Mr Speaker, I would 
say that that question has no relevance whatsoever to the 
original Question, but in any case, it should be addressed to 
the Chairman of the Office of Fair Trading, because it deals 
with a Report that has been produced by, and on behalf of, 
the Office of Fair Trading.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Douglas East, Mrs 
Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
Does the Health Minister agree with me that it is wholly 

unsatisfactory that at least 136 people who reside in nursing 
homes will be affected by the loss of their £26.50 personal 
allowance? How does he expect this gels with the ‘Freedom 
to Flourish’ policy of the Isle of Man Government? 

Will he confirm today that, if he shares that view, he 
will go back to the Department and look at this again to try 
and come up with a scheme where these people at least get 
some pocket money a week in order to maintain a degree of 
independence and dignity?

Mr Cannan: Hear, hear.

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: I agree that it is an issue of concern, and 
I am quite happy to have a look into it, but what I would 
respectfully remind the Hon. House is that the Department 
is already paying at the very top end of the recommended 
range of fees under the OFT Report, so I think that we have 
been more than fair.

What I will say is that, with legislation the Department 
plans to bring forward, that will enable the standard of care 
offered by the homes to be graded. At the moment, we have 
virtually most of the homes charged within a very narrow 
band. Of the seven private-sector nursing homes, five charge 
fees in excess of the figure set by the Department – one 
charges £680, and the other four £695, for nursing care – so 
they are already charging in excess of the Department’s 
figures. The reason the recommendations were quite clearly 
set out in the OFT Report, and one of the reasons given by 
the nursing home proprietors, was that they had to pay costs 
comparable to the public sector, and they were saying, or 
they were explaining, that that was one of the reasons why 
the fees had to be set at the higher end.

The Speaker: Final supplementary, Hon. Member for 
Onchan.

Mr Karran: Vainstyr Loayreyder, how does the Minister 
explain to this Hon. House that it is nothing to do with him, 
as far as the relevance? If he is using the Report of the 
Office of Fair Trading to justify his figures for taking away 
187 residents’ pocket money – who are the most vulnerable 
members of our society – how does he justify that statement, 
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when he has quoted in this Hon. House that that is the reason 
he has put that level at at the present time? Will he just go 
back and check up with the consistency, as far as the Office 
of Fair Trading’s Report is concerned, with what he would 
see as natural charges in his own state-run institutions, as 
far as the costs?

Could he possibly, in the near future, come back and 
circulate what figures of residential homes... which I did 
not know before this morning, until someone got on to me 
this morning, that this is actually happening in residential 
homes in the Isle of Man.

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: I certainly have a note to check the 
position on the residential homes, sir.

The Speaker: Thank you.

Procedural

The Speaker: Hon. Members, I just want to make the 
point that, in supplementary questioning, inevitably the 
subject is going to be broadened out. If the Minister chooses, 
in his replies, to so broaden out the subject, one can hardly 
be surprised if further supplementary questions follow on 
from the broadening out. 

Having said that, I would ask Members to stick closer to 
the subject on the Order Paper, and I will not give as much 
leeway necessarily in future. 

TRANSPORT

Douglas Harbour Control redevelopment
Emergency Services Joint Control Room

1.7. The Hon. Member for Michael (Mr Cannan) to ask the 
Minister for Transport:

Can you explain why the Douglas Harbour Control has to 
be redeveloped to accept 999 calls when the Emergency 
Services Joint Control Room came into operation in April 
2004 at a total cost of £2,995,000.00?

The Speaker: Question 7, Hon. Member for Michael, 
Mr Cannan.

Mr Cannan: I ask the Question standing in my name, 
Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: I call on the Minister for Transport, the 
Hon. Member for Glenfaba, Mr Anderson.

The Minister for Transport (Mr Anderson): Thank 
you, Mr Speaker.

When the Department was considering the options 
for dealing with 999 coastguard telephone calls, it gave 
consideration to making use of Douglas Harbour Control 
as one option, and the use of the Emergency Services Joint 
Control Room (ESJCR) as the other option.

It is recognised that fully exploring the Emergency 
Joint Control Room option was necessary, in view of 
the significant investment made in creating it. Extensive 
discussions took place with the Department of Home Affairs 
Communications Division, responsible for the ESJCR, and 
their advice was that handling 999 coastguard calls, and 
managing any subsequent response, was possible at the 
Emergency Services Joint Control Room.

However, there would be significant additional costs, 
due to: the need to recruit additional staff; revise the existing 
systems-operating software with the provision of additional 
marine communications equipment; alter operating 
procedures; and undertake extensive staff training. These 
steps would then have to be taken. The nature of marine 
emergencies requires a separate and totally different handling 
system, compared with land-based emergencies, and must be 
dealt with by appropriately trained and experienced staff. No 
staff with this training or experience are currently available 
within the ESJCR structure.

In exploring the costs of achieving the handling and 
management of 999 coastguard calls at the Emergency 
Services Joint Control Room, it was apparent to the 
Department that such a solution did not represent value for 
money, or the best operational solution, because to carry out 
the required changes at Douglas Harbour Control requires 
relatively little staff training and no additional staff or 
infrastructure. Douglas Harbour Control is already equipped 
and staffed to undertake a range of marine operational tasks, 
including responding to and managing a range of marine 
emergencies, liaising with the UK and the Isle of Man 
Coastguard and other emergency services. Douglas Harbour 
Control staff already have the necessary marine knowledge 
and experience to deal with marine emergencies without the 
need for additional specific training.

If the ESJCR did answer 999 coastguard calls and 
manage the subsequent incidents, following the necessary 
expenditure and training above, Douglas Harbour Control 
would still have to be maintained in its current form to 
deal with harbour operations. The Department of Home 
Affairs Communications Division, responsible for the 
Emergency Joint Control Room, work closely with the staff 
of the Harbours Division, and concur with the Department’s 
conclusions.

Consequently, the Department decided the most effective 
and value-for-money solution to handling 999 coastguard 
telephone calls and managing response was to carry out the 
proposed changes within the Douglas Harbour Control, as 
it would result in an improved service to the public and be 
achieved within existing resources.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Michael.

Mr Cannan: Could I ask the Minister: which consultants 
gave him the advice that the Emergency Services Joint 
Control Room – which has been established at a capital cost 
of almost £3 million, and is manned 24 hours a day, 365 days 
a year – would be incapable of managing 999 calls from sea, 
even if they had an additional staff, or additional training for 
a person on duty there, to manage these 999 calls that may 
come in from persons at sea?

The Speaker: Minister for Transport.

The Minister: Mr Speaker, it was a decision taken 
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after negotiation and talking to representatives of the Home 
Affairs Division, who control the Joint Control Room. It did 
not involve consultants, as the Hon. Member is alluding to. 
It was a joint decision that came about by working with the 
people who deliver the service at present.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Douglas North, Mr 
Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
Can the Minister explain whether or not he viewed the 

Liverpool Coastguard Service or, in fact, the United Kingdom 
Coastguard Service’s professional and long-standing support 
to Manx coastal waters when they viewed the ESJCR. Can 
he take that into account, that point in that narrative, sir.

The Speaker: Minister for Transport to reply.

Mr Anderson: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
As the Hon. Member is aware, Liverpool Coastguard 

Service has delivered this service in the past. However, we 
have the software, we have the staff trained to the appropriate 
level and we also are aware that, in the future, the Liverpool 
Coastguard Station might be transferred to another area of 
the UK and, therefore, it is prudent that we take control of 
emergencies within our own territorial waters.

The Speaker: Member for Michael, Mr Cannan.

Mr Cannan: The Minister says that we will take control 
of 999 calls in our own territorial waters, which I assume is 
either the three-mile limit or the 12-mile limit. Who assumes 
responsibility for outside those three-mile limit and 12-mile 
limit?

The Speaker: Minister for Transport.

The Minister: Mr Speaker, the 12-mile limit is where we 
have responsibility for but, obviously, where there are areas 
emergencies come up within there we would liaise with the 
relevant UK authorities when appropriate.

Standing Order 3.5.1(2) suspended
to allow continuation of Question Time

The Speaker: Hon. Members, we have come to the 
end of our allotted time for Oral Questions. Unless I hear a 
suspension of Standing Orders proposal I propose to move 
to Item 2.

Mr Houghton: Mr Speaker. 
Mr Speaker, I beg to move that the appropriate 

amendment is – (Mrs Craine: Standing Order.) Standing 
Order – moved, sir.

The Speaker: 3.21…

Mr Cannan: I beg to second, Mr Speaker,. 
In view of the importance of the Questions and the 

importance of Ministers answering them and the fact that 
there is little further legislative business on the Order Paper, 
I hope that the suspension will be supported by all, including 
Ministers.

The Speaker: The Standing Order concerned is 3.5.1(2) 
and the motion is that the suspension of that Standing Order 
take place to permit remaining Questions for Oral Answer to 
be taken at this sitting, duly proposed and seconded.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Quayle.

Mr Quayle: Mr Speaker, for the record it could be 
clarified that, in fact, any Questions not answered orally 
would be provided in writing, contrary to what the – 

Mrs Cannell: We know that.

Mr Quayle: – Hon. Member for Michael has just given 
the impression, that Ministers would not be answering the 
Questions. (Interjections and laughter)

The Speaker: All Answers will be given to every 
Question on the Order Paper. 

In that case, Hon. Members, I put the motion to the vote. 
Those in favour – 16 votes necessary for the suspension 
– those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. 
The ayes have it.

Marine operation centre
Projected costs

1.8. The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Houghton) 
to ask the Minister for Transport:

What are the projected additional costs for – 
(1) setting up;
(2) the annual running costs of a marine operation centre 
to replace the service given by Liverpool Coastguard; 
and
(3) how can such additional costs be justified?

The Speaker: Moving on then, Hon. Members, I turn 
to Question 8 and call on the Hon. Member for Douglas 
North, Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I beg leave to 
ask the Question standing in my name, sir.

The Speaker: I call on the Minister for Transport, Hon. 
Member Mr Anderson.

The Minister for Transport (Mr Anderson): Thank 
you, Mr Speaker. 

Douglas Harbour Control is already a marine operation 
centre that is equipped and staffed to deal with a range of 
marine incidents and emergencies on a 24-hour all-year-
round basis. These incidents and emergencies can, and do, 
occur in our harbours, on the coast and in the territorial 
seas surrounding the Island. Changes required to handle 
999 coastguard telephone calls and manage the required 
responses do not involve additional staff or infrastructure. 
Staff training is required but this will be necessary in any 
case in view of the existing operations. 

This training will be contained within the existing budget 
and will be carried out by Department staff. The changes to 
Douglas Harbour Control and the use of existing budgets 
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to achieve the proposed changes are justified because the 
Isle of Man is responsible for the provision of search and 
rescue, counter-pollution and salvage response due in its 
own territorial sea surrounding the Island. There are existing 
staff and resources available to provide these services to the 
same or better standard than are currently provided by the 
UK Coastguard staff on our behalf. 

Mr Speaker, it should be noted that, in progressing this 
matter, the Department has kept the Royal National Lifeboat 
Institution and the UK’s Maritime and Coastguard Agency 
fully briefed and both organisations concur with what is 
proposed.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Malew and Santon, 
Mr Cregeen.

Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
Can the Minister confirm or deny that he was requested 

to take this on from the UK, or is it just another case of 
empire-building?

The Speaker: Minister.

The Minister: Mr Speaker, I confirm that we were not 
requested to take it on. 

I believe that we should be responsible for our own 
emergencies on our own Island and in and around our own 
territorial waters and I can see this is a prudent step. We 
have the relevant experience within the Department, we 
have harbour controls that have . . . manned harbour controls 
24 hours a days all throughout the year and they have now 
the relevant software to deliver the service to a very high 
standard.

The Speaker: Hon. Member, Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
Mr Speaker, can the Minister qualify what he means by 

this being ‘a prudent step’ when this could cause a break 
between the UK Coastguard Service, who are thoroughly 
professional in handling this, to transfer to the Isle of Man 
Service, who are not, sir.

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: Mr Speaker, I can guarantee that the 
standard that will be achieved through delivering the service 
through the Douglas control room will at least match the 
standard –

A Member: It will not be.

The Minister: – that is being delivered by the coastguards 
from the UK. They are fully aware of what we are doing, 
they are fully supportive of what we are doing and we are 
working in cohesion with them with the transfer which will 
take place at the end of next year.

The Speaker: Hon. Member, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Vainstyr Loayreyder, could the Shirveishagh, 
firstly, maybe circulate at a later date the figures of activity, 
as far as harbour control is concerned, over the years when 
you look at what was many years when the likes of my father 

was down on the Harbour Board to what the figures as far 
as staffing are today. 

Would the Shirveishagh also reassure this House that we 
are not going to end up with a situation where we are going to 
end up with duplication, where we are going to end up with 
more burden (A Member: Hear, hear.) on the taxpayer and 
have more public servants being taken on without request. 

Would the Shirveishagh not take the example of uses in 
opportunity to maybe look at the possibility of developing 
some sort of Manx Coastguard on the lines of the US 
Coastguard, in order to stop the sort of duplication that we 
have seen, where we have a fishery protection boat that can 
only take out people who are illegally fishing but cannot 
touch your drugs, you have a Customs boat that cannot touch 
the situation, as far as illegal fishing? Maybe the time has 
come for you to set up a working party in order to look at 
this issue not in isolation on this one issue alone.

The Speaker: Minister for Transport.

The Minister: As far as the Hon. Member is concerned, 
asking for activity figures I can circulate those figures to the 
Hon. Member but just to give an indication, in 2006 the Isle 
of Man Coastguard dealt with 255 incidents. One hundred 
and forty one of these were 999 calls; 52 were related to 
vessels and aircraft or flares; and 203 related to on-shore or 
in-shore incidents. 

As far as the Hon. Member is concerned about extra 
staff, I have already given that guarantee, that it will be done 
within existing personnel and the standard will be delivered 
to the same high standard. 

The Hon. Member asks about Manx Coastguards and their 
responsibilities and comparing with the US Coastguards, 
which I am not familiar with their responsibilities. I 
understand the Hon. Member is in consultation with the Chief 
Minister on that issue, where he has raised those concerns. 
(Interjection)

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Malew and Santon.

Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
Can the Minister give us some idea what the cost to the 

UK was for providing this service and what the comparative 
cost will be to his Department? (A Member: Hear, hear.)

The Speaker: Minister, if you have the information.

The Minister: Mr Speaker, what I would say to the Hon. 
Member is, as I have said in my answer already, we can do 
this within our existing budget. The only extra budget would 
be within a training budget. There is an allowance for training 
budgets that take place on an annual basis, anyway, in the 
Department, so I think it is a responsible way forward that 
we actually take control of our 999 services on the Island. 
We are missing a link in the chain, if you like, so we are 
accelerating response time.

The Speaker: Final supplementary, Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
Mr Speaker, would the Minister provide Hon. Members 

with a detailed information paper on all of this, giving the 
reason for the feasibility, any threat of removal of the service 
that was provided by the Liverpool Coastguard Service or if 
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it moves to Anglesey or elsewhere. Would he provide that 
and would he not agree that this matter really should be fully 
debated in another place, sir?

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: In response to the Hon. Member, Mr 
Speaker, I would say that I am more than happy to circulate 
the paper the Department based its decisions on to Hon. 
Members and I also give the invitation to the Hon. Member 
to come down to the Harbour Control at Douglas to see how 
the system works and put his mind at rest.

Road safety initiatives
DoT consideration/implementation

1.9. The Hon. Member for Malew and Santon (Mr Cregeen) 
to ask the Minister for Transport:

What initiatives has your Department implemented 
or considered to increase road safety throughout the 
year?

The Speaker: Question 9. Hon. Member for Malew and 
Santon, Mr Cregeen.

Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
I beg leave to ask the Question standing in my name.

The Speaker: Again, Minister for Transport, Mr 
Anderson.

The Minister for Transport (Mr Anderson): Thank 
you, Mr Speaker. 

In answer to Hon. Member’s Question, can I advise 
the Department is fully committed to the improvement of 
road safety and the reduction in the number of accidents on 
the Island’s roads throughout the year. This is the driving 
force behind the majority of projects and initiatives which 
are implemented by the Department and these vary from 
major highway improvement schemes, traffic management 
schemes and resurfacing projects to road safety campaigns 
and vehicle testing initiatives.

The Speaker: Question 10 and I call on the Hon. Member 
for… Mr Cregeen. Supplementary.

Mr Cregeen: Has the Minister considered implementing, 
like they do in Europe, the use of warning triangles and 
fluorescent vests as a minor safety cost for all motorists?

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: I am not aware the Department has 
considered that, Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Douglas West, Mr 
Corkish.

Mr. Corkish: Thank you, Mr Speaker: 
Might I ask a Supplementary, please, in a couple of 

parts. Could the Minister supply details of the number of 

the road crashes and associated deaths recorded in the last 
five years where the driver has been a young person between 
the ages of 16 and 21, or at least who have passed their 
driving test. Additionally, can the Minister confirm that the 
green-coloured R-plates are still issued to those people upon 
successfully passing their driving test and, if so, should be 
displayed on their vehicle, presumably it being an offence 
not to do so. What is the purpose of the said plate being 
issued? 

And, finally, Mr Speaker, could the Minister confirm 
that commercial vans and lorries are, by law, required to 
drive on our Island roads at a speed not exceeding 50 miles 
per hour and should also display a 50 miles per hour sticker 
on their vehicle. And, Mr Speaker, at the risk of being too 
demanding – I accept that the Minister cannot provide all 
this information today – could I ask the Minister how many 
prosecutions have been brought in respect of any breach of 
those final regulations I have mentioned. 

Thank you, Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
A basketful of supplementaries there. I will endeavour to 

supply the details as far as… obviously, I have not got those 
sort of details with me today. The Department relies on the 
Police for the accident statistics and we will endeavour to 
get the last five years but it might take some time to get out 
to Hon. Members – I believe they do have a break-down of 
crashes on age basis. 

As far as the green-coloured R-plates are concerned, 
yes, there is an obligation to have those displayed and the 
reason for that is to make sure other road-users are aware 
they have recently passed their test and also to remind the 
young people – if they are indeed young people – that they 
should not be travelling beyond 50 miles an hour, as well. 
Obviously, the purpose of the plate is to make sure that the 
roads are safer for all of us. 

Commercial vehicles the Hon. Member mentioned, as 
well. There is a 50-mile-an-hour disc they are meant to exhibit 
and, obviously, those that do not, it is an enforcement issue. 
That would have to be taken up with another Government 
Department and I will endeavour to get the figures the Hon. 
Member has asked for out to Hon. Members as soon as 
possible, Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Thank you. 
Hon. Member for Malew and Santon, Mr Cregeen.

Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
Final supplementary. Will the Minister refer back to his 

Department and request them to consider the use of these 
warning triangles and fluorescent vests? It is a minimal cost 
of about £5 to £6 and, these dark nights, it is advisable for 
people to wear these if there is an incident anywhere.

The Speaker: Minister.

The Minister: Yes, thank you, Mr Speaker.
I think it would be responsible for any responsible driver 

to carry this themselves. I do not think that should be a cost 
that should be borne by Government. I think it is as an –

A Member: It was not that. Just make it mandatory.
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The Minister: Yes, making it mandatory is something 
that I will ask the Department to look at.

Thank you.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Douglas South, Mr 
Malarkey.

Mr Malarkey: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
Without putting too much load on the Minister, on the 

clarifications of the information he is going to come back 
with, could we actually have the amount of road accidents 
for those drivers actually on R-plates, as a clarification point? 
That would help the questioner’s age group, if we just have 
the amount of crashes with R-plate drivers.

The Speaker: Minister.

The Minister: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
I will see if that information is available; I am not sure. 

We get that information from the Police, so we are relying 
on them for a breakdown in categories.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Douglas South, Mr 
Cretney.

Mr Cretney: Yes, thank you, Mr Speaker.
Could I ask the Minister: does he share my concern 

about, in particular, young people between the ages 18 to 
25, and the number of road traffic accidents in which they 
are involved?

Would he use his best endeavours to do whatever possible 
to introduce new initiatives to assist in the education and 
additional training of such young people?

The Speaker: Minister.

The Minister: Yes, thank you, Mr Speaker.
The Hon. Member makes a good point, and it is a very 

serious element to road safety, this particular age category. 
We are working with our partners, with the Police, and 

through Education. I am very pleased we have got a good 
working relationship with the Road Safety Unit within the 
Department of Transport, with the Police, and we are rolling 
out programmes in secondary schools to bring home to 
young people the danger a car can be. I think this was very 
effectively done last year, for the first time, in secondary 
schools. Sometimes we get some reactions saying it is too 
graphic, but it does bring the point home to young people, 
and I believe education is a very important part of delivering 
our safety message. 

Isle of Man Steam Packet Company
Turnover and profit

1.10. The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the 
Minister for Transport:

Since your Department is party to the User Agreement 
with the Isle of Man Steam Packet Company, can you 
inform this Hon. House what is the turnover and profit 
for the Isle of Man Steam Packet business from their 
monopoly under that such agreement?

The Speaker: Question 10, Hon. Member for Onchan, 
Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Vainstyr Loayreyder, I ask the Question 
standing in my name. 

The Speaker: Minister for Transport, Mr Anderson.

The Minister for Transport (Mr Anderson): Thank 
you, Mr Speaker.

The Hon. Member is aware that, since being taken over 
by Sea Containers in 1996, the Isle of Man Steam Packet 
Company has been a privately-owned company. This is still 
the situation, although the Steam Packet Company’s current 
owner, Macquarie Bank Ltd, is a publicly-owned company 
that has been listed on the Australian Stock Exchange since 
1996.

As a result of being privately owned, the Steam Packet 
Company is not obliged to disclose the information 
requested. Also, under the terms of the User Agreement, 
there is no requirement to disclose this information.

The Speaker: Hon. Member, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the Shirveishagh, 
allowing for the fact that I do not think he was in this House at 
the original time... the fact that it seems a ridiculous situation. 
How does his Department then have any control over trying 
to make sure that there is not unreasonable profiteering by the 
Steam Packet, the lifeline for this Island, that we have agreed 
to a monopoly, or everyone has, apart from some of us?

The Speaker: Minister.

The Minister: Mr Speaker, there is an Agreement where, 
whenever the Isle of Man Steam Packet Company want to 
raise their charges to customers, the Department has an input. 
There is a mechanism there that restricts them to something 
like the inflation increases, which gives less than the inflation 
increase. It gives the Department some sort of control on 
how the Steam Packet levies its fares.

I think the Hon. Member has always been concerned 
about this lack of information, but we have to accept that 
it is a private company, and therefore we are limited to the 
knowledge we can get back on this specific issue he raises. 

The Speaker: A final supplementary on this Question, 
Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Vainstyr Loayreyder, would the Shirveishagh 
not agree that, really, the position is that the signing of the 
User Agreement was a mistake, in the fact that we do not 
even have any mechanism to make sure that there is not 
profiteering at the expense... allowing for the state monopoly 
that has been allowed for?

Would the Shirveishagh not agree that, when you are 
talking about the fares, we talk about the basket of fares, and 
the fact is that we have little or no control over that basket 
of fares, because it does it not relate to actual activity that is 
on the boats in the first place?

The Speaker: Minister. 

The Minister: Mr Speaker, I would just like to 
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reiterate, under the current Agreement there, the company 
already provides the Department with detailed and audited 
commercial information, which enables the Department to 
be satisfied that the company is fully compliant with the 
terms of that Agreement.

The User Agreement contains a mechanism by which the 
fares must be approved by the Department. In any case, the 
comparison of the company’s fares and charges with other 
similar ferries indicates the fares and charges levied by the 
company are reasonable and, in many cases, better value 
than other comparable ones.

To conclude, I would also argue the real benefit to the 
public comes from the User Agreement providing the stability 
for the company to enable it to plan for the long term, and 
also to invest in the long term, which in my understanding, 
Mr Speaker, gives the company the confidence to invest and 
the reliability for the Island. 

Isle of Man Steam Packet Company
Reinvestment in better service

1.11. The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the 
Minister for Transport:

Will the proceeds of the recent sales of land by the owners 
of the Steam Packet Company be spent on reinvestment to 
provide a better service for the company’s passengers?

The Speaker: Question 11, Hon. Member, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: I ask the Question standing in my name.

The Speaker: Minister for Transport, Mr Anderson.

The Minister for Transport (Mr Anderson): Mr 
Speaker, I presume the Hon. Member is referring to the sale 
of land in Douglas, adjacent to Fort Street, by the owners of 
the Steam Packet Company.

I would wish to advise Hon. Members that MIOM 2 and 
the Steam Packet Company are subsidiaries of the Macquarie 
Bank company, but the two companies themselves are 
not directly linked. Consequently, the sale of land by one 
company is not directly related to the source of investment 
funding the other.

Under the 2004 extension to the User Agreement by the 
company, it is required to invest the sum of £26 million in 
its fleet by no later than 31st December 2015. Of this sum, 
£18 million must be invested by no later than 31st December 
2012. The source of this money is a matter for the company 
and its owners.

The Department maintains regular and frequent contact 
with the company at several levels, including a monthly 
meeting at senior management level. Improvement of the 
company’s service is a topic that is regularly discussed. The 
Department uses each opportunity to press for improvements 
that range across the whole of the company’s business, 
including scheduling, special offers, terminal facilities in 
the UK, the booking website, on-board catering, and the 
number of day excursions.

The Speaker: Supplementary, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Vainstyr Loayreyder, would the Shirveishagh 

not agree that it is very concerning for people outside to see 
all the assets of this original company disappearing, and to 
see no control at all by the Department to make sure that 
those assets should be going into what it was primarily for, 
and that was for the service of the Steam Packet?

Would the Shirveishagh not agree that the problem is, 
with the User Agreement, we have ended up with yet another 
let-it-rip policy, that we see too many other times, on an issue 
of such importance when it is the lifeline for the Island?

The Speaker: So far as there is a relevant supplementary, 
Mr Anderson to reply.

The Minister: Mr Speaker, I just reiterate what I have 
said already, that the company is responsible to reinvest by 
£18 million by 31st December 2012, and by £26 million 
by 2015. The Department quite closely looks, on a regular 
basis, at the User Agreement. We know the Hon. Member has 
concerns about the User Agreement. It is a legal document 
that they are abiding by, and we believe they are abiding 
by at present. 

TOURISM AND LEISURE

Signature Sponsorship Ltd
Commission and fees paid

1.12. The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Houghton) 
to ask the Minister for Tourism and Leisure:

In respect of Signature Sponsorship Ltd – 
(1) how much was the commission paid by the Department 
in respect of incremental revenue received;
(2) have all fees collected by Signature been remitted in 
full to the Department; and
(3) if so when was the final remittance made?

The Speaker: Question 12. I call on the Hon. Member 
for Douglas North, Mr Houghton. 

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
I beg leave to ask the Question standing in my name, 

sir. 

The Speaker: I call on the Minister for Tourism and 
Leisure, Mr Earnshaw.

The Minister for Tourism and Leisure (Mr Earnshaw): 
Thank you, Mr Speaker.

I thank the Hon. Member for his continuing interest in the 
Department’s contract with Signature Sponsorship Ltd.

In response, I would say that the Centenary TT of 2007 
was a great success, with commercial revenue up by over 
370 per cent, (A Member: Hear, hear.) a worldwide TV 
audience estimated at 700 million homes, and international 
press coverage equating to at least £3 million. In addition, 
standards were raised for hospitality, entertainment and, of 
course, racing. This could not have been achieved without 
using the services of a specialist sports sponsorship company, 
such as Signature Sponsorship Limited, and already we 
are benefiting for the future with bookings for the 2008 
TT running at over 30 per cent more than for a normal TT 
year.
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As previously stated, Mr Speaker, Signature Sponsorship 
receives a commission payment of 22.5 per cent on all 
incremental revenue raised, in addition to which they 
receive a £70,000 annual fee, and up to £15,000 towards 
their expenses. As licensing, merchandising and broadcast 
agreements – mostly with local companies – are continuous 
for the agreed contract period, payments will be made on an 
ongoing basis throughout the term of the contract. To date, it 
is estimated that total revenue of around £600,000 has been 
raised. With the key Christmas sales period still to come, 
we expect that figure to rise, and commission payments 
will be made to Signature, commensurate with the terms 
of the contract.

To answer parts (2) and (3), the Department has already 
invoiced Signature Sponsorship for £154,000, with a 
further invoice of around £175,000 due to be submitted 
once Signature have received outstanding payments. The 
remaining moneys have been paid direct to the Department. 
As many fees payable are based on ongoing sales, there is no 
cut-off date for accruing revenue, as the Department wishes 
to maximise opportunities throughout the term of individual 
contracts and, therefore, the Department will continue to 
collect, and make payments, in line with the terms of those 
individual contracts.

Thank you, Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Hon. Member, Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
Will the Minister confirm, therefore, that Signature hold 

some £329,000 of Department-owned money, not yet repaid, 
mainly on TT lettings that happened quite some time ago? 
Can he confirm that point first, sir?

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: Yes, I can indeed confirm that, Mr 
Speaker. As I have already said, £154,000 has been invoiced, 
and a further invoice of £175,000 is due to be submitted once 
Signature have received outstanding payments.

The Speaker: Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Mr Speaker, the Hon. Minister, as a 
former banker, surely, looking at this, would judge... Would 
he not agree with me that he would judge that this money 
should have been paid in upon at least the end of TT coming 
to its conclusion?

Would he also, moving along from that, provide 
details of proven documentation that has proven Signature 
Sponsorship’s worth in the TT to the extent to which he 
introduced in his oral reply this morning to such a value 
which we all would applaud, as long as it is all down to 
Signature Sponsorship Limited? Can he confirm that also, 
sir?

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

The Minister: Certainly, Mr Speaker, I would like to 
have had the money in our possession a little earlier than 
this, but it is not quite as straightforward as it may seem. 
Moneys are coming in all the time. They are not all wrapped 
up into neat little parcels. Some of these that have been were 
paid direct to the Department, so we already have that in our 
possession. We are working with Signature Sponsorship; they 

are our partners in this. I am quite pleased with the progress 
that the contract is making.

I am not quite sure that I understand the second part of 
the Hon. Member’s question about the proven side of things. 
Perhaps he could explain that again.

The Speaker: Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Yes, Mr Speaker.
I was asking the Hon. Minister if he could explain that 

all the additional revenue that has been created for the Island 
was down to Signature Sponsorship and, if it was not, can 
he provide the details of where they secured these contracts 
that have, of course, borne fruit? So it is down to Signature 
Sponsorship – can he provide documentary evidence on 
that, sir?

The Speaker: Minister.

The Minister: Well, I am not sure that I can, Mr 
Speaker. 

As I said, it is a partnership between us. There are shared 
ideas. We want to help them if we possibly can because we 
have got local knowledge within our own Department, but 
we recognise it is a question of horses for courses, I think. 

These are professional people skilled in their own 
particular area of responsibility. I am aware that when the 
contract was first set these people – Signature Sponsorship 
– have connections and experience working with Ferrari and 
Shell in Formula One racing and with Ducatti in World Super 
Bike racing. So, as far as I am aware, when the contract was 
signed the right enquiries were made and it was based on 
this background that we became partners.

The Speaker: Final supplementary, Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
Mr Speaker, I have to say I am becoming more concerned 

about the Minister’s replies. Can I ask him this: as far as 
partnership is concerned, how many other partnerships 
around Government allow companies with not what I would 
call a substantial track record and accounts… have Isle of 
Man Departments’ money in the United Kingdom? How 
many other organisations is he aware that have such a fruitful 
partnership along this line? Can he explain this, because this 
is most concerning, sir.

The Speaker: Minister.

The Minister: Yes, well, as far as their track record is 
concerned, I feel reasonably comfortable regarding that 
and this is the second year – the second TT – that Signature 
Sponsorship have been involved with the Isle of Man 
Government, with my Department. 

We have no issues regarding TT 2006, as far as I am 
aware, so that is part of the track record in itself. So I hope 
that helps answer the Hon. Member’s Question.

Question 1.13
For Written Answer

The Speaker: Question 13 will be answered in 
writing.
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OFFICE OF FAIR TRADING

Isle of Man Steam Packet Company
Review of weekend sailings

1.14. The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Henderson) 
to ask the Chairman of the Office of Fair Trading:

What action do you intend to take in view of the Isle of 
Man Steam Packet latest review of weekend sailings?

The Speaker: Question 14. I call the Hon. Member for 
Douglas North, Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Vainstyr Loayreyder. 
I am conscious that the Caairliagh is not present. I am 

sure somebody will be answering, though.

The Speaker: Put your Question, Hon. Member.

Mr Henderson: Ta mee shirrey kied yn eysht y chur ta 
fo my ennym. I beg to ask the Question, sir. 

The Speaker: In the absence of the chairman, Mr Gill, 
I call on the Hon. Member for Peel, Mr Crookall.

Mr Crookall: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
Mr Speaker, the Hon. Member will be aware that the 

linkspan User Agreement is in place between the Isle of Man 
Steam Packet Company and the Department of Transport. 
This Agreement contains requirements for the minimum 
provision of sailings by the Steam Packet Company and for 
the notification to the Department of planned changes to the 
schedule of those sailings. 

Enquiries of my colleagues in the Department of 
Transport have been assured that the planned winter sailings 
schedule meets the minimum requirements contained in 
the User Agreement. I am further assured that the required 
notification process was followed by the company and that 
the Department is content with the schedule. 

Whilst the Isle of Man Office of Fair Trading has an 
overall interest in protecting the consumer, in this case 
Government has notified a specific agreement with the Isle 
of Man Steam Packet Company and it is the policy of the 
Office to respect such agreement. The OFT will assist Isle 
of Man consumers with any difficulties they have, resulting 
from Steam Packet Company timetable changes. The Office, 
as with any civil dispute, will seek to advise consumers 
of their rights, as per the supply of goods and services 
legislation and try to mediate a solution, such as to refund 
to the price of tickets.

The Speaker: Hon. Member, Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Vainstyr Loayreyder. 
I thank the Hon. Member for his Answer and specifically 

for people to contact his Office to discuss particular refunds. 
However, would he not agree with me, and would he convey 
my feelings from this Hon. House this morning and probably 
those of many other Hon. Members, that, in fact, the whole 
Isle of Man community have been terribly mistreated with 
these changes? 

In fact, these changes, is he aware, were sudden and 
people who had tickets booked – season football tickets and 

everything else dependable on the original winter timetable 
sailings and so on – were suddenly to discover via a letter 
out of the blue that everything was all up in the air and 
everything was changed. Does he not think that is a shame 
and that that in itself requires investigation?

The Speaker: Hon. Member, Mr Crookall.

Mr Crookall: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
Mr Speaker, yes, I will convey your feelings back to the 

Office and I am sure they are listening in at the moment and 
will take those on board. 

As for the sudden changes, I am not sure exactly how 
many weeks it is notification they gave, but it is the legal 
obligation at least, if not a bit more and I am sure it is 
probably 4, 5 or 6 weeks, something like that. I am sure it is 
the likes of people who go to watch the football especially 
and those that go shopping. 

We will take these on board: we have only had two 
complaints down the Department, but if you are aware of 
any others we would be delighted to hear of them.

The Speaker: Hon. Member, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Vainstyr Loayreyder, would the Member 
– the Oltey – for the Office of Fair Trading not agree that the 
position is that, in this case, the Office of Fair Trading has 
no more protection than any other consumer rights would be 
for any other individuals, allowing for the fact that we are 
signing the User Agreement that gives us state monopoly, 
that what rights that could have been put extra have been lost 
because of the opportunities of not reading that Agreement 
properly in the first place? 

The Speaker: Hon. Member, Mr Crookall. 

Mr Crookall: Mr Speaker, I believe the Hon. Member 
is just stating facts there, rather than asking a question, 
really.

The Speaker: Final supplementary, Mr Henderson. 

Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Vainstyr Loayreyder. 
Would the Hon. Member agree to go back to his department 

Office of Fair Trading and assess the issue, whereby people 
have booked tickets prior to these notification letters going 
out and had all their schedules changed, which has cost them 
additional money to try and reorganise – also where seasonal 
football ticket holders will be, no doubt, out of pocket or 
disenfranchised from their sport – and make representations 
to the Steam Packet as to how they are going to compensate 
their consumers, the people of this Island.

The Speaker: Hon. Member, Mr Crookall.

Mr Crookall: Mr Speaker, yes, I will take those on board. 
As I said, I believe the Office will be listening in and we will 
take those back and again I will repeat if we have any specific 
complaints people will get in touch with the Department with 
the Office and then we will take those forward.

The Speaker: Hon. Members, that takes us to the end 
of Questions for Oral Answer this morning.
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Questions for Written Answer

The Speaker: Item 2, Questions for Written Answer: 
those answers will be circulated.

MANX ELECTRICITY AUTHORITY

Renewable energy
Increasing generation on Island

1.13. The Hon. Member for Rushen (Mr Watterson) to ask 
the Chairman of the Manx Electricity Authority:

What steps are the MEA taking to increase the proportion 
of renewable energy generated on the Isle of Man? 

Answer: Mr Speaker, as we are all aware, the MEA has 
relatively recently completed major investment in generation 
plant and your Board is obliged to fulfil its duties, using the 
available capital assets and we are unable to justify further 
public expenditure. This leaves only the Energy from Waste 
and Hydro plants as ‘renewable’ sources and the MEA will 
continue to organise its own generation so as to utilise these 
sources to their full availability.

However, this does not mean that we are blind to 
green issues and the MEA – acting in concert with other 
Government Departments – supports two main policies: 

• facilitating private renewable generation;  and 
• improving energy efficiency, both within the MEA 

and across the economy in general.
The MEA has introduced ‘private generation’ tariffs that 

support renewable projects, inasmuch as any customer can 
connect any type of renewable generation to the national 
power grid and be paid for the electricity they generate into 
the network. This connection is, of course, subject to proper 
technical assessment in order to protect our network, our staff 
and our other customers from risk or harm. 

The MEA and the rest of Government must seek to reduce 
the Island’s carbon footprint by both good practice and by 
assisting others to make efficient use of energy. Our new 
plant has assisted in a steady improvement in our unit rate 
of CO2 emissions, which have been reduced by 38 per cent 
since 1990. In fact, since 1990 the Island has had a 70 per 
cent increase in power usage with only a 3 per cent increase 
in carbon emissions from MEA generation.

The MEA supports the connection of combined heat and 
power schemes which, for some users, makes more efficient 
use of the hydrocarbon fuel used at the property, resulting in 
a lower carbon cost for the same net effect. I would also note 
that, at night time, the MEA do not run generation plant but 
instead import electricity from the UK, which may include 
power from renewable sources but it is more likely to be 
from the reliable UK nuclear power stations – a proven low 
carbon source. 

Conservation is of vital importance and the MEA are 
actively working on education programmes, both in leaflet 
form at the showrooms and at various agricultural shows, 
to educate customers in the efficient use of energy; and we 
have seen an overall reduction in the use of energy in the 
last year. 

In addition to the generation efficiency savings already 
obtained, the MEA are actively working to achieve the 
Government commitment of 20 per cent CO2 reduction by 
2010 for all other aspects of the business. MEA are working 
with the Chief Minister’s working group to help meet the 
Government energy policy requirements.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND THE 
ENVIRONMENT

Government Office Canteen
Staff job security

2.1. The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Henderson) 
to ask the Minister for Local Government and the 
Environment:

Is it your Department’s intention to close the Government 
Office Canteen and if so what job security do the staff 
who work there have?

Answer: The present canteen facility, which has been in 
operation since Government Office was constructed in the 
1970s, now requires re-locating to the ground floor to make 
additional office space available on the top floor.  The re-
location and upgrade to modern day standards will require 
substantial investment and the Department is obliged to 
ensure that such an investment represents good value for 
money.

The catering facility within Government Office has 
never made a profit, with the current deficiency in excess 
of £30,000 per year. Even this does not reflect the true total 
losses, since heating, lighting, rates,  etc. are absorbed into 
the running costs for the Government Office complex. 

The Department is of the view that the current canteen no 
longer meets the needs of its clientele, (i.e. civil servants and 
Members of the Legislature) and, as any losses have to be 
met by my Department, we have a responsibility to consider 
possible alternative arrangements. 

Against this background, Council of Ministers decided, 
in July 2007, that the Department should explore the 
possibility of the canteen facility being operated by a private 
company. 

Shortly after this decision was made, the staff in the 
canteen were advised accordingly. 

In addition, and contrary to the statement by a ‘leading 
trade unionist’ on Manx Radio recently, the staff were 
advised that a Public Notice seeking expressions of interest 
in providing the canteen facility was being inserted in the 
local press. 

At this early exploratory stage, it was not felt necessary 
to inform the employees’ side of the Whitley Council and, 
with hindsight, the Department accepts this was an oversight 
and has apologised to Whitley Council.

The Department enjoys a good working relationship with 
its staff and is fully committed to keeping the canteen staff 
informed of developments. 

If alternative arrangements are proposed for the operation 
of the catering facility at Government Office, the Department 
will continue to engage fully with staff and their union.  

I can confirm that the Department will ensure that the staff 
are treated in accordance with all legislative requirements 
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and best practice and the job security of staff will be a 
consideration in deciding the most appropriate way to 
provide the canteen facility in future

TRANSPORT

Air services to and from the Isle of Man
Wheelchair access

2.2. The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the 
Minister for Transport:

(a) What is the number of different air services to and 
from the Isle of Man; and
(b) which air services to and from the Isle of Man have 
wheelchair access?

Answer: (1) On a day to day basis, there are eight airlines 
that operate a passenger service, flying to 18 destinations, 
using 10 different aircraft types.

(2) None of the aircraft types that fly daily into 
Ronaldsway have wheelchair access. They all require steps 
and, like most other regional airports, there are no airbridges 
at Ronaldsway. However, dependent on the severity of 
the needs of the individual passenger and their level of 
mobility, passengers with reduced mobility (PRMs) are 
assisted on board by using various specialist mechanical 
aids and assistance from members of staff, such that PRMs 
are accepted as fare paying passengers on all aircraft types 
operating on scheduled routes. 

In addition, EuroManx have made modifications to their 
aircraft seating, at their own cost, to ensure acceptance of 
special needs passengers.

Windy Corner highway improvement
Comparing accident statistics

2.3. The Hon. Member for Douglas East (Mr Braidwood) to 
ask the Minister for Transport:

(1) Since the completion of the highway improvement 
at Windy Corner in March 2006 have any accidents 
occurred and if so – 
 (a) how many and the severity;
 (b) the definitive or probable cause in each incident; 
and
(2) what were the number of accidents in each of the 
previous five years prior to the improvement and what 
was the severity and definitive or probable cause in each 
incident?

Answer: (1) In the 19 months since the completion of the 
highway improvement scheme at Windy Corner in March 
2006, there have been just two reported accidents, both of 
which involved vehicles heading towards Douglas

(a) Of the two accidents, one resulted in damage only, 
and the other resulted in the driver being treated for minor 
injuries. 

(b) In both, the Police accident reports cited extreme high 
cross winds as a contributing factor in each case. Speed or 
misjudgement was not a factor.

(2) In the previous five years prior to the improvement, 

there were a total of 39 accidents, including one fatality and 
seven serious. In order to weight the severity of accidents 
at cluster sites, the Department uses a recognised accident 
analysis formula so that a damage-only accident scores one 
point, a slight accident scores two points, a serious accident 
scores five points and a fatal accident scores 10 points. Using 
this formula, the 39 accidents at Windy Corner prior to April 
2006 equates to 84 points. These statistics are broken down 
as follows:-

April 2005 to April 2006 – one serious, one slight, and 
five damage only (12 points)

four of the accidents involved vehicles heading towards 
Ramsey. In each case, they crossed the carriageway 
and either collided with an oncoming vehicle or hit 
the verge. The other three accidents involved vehicles 
heading towards Douglas. 

April 2004 to April 2005 – one fatal, one serious, and 
seven damage only (22 points)

four of the accidents (including the fatality) involved 
vehicles heading towards Ramsey. In each case they 
crossed the carriageway and either collided with 
an oncoming vehicle or hit the verge. The other 
five accidents involved vehicles heading towards 
Douglas. 

April 2003 to April 2004 – one serious, and five damage 
only (10 points)

one accident involved a vehicle heading towards 
Ramsey. It crossed the carriageway and hit the verge. 
The other five accidents involved vehicles heading 
towards Douglas.

April 2002 to April 2003 – two serious, one slight and 
two damage only (14 points)

one serious accident involved a vehicle heading towards 
Ramsey. It crossed the carriageway and collided with 
an oncoming vehicle. The other four accidents involved 
vehicles heading towards Douglas. 

April 2001 to April 2002 – two serious, six slight and 
four damage only (26 points)

two of the accidents involved vehicles heading towards 
Ramsey when they crossed the carriageway and hit 
the verge. The other 10 accidents involved vehicles 
heading towards Douglas. 

In each of the Police accident reports it states that the 
probable cause of the majority of the above accidents was 
either ‘excessive speed having regard for the conditions’ or 
‘misjudging clearance, distance or speed’. There were two 
accidents which gave ‘other’ factors. 

Since the completion of the improvement scheme, 
there has been a huge reduction in the number and type of 
accidents. In percentage terms, the new bend has produced 
the following results:-

75 per cent less accidents than 2005/06
86 per cent less accidents than 2004/05
70 per cent less accidents than 2003/04
78 per cent less accidents than 2002/03
88 per cent less accidents than 2001/02

The Department regularly produces a table of the 30 
worst accident cluster sites on the Island, using Police 
accident reports and traffic data for the past three years. 

Prior to the improvement scheme,  Windy Corner was 
continually in the top two highest accident cluster sites on 
the Island.  One of the Department’s objectives was to reduce 
road traffic accidents at this location, particularly fatal and 
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serious accidents, by at least 2 per cent per year. In the case 
of Windy Corner, there has been a massive reduction in the 
number of accidents since April 2006 and the figures clearly 
demonstrate that the improvement scheme was necessary 
and has been a major success. 

HEALTH AND SOCIAL SECURITY

Adaptations for the disabled
Funds available and needed

2.4. The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the 
Minister for Health and Social Security:

(1) What is the total amount broken down into categories 
of the funds available for adaptations for the disabled; 
and
(2) what is the total needed for these purposes, again 
broken down by category?

Answer: The annual budget for aids and adaptations is 
£164,900.  In addition, during this financial year, we have 
accrued £115,000, which represents the balance of funds 
remaining from a supplementary vote given by Tynwald 
during the financial year 2005-06 as part of the waiting 
lists initiative. Thus at 1st April 2007 the Department had 
an available budget of £279,900, of which £117,913 was 
committed, leaving an available budget of £161,987.  

Against this available budget we have commitments of 
£118,377 and ongoing costs for repairs and maintenance 
of approx £45,000. This leaves 38 cases that have been 
approved, subject to funding, with an estimated cost of 
£172,163 that cannot be funded from the present budget.

Funding is not broken down into categories. The funding 
is allocated according to a scheme of priorities that has been 
agreed by the Department. Each application for funding 
is assessed by the relevant professionals for eligibility for 
funding and for need, and then allocated a priority by a 
multi disciplinary panel, in accordance with the agreed 
scheme of priorities. Available funds are then committed to 
each eligible applicant, according to the priority accorded 
to their application, until the available funds are exhausted.  
There is also a requirement for repair and replacement of 
existing equipment.

The Department reviewed the position in relation to the 
scheme at its last meeting on 12th October 2007.  A review 
of the current scheme will be undertaken over the coming 
months, in consultation with other relevant Government 
Departments, to see if there is a more effective way for this 
matter to be dealt with. 

HOME AFFAIRS

Review of penal policy
Date to be made public

2.5. The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the 
Minister for Home Affairs:

When will the long overdue review of penal policy be 
made public?

Answer: The Department has been aware for some time 
that a review of the penal system was due and this is reflected 
in the Government Strategic Plan, 2007-11, where there is 
an undertaking to provide a more effective and efficient 
penal system.

Work was undertaken to develop the terms of reference 
for the penal review, and interest was sought from interested 
parties who would be able to undertake such an exercise.

A number of expressions of interest were received. 
However, given the Commission of Inquiry into the Care 
of Young People and the Integration of Children’s Services, 
it was believed that it would be better to delay any formal 
invitation to undertake the review, until such time as the 
proposed new structure had been defined. Accordingly, the 
Department is now in the process of approaching those who 
did express an interest with updated terms of reference.

It is intended that the review will be carried out in five 
stages, with individual reports being produced on each stage, 
with a final report with recommendations on the Island’s 
penal system being submitted towards the end of 2008. 
Again, this timetable has been established to coincide with 
likely developments in the integration of services. 

The revised proposal will be forwarded to the interested 
parties within the next week, with the assessment of 
submissions taking place before Christmas and the contract 
due to commence in January 2008.

Orders of the Day

BILL FOR FIRST READING

Agriculture (Miscellaneous Provisions) Bill

The Speaker: I turn to Item 3, Bill for First Reading, 
and I call on the Secretary to the House.

The Secretary: Mr Speaker, the Bill for First Reading is 
the Agriculture (Miscellaneous Provisions) Bill introduced 
by the Hon. Member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.

BILL FOR SECOND READING

Insurance Bill
Second Reading approved

4.1. Mr Braidwood to move:

That the Insurance Bill be read the second time.

The Speaker: Item 4 on our Order Paper, Bill for Second 
Reading, and I call on the Hon. Member for Douglas East, 
Mr Braidwood, to move the Insurance Bill.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
Mr Speaker, the purpose of the Bill is to consolidate 

divisions of the Insurance Act 1986, the Insurance 
(Amendment) Act 1993, the Insurance (Amendment) Act 
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1995 and the Insurance (Amendment) Act 2004, together 
with the provisions of the Insurance Intermediaries General 
Business Act 1996. This consolidation will be of considerable 
benefit to users of the legislation. 

Mr Speaker, several minor amendments to the existing 
legislation have also been made in order to ensure that it 
continues to be able to reflect developing international 
standards. The Bill has been the subject of a consultation 
exercise with interested parties, as a result of which some 
minor amendments were made to it.

Mr Speaker, Part 1 of the Bill sets out the regulatory 
objectives for the supervision of insurance business in and 
from the Isle of Man and requires the Insurance and Pensions 
Supervisor to exercise his functions in accordance with those 
objectives, having regard to certain matters when exercising 
functions under the Bill.

 Part 2, including schedule 1, deals with certain matters 
of administration. It requires the Authority to exercise the 
functions conferred on it under the Bill and charges the 
Supervisor with the general administration of the Bill and 
the Retirement Benefit Scheme Act 2000. Schedule 1 sets 
out the constitution and functions of the Authority. 

Part 3 contains provisions concerned with the authorisation 
of insurers. It requires any person carrying on, or holding 
himself out as carrying on, insurance business in or from 
the Island to be authorised to do so, or meet the conditions 
to qualify for exemption from authorisation. It sets out 
the powers of the Supervisor to impose conditions on any 
authorisation, to vary or remove those conditions and to 
withdraw authorisation in respect of the underwriting of 
new contracts, whilst permitting the insurer to continue any 
subsisting contracts. There is a right of appeal in respect of 
such decisions and the provisions relating to this process are 
contained in part 10 of the Bill.

Part 4 sets out certain on-going requirements for 
authorised insurers, including the requirement for them 
to maintain a margin of solvency and also provisions in 
relation to… audit, management and for long-term insurers, 
actuaries. Schedule 2 provides a mechanism for the transfer 
of long-term business. 

Part 5 provides for the Supervisor to grant permission 
to foreign insurers, which are regulated in their home 
jurisdiction and which establish a place of business, to carry 
on that same business in or from the Island. 

Part 6 is concerned with the registration of insurance 
managers and insurance intermediaries carrying on business 
in or from the Island and includes appropriate powers for 
the Supervisor in respect of such businesses.

Part 7 deals with what the Bill refers to as ‘connected 
persons’. These include persons who are controllers, 
directors, chief executives, auditors and managers of 
authorised entities. Each of these must be approved as fit and 
proper by the Supervisor before appointment and this part 
also details sanctions available to the Supervisor.

Part 8 makes provisions regarding certain supervisory 
matters, including the location of authorised insurers’ assets. 
It gives affect to schedule 3, which deals with the winding up 
of insurers. It provides a Supervisor with the power to make 
public statements and to issue advice on specified matters 
in certain circumstances. It also makes provision in respect 
of supervisory inspections and investigations, the detailed 
provisions in respect of which are set out in schedule 5, and 
enables the Supervisor to impose a civil penalty where a 
person has acted in contravention of a requirement imposed 

under this legislation. 
Part 9 provides for certain special remedies. This includes 

the ability of the Supervisor to apply to the High Court for 
an injunction or for a restitution order for a recovery of 
monies. Under this part, actions for damages may also be 
taken by persons who have suffered loss as a result of certain 
contraventions of the Bill.

Part 10 contains miscellaneous and supplementary 
measures. Provision is included to enable the transfer of 
domicile of certain insurers by giving effect to the provisions 
of schedule 4. 

The Authority is given power to make regulations 
establishing compensation schemes in respect of insurers 
which become unable to meet their liabilities to policyholders. 
This part also sets out the notification and review process for 
decisions made under the Bill. 

Also within this part, under schedule 6, are restrictions in 
respect of the disclosures of information received under the 
provisions of the Bill. Provisions are made for the payment 
of fees, the establishment of registers and for statutory 
indemnities. 

The Insurance and Pensions Authority is given power 
to make regulations, including the matter which is referred 
to in schedule 7, which are then required to be laid before 
Tynwald. The Supervisor is given powers to issue guidance 
notes. Part 10 also makes provisions for false statements and 
offences under the Bill. Finally, it makes financial provisions 
and provides definitions. 

Amendment schedule 8 repeals schedule 9, savings and 
transitional measures schedule 10, and provides for a short 
title and for the commencement of the Bill. 

Mr Speaker, I beg to move the Second Reading of the 
Bill.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Douglas West, Mr 
Shimmin.

Mr Shimmin: I beg to second and reserve my 
remarks.

The Speaker: Hon. Members, the motion before the 
House is that the Insurance Bill be read for a second time. 
Those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The 
ayes have it.

BILL FOR CONSIDERATION OF CLAUSES

Enterprise Bill
Clauses considered

5.1. Mr Cretney to move.

The Speaker: Item 5, Bill for Clauses, and I call on Mr 
Cretney. Clause 1, please, of the Enterprise Bill. 

Mr Cretney: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
Clause 1 introduces the schedule and gives the 

Department those general functions and powers which are 
specified and any other functions which may be conferred 
upon the Department by any other standard provision.

Mr Speaker, I beg to move clause 1 stand part of the 
Bill.
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Mrs Craine: I beg to second, Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Ramsey, Mrs Craine, 
thank you.

The motion before the House is that clause 1 stand part 
of the Bill. Those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes 
have it. The ayes have it. 

Clause 2, Mr Cretney.

Mr Cretney: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
Clause 2 gives the Department powers to provide 

assistance to any eligible business, subject to three 
conditions. These are: that the business must operate on 
the Isle of Man; the assistance must be likely to encourage 
sustainable economic growth; and the form and amount of 
assistance must be reasonable.

Mr Speaker, I beg to move that clause 2 stand part of 
the Bill.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Ramsey.

Mrs Craine: I beg to second, Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Hon. Members, the motion before the 
House is that clause 2 stand part of the Bill. Those in favour, 
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Clause 3.

Mr Cretney: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
Clause 3(1) defines ‘assistance.’ It means assistance of 

any kind, including financial or technical assistance.
Subclause (2) states that ‘technical assistance’ includes 

the provision of training or consultancy services.
Mr Speaker, I beg to move that clause 3 stand part of 

the Bill.

The Speaker: Mrs Craine.

Mrs Craine: I beg to second, Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: The motion before the House is that clause 
3 stand part of the Bill. Those in favour, say aye; against, no. 
The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Mr Cretney, clause 4.

Mr Cretney: Thank you.
Clause 4 sets out what financial assistance is to 

comprise.
Under subclause (1), the Department may provide a grant, 

or a loan, up to a maximum amount to be prescribed by order 
by the Treasury, or greater than the prescribed amount in a 
specific case with the approval of Treasury. The Department 
is also empowered to provide financial assistance in the form 
of a guarantee, or by acquiring securities of a company, or in 
any other way which is specified in the schedule.

Subclause (2) makes it clear that the Department may 
provide more than one form of financial assistance to an 
eligible business. 

Subclause (3) defines various terms used in the clause 
and everywhere in the Bill, including ‘maximum amount,’ 
which means such sum as may be prescribed by order of 
the Treasury. 

Subclause (4) imposes a requirement that clause 4 is 
subject to clause 5(3). That latter clause makes the provision 

of financial assistance, other than a grant up to the maximum 
amount, conditional upon Treasury approving the terms and 
conditions upon which the assistance is provided.

Subclause (5) obliges the Department to publish 
information to serve as a guidance as to how the discretionary 
powers to provide financial assistance are to be exercised. 

Mr Speaker, I beg to move that clause 4 stand part of 
the Bill.

The Speaker: Mrs Craine.

Mrs Craine: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
I beg to second.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Douglas East, Mrs 
Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
Mr Speaker, whilst I welcome this legislation, and 

supported it at Second Reading, can I ask the Minister to 
give us a little bit more information in respect of clause 
4(1)(a)(i). It does say, preceding that, 

‘during any period of twelve months, by way of grant or loan – up to 
the maximum amount.’ 

Is the Minister able to advise what the maximum amount 
is likely to be?

Also, staying with the same clause, going down to (2), 
where it says, 

‘More than one form of financial assistance may be provided in any 
case,’ 

are we to understand that that provision could take place 
within the same 12 months, when it says more than one form 
of financial assistance, or does it mean that another form, 
from another fund, such as the Manufacturing Fund, for 
instance, that the Department has, where it gives out grants 
up to a total of 40 per cent for expanding manufacturing 
businesses with equipment, training of staff, etc.? Or, where 
does it come from? One form of financial assistance may be 
provided in any case.

Also, can he advise that if one or more are going to be 
approved within a 12-month period for the development of a 
particular business, is the same level of flexibility contained 
within the current manufacturing scheme that the Department 
has and/or – and I know it is an unfair question to ask this 
Minister, but given his previous long time as Minister for 
Tourism and Leisure – does it also apply to the Tourism 
Development Funds? I am just trying to ascertain whether 
or not this is a better fund, or whether or not it is of equal 
standing with the others because, as I understand it, the others 
do not provide for the same applicant to get more than one 
lot of financial assistance within any 12-month period.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Vainstyr Loayreyder, could the Shirveishagh, 
the mover, just explain to this House... I would take it that 
in subclause (5), the likes of the maximum amount will be 
part of the 

‘shall publish information to serve as guidance with respect to the 
manner in which it will exercise its powers under this section.’ 
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I would take it that you will actually be putting that 
maximum amount as part of the published information under 
your subclause (5). If not, why not?

The Speaker: Mr Cretney to reply.

Mr Cretney: Yes, the amount which is currently the 
maximum is £100,000, and I believe that is the figure we 
will be starting with in this new legislation.

The question which the Hon. Member for East Douglas 
asked, about the maximum amount, is explained, inasmuch 
as the maximum amount means such sum as may, by order, 
be prescribed by the Treasury.

There is some flexibility contained, as in the Industry 
Board Act 1981, as amended. My experience thus far, though 
– and I have only been in position a little less than a year 
– is that I am not aware of any operation seeking to have 
support on more than one occasion during that year. I do not 
believe that is the case.

I beg to move.

The Speaker: Hon. Members, the motion before the 
House is that clause 4 stand part of the Bill. Those in favour, 
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Clause 5.

Mr Cretney: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
Clause 5 sets out the terms on which assistance is to be 

provided. 
Subclause (1) allows the Department to provide such 

assistance on such terms and conditions as it determines.
Subclause (2) allows the Department to provide non-

financial assistance, either free of charge, or on such terms 
as it determines.

Subclause (3) requires Treasury approval for the terms 
and conditions of financial assistance, other than a grant up 
to the maximum amount. 

I beg to move that clause 5 stand part of the Bill.

The Speaker: Hon. Member, Mrs Craine.

Mrs Craine: I will second, Mr Speaker. 

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Douglas East, Mrs 
Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
Can I ask the Minister, in practice, how is it proposed to 

work, clause 5? It states that the Department may provide 
assistance, other than financial assistance, but any financial 
assistance may be provided only if the Treasury has approved 
the terms and conditions. 

Does this mean then that, when a company approaches the 
Department and the Department considers the application, 
the Department then works up the request papers and submits 
them to Treasury for approval? If so, is that only in respect 
of financial assistance, or does it also include having to go to 
Treasury to get approval for assistance free of charge, or on 
such terms as the Department may determine, which could, 
in fact, embrace experts being brought in – an advocate being 
engaged, a chartered surveyor, a civil engineer, some kind of 
specialist to look at an area – and that might be free of charge. 
Is the Department free to actually consider, and approve, and 
have in its financial arrangements, a figure to cope with that 

expectation, or is all of it subject to Treasury concurrence, 
and will Treasury provide the necessary funds?

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Onchan.

Mr Karran: Can I just ask the Shirveishagh, especially 
with the previous question, and this one now, talking about 
a maximum amount: how does he justify the statement that 
it is a maximum amount of £100,000, when we have seen 
in the past, where we had the situation with Strix, where 
they were getting several millions of pounds, and no-one 
could understand how the agreement came about in the 
first place?

What is the difference, and does this cover that situation, 
that if it is £100,000, that is one thing, but where the 
situation is that we have seen in the past... Or is he giving 
us an assurance that we will not have the sort of scenario 
that we have seen in the past, that he inherited, where it was 
absolutely crazy, where you had the likes of Strix getting 
multimillion-pound deals from Government, and no-one 
knew who signed it and who started it?

The Speaker: Hon. Minister to reply.

Mr Cretney: Yes, thank you.
If I can answer each of the points raised, please. In 

terms of the Hon. Member for East Douglas, all offers of 
financial assistance, under the Financial Assistance Scheme, 
are subject to extensive terms and conditions. The standard 
terms and conditions currently used are to be reviewed when 
the guidelines are produced.

The guidelines will be subject to a further consultative 
exercise. One thing which I am quite happy about with all of 
this procedure, in terms of taking forward the Enterprise Bill, 
is that we have had, really, quite an extensive consultative 
procedure so far. From 17th August until October, there 
were 17 pages of consultation went out, and a number of 
parties have responded to us. So, I do believe that that 
indicates the openness with which this has been approached 
by the Department, and is something which I consider to be 
important.

In terms of the specific point, yes, only offers of financial 
assistance will be subject to the Treasury approval. Going 
further, in terms of answering the Hon. Member for Onchan’s 
question, it states in the previous clause:

`with the approval of the Treasury, of any amount exceeding the 
maximum amount in respect of a specified eligible business.’

So, a specific application would have to be made to the 
Treasury for any amount in excess of £100,000. That would 
be the case. 

Mr Speaker, I beg to move that clause 5 stand part of 
the Bill.

The Speaker: The motion before the House is clause 5 
to stand part of the Bill. Those in favour, say aye; against, 
no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Clause 6.

Mr Cretney: Thank you.
Clause 6(1) requires the Department to lay an annual 

report before Tynwald in respect of any assistance provided 
under the new Act. This is a new requirement, and one which 
is not contained in the Industry Board Act.
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Subclause (2) imposes a requirement that the report 
include a list of names of those businesses which have 
received financial assistance in the preceding financial 
year. 

Mr Speaker, I beg to move clause 6 stand part of the 
Bill.

The Speaker: Hon. Member, Mr Anderson.

Mr Anderson: I beg to second and reserve my 
remarks.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Vainstyr Loayreyder, my only concern with 
this and, unfortunately, for some misunderstanding, and 
maybe the Legislative Council will take on board... I actually 
feel it would have been a lot stronger, even allowing for this 
as a wonderful step forward from the grace and favour of 
previous Ministers, who thought they were the reincarnation 
of Louis XVI, the Sun God, when they are dealing with the 
public purse.

I think this is a wonderful step forward as far as the 
Department bringing some accountability, but I do think that 
it would have been better if the Department shall include, 
in its annual report, the names of those businesses who 
have received the financial assistance and the amount of 
such financial assistance provided to each of the businesses 
under the Act during the previous financial year ended 31st 
March in any year.

I think that – whilst this new clause is a step in the right 
direction, and it will help to augment the people who say 
that it is on a level playing field – maybe, at a later date, 
the actual amounts of financial assistance should be part of 
the report for Tynwald, and maybe the Department might 
consider doing it without having the statutory obligations, 
as far as that is concerned.

You have the absurdity, Vainstyr Loayreyder, where you 
could be a printer – and I am a printer: I get a grant for my 
printing equipment for doing my stuff; you want a grant, you 
do not get a grant – your taxes are actually subsiding my 
business, and you do not even know about this situation.

With it being a small community, that is where we have 
got to break this complaint that it is not what you know, 
it is who you know. I do believe that this new clause goes 
some way towards freeing up this information. I am just 
disappointed that we did not have the opportunity to put the 
financial amounts that were in, on this proposal.

So, Vainstyr Loayreyder, this is a point and I do hope 
that it might be taken up, maybe in another place, to put 
that in.

The Speaker: Hon. Members, can I just make a point 
specifically on the issue raised by the Hon. Member. It is not 
only the role, but the duty of this House and every Member 
in it to ensure that any legislation that leaves here does so 
to the entire satisfaction of the House. The remedy for any 
shortcomings or deficiencies is in the hands of Members of 
this House.

I just make that point. It is not necessary to have to rely 
on the actions of another place (A Member: Hear, hear.) to 
put right any such deficiency. 

Hon. Member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr Speaker.

Mr Speaker, yes, I have to concur with what you have just 
said. We are, in fact, at clauses stage – although I concur with 
all the comments made by the previous speaker for Onchan, 
Mr Karran. He is right.

I was very tempted to draft an amendment to this, to 
actually include a provision where the Department had to 
publish the figures that had been given, and the total amounts 
involved in any one business or person receiving financial 
assistance. But then I considered that, in fact, having a clause 
in legislation that is being proposed today which requires 
an annual report to be published, with a list of those people 
and businesses which are going to benefit, is such a huge 
step for this Government to take. It is one not unexpected 
from the hon. mover, who has always supported freedom of 
information and openness and accountability – something 
that many of us support in this House. (A Member: Hear, 
hear.)

So, whilst not wanting to give the wrong impression that, 
perhaps, we are not wholly as satisfied with this clause as 
we otherwise might have been, I think the legislation needs 
a chance to kick in. The legislation also possibly needs a 
chance for the guidelines and for further consultation to be 
undertaken. Perhaps during that process, the Minister could 
consult and engage conversation in terms of providing those 
figures. 

The way I see it, clause 6 is worded in such a way, it 
says:

‘The Department shall lay before Tynwald an annual report in respect 
of the provision of assistance under this Act.’

The provision may well embrace, within guidelines 
and/or regulations which can be drawn up, the provision 
of actually stating what that financial assistance is and 
publishing it. I believe that the clause probably lends itself 
to doing that.

Further, clause 6(2):

‘The Department shall include in the annual report a list comprising 
the names of those businesses which have received from it financial 
assistance under this Act…’

Again, that is specific, because it only states to do with 
financial assistance, when the previous clause also says that 
it might be assistance other than financial assistance which 
is required. I think possibly that is measurable assistance, 
but it is something possibly for the future. It might be one 
that causes a lot of cost for the Department and therefore 
the taxpayers. So if anything, an amendment or a small Bill 
sometime in the future, if there is proved to be a growing 
reliability on the Department of providing assistance other 
than finance, but nevertheless the assistance costing the 
Department a degree of time and money…

What I would like the Minister to consider, when he is 
consulting further in preparing guidelines and/or possibly 
regulations, apart from examining the provision of assistance 
being sufficient enough in law to require figures or enable 
actual figures to be published, could he also consider what 
the financial assistance was applied for in the report. I think 
that would be of benefit not only to people to encourage them 
to expand, and also to embrace industry per se – because 
industry we have to look after; industry is the engine of 
the Isle of Man exchequer, in my view – but also it would 
be useful to know not just that business ‘A’ asked for this 
amount, but what was it used for and of what benefit it 
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has been to the Isle of Man. Those sorts of evaluations, I 
think, need to be included in an annual report, to make it 
meaningful. 

My final question to the Minister is that, at clause 6, there 
is a lawful compulsion that the Department lays the report. So 
therefore, I take it, it would not be on the agenda for actual 
debate, but merely laid before the Court. As such, it has the 
potential for being raised by way of motion at that particular 
sitting of Tynwald or a subsequent one – if he could confirm 
that is the case, please.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Quirk.

Mr Quirk: Mr Speaker, just a small one, if the Minister 
would confirm too: when a company receives a second 
application, will that be noted in the report now? Will that 
be dealt with as well, or maybe more than two?

The Speaker: I call on the mover to reply to the 
debate.

Mr Cretney: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
Can I thank those Hon. Members who have recognised 

that this is a significant step forward. We are still also in 
part of a consultative period, inasmuch as the consultation 
document which went out on 17th August, and which I 
referred to earlier, dealt with this particular issue as one of 
the main features.

We sought response back from individual parties in 
relation to this. In fact, the question was asked, consultation 
point 6:

‘How much information should be provided publicly concerning 
financial assistance? Consultees are invited to suggest the appropriate 
level of information and to justify their views in terms of public interest 
balanced with commercial confidentiality.’

This is an important issue, in my opinion. It is something 
which, in the past, has been private – has been treated as 
confidential – despite the fact that there are public funds 
involved here. We are moving away from that principle. We 
are moving to a more open situation, which I believe is the 
right way to move. 

It is yet to be determined the extent to which we will 
be publishing, in terms of clause 6. This is still part of our 
consideration. It is yet to be determined the extent to which 
we will be defining the amount of assistance and to which 
parties. That is one of the matters which is still to be further 
considered, in terms of guidelines and regulations, as alluded 
to by the Hon. Member for East Douglas, Mrs Cannell.

I wish to apologise as well: I did not answer properly 
a question which was asked by the Hon. Member before 
that, in terms of using business development consultants. 
We do use business development consultants, advisers and 
mentors in connection with the schemes of assistance and 
flexibility already. It is necessary to be able to deploy these 
to assist businesses in whatever manner is applicable to the 
particular circumstances. 

So yes, they already exist. We see that as part of our 
function in the future, in terms of assisting businesses to 
develop and, by so doing, enriching the Isle of Man economy, 
to enable those of us in public office to provide the best in 
public services, with the funds raised therefrom.

In terms of the question which was raised by the Hon. 
Member for Onchan, Mr Quirk, yes, I am sure that, if there 

were to be two applications during a year, any published 
documentation, in whatever the final form, yet to be decided, 
would include both of those. I am sure that that is something 
which is given. 

The Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Karran: I accept his 
sincerity and what he is saying, in terms of the extent to 
which he wishes to see things set out. We have had a range 
of views, from opposite sides of the spectrum, in terms of 
this particular issue during the consultative process, and 
that is something which we will be considering in the weeks 
ahead.

I beg to move, Mr Speaker 

The Speaker: The motion is that clause 6 stand part of 
the Bill. Those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have 
it. The ayes have it. 

Clause 7, sir.

Mr Cretney: Thank you.
Clause 7 defines various terms used in the Bill including 

‘eligible business’, which means a proposed or established 
business which satisfies criteria prescribed by regulations 
made by the Department.

Mr Speaker, I beg to move that clause 7 stand part of 
the Bill.

The Speaker: Hon. Member, Mr Anderson.

Mr Anderson: I beg to second and reserve my 
remarks.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Quirk.

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
I just want to seek an assurance regarding the regulations: 

as part of the criteria, when money is owed to Government 
Departments, that is a crucial part of it, either on tax, national 
insurance contributions and so forth.

The Speaker: Minister to reply.

Mr Cretney: Yes, I am sure that is the case. I am 
positive that is the case, Mr Speaker, but the regulations will 
obviously require the approval of Tynwald. The intention 
is that these regulations will set out the requirements and 
standards that all applicants will be expected to meet. The 
Department will also produce detailed guidelines setting 
out the Department’s general policy, in terms of supported 
and excluded sectors, and how the financial assistance is to 
be provided.

Mr Speaker, those guidelines will then be available, as are 
our guidelines in relation to, for example, the work permit 
regime, which, as Hon. Members will know, is something 
which we have been focusing on in the past several months. 
Guidelines are now published on the internet in relation to 
work permits. We believe that exactly the same procedure 
will happen, in terms of the Department’s policy in terms of 
its guidelines in relation to these matters also.

I beg to move.

The Speaker: The motion is that clause 7 stand part of 
the Bill. Those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have 
it. The ayes have it. 

Clause 8.
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Mr Cretney: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
This clause requires regulations and orders made under 

the new Act to be approved by Tynwald with the exception 
of any appointed day orders made under clause 10(2). An 
exception has been provided for any appointed day orders, 
which would be laid before Tynwald.

Mr Speaker, I beg to move that clause 8 stand part of 
the Bill. 

The Speaker: Mr Anderson.

Mr Anderson: I beg to second, Mr Speaker, and reserve 
my remarks.

The Speaker: The motion is clause 8 stand part of the 
Bill. Those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. 
The ayes have it.

Clause 9.

Mr Cretney: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
Subclause (1) repeals the Industry Board Act subject to 

subclause (2).
Subclause (2) provides that no provision in the new Bill 

is to override any terms and conditions of financial assistance 
previously given.

I beg to move that clause 9 stand part of the Bill. 

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Glenfaba.

Mr Anderson: I beg to second and reserve my 
remarks.

The Speaker: The motion is that clause 9 stand part of 
the Bill. Those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have 
it. The ayes have it.

And finally, clause 10.

Mr Cretney: Thank you, Mr Speaker.
This clause deals with the short title and commencement 

of the Bill.
Subclause (1) gives the Bill its short title.
Subclause (2) provides that the Bill is to come into force 

on an appointed day or days. 
Can I take this opportunity, Mr Speaker, not only to thank 

the Hon. Members of this House, in terms of their support 
thus far with this Bill, but also to thank my Department 
officers, Mr Wilson and Mr Kelly, for their support in taking 
us to this stage.

I beg to move that clause 10 stand part of the Bill. 

The Speaker: Mr Anderson.

Mr Anderson: I beg to second, Mr Speaker. 

The Speaker: The motion is that clause 10 stand part 
of the Bill. Those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes 
have it. The ayes have it.

Procedural

The Speaker: Hon. Members, there is a matter that I wish 
to bring to your notice in connection with the Constitution 
(Amendment) Bill, but before doing so, I would seek an 

adjournment for 10 minutes, to enable some discussion to 
take place with the mover of that Bill. I would, therefore, 
ask that we reconvene at half past twelve.

Thank you, Hon. Members. 

The House adjourned at 12.18 p.m.
and resumed its sitting at 12.29 p.m.

Constitution (Amendment) Bill
Conference with the Legislative Council

Motion lost

The Speaker: Please be seated, Hon. Members.
Hon. Members, the purpose of the adjournment, as 

I indicated, was to enable some advice to be taken and 
discussion with the mover of the Constitution (Amendment) 
Bill.

I, therefore, invite the mover of that Bill, the Hon. 
Member for Rushen, Mr Gawne, to put a particular motion 
before the House. Mr Gawne.

Mr Gawne: Gura mie eu, Loayreyder.
Members will be aware that, last week, my Constitution 

(Amendment) Bill received Third Reading in the House of 
Keys and Members may not be aware, but today it received 
its First Reading in the Legislative Council.

The Council, though, has a particular concern: that the 
Bill was drafted specifically to try to speed up the whole 
process of Legislative Council elections; however, the way 
in which it is drafted would result in calls for nominations 
to the Legislative Council on, I think, 28th February, which 
would then result in a six-week delay before the Legislative 
Council elections would take place.

That could potentially result in the Legislative Council 
not being quorate for at least two sittings of Tynwald, and 
certainly, obviously, for their own sittings. As a result of 
that, Members of Council had considered amending my 
Bill. However, they felt that they did not wish to do that, 
without having first discussed the matter with Members of 
the House of Keys.

For that reason, they have asked whether Keys would 
be willing to have a conference with Members of the 
Legislative Council, to discuss whether Keys would feel it 
was appropriate or otherwise to have such an amendment 
– perhaps amending the Bill, as drafted, to allow for the call 
for elections to take place six weeks in advance of Members 
of Legislative Council going out of office. So, effectively, 
we could have our elections to Legislative Council the same 
day that Members of the Legislative Council went out of 
office.

I am reasonably relaxed, both with the way my Bill 
left the House of Keys and, indeed, with the proposal from 
Legislative Council. Certainly, I would support the call for 
a discussion with Legislative Council on this particular 
matter.

So, I would move that a delegation of three Members 
of this House met with Members of Legislative Council to 
discuss this particular matter and hopefully move the Bill 
forward.

There is some degree of urgency on this particular matter. 
As Members will be aware, if we wish to have Royal Assent 
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in time for the elections to take place, clearly we would need 
to do this with some degree of speed. 

So I would, therefore, move, Mr Speaker, Loayreyder:

That a deputation of three Members be elected to 
confer with the Council on proposed amendments to 
the Constitution (Amendment) Bill in response to their 
request.

The Speaker: Hon. Members, the motion is that 
a deputation – (Interjections) Hon. Members, if I may 
continue: the motion put before the House by the mover 
is that a deputation of three Members be formed to hold a 
conference with Council. That is the motion before us. Can 
I please have a seconder?

Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Quayle.

Mr Quayle: Yes, thank you, Mr Speaker.
I am entirely happy to second the motion put forward by 

the Hon. Member for Rushen, Mr Gawne. I think that that 
makes a great deal of sense to expedite matters by having a 
delegation from this Hon. House to meet with Legislative 
Council, in order to move things forward a little more quickly 
than might otherwise have been the case, and to make sure 
that this Hon. House is content then with any amendment 
that could be forthcoming by the Legislative Council in 
due course.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Michael.

Mr Cannan: The implications of what the Council are 
seeking is that nominations for Legislative Council would 
be, in effect, required by the middle of January, so that voting 
could take place as the Legislative Council goes out of office. 
I will just leave it at that, at the moment.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Douglas South, Mr 
Cretney.

Mr Cretney: Yes, I just wonder, Mr Speaker, if the Hon. 
Member… Is there a specific resolution which has been 
passed by the Legislative Council, and if so, can we have a 
copy of it, please?

The Speaker: Can I invite the Secretary to the House to 
deal with that specific point.

The Secretary: My understanding, Mr Speaker, is that 
the Council have not passed a resolution, as – They have 
passed a resolution?

Sir, I wonder if it might be permissible for the Clerk 
of the Council to speak to the matter at the Bar, so that the 
House can be informed.

The Speaker: Hon. Members, is that agreeable, that the 
Clerk of the Council speak at the Bar of the House? (It was 
agreed.) Clerk.

The Clerk of the Legislative Council: Mr Speaker, at 
the end of the session, earlier this morning, a motion was 
moved from the Chair of the Council that the Council ask 
the House of Keys for a conference on this matter.

It is fully recorded in the Legislative Council Votes and 
Proceedings, and I think that it will take about five or ten 

minutes to get it in writing, if Members wish.

The Speaker: Hon. Members, are you content? Hon. 
Member for Castletown, Mr Brown.

Mr Brown: I would not say I am content; I am uneasy 
about procedure and, in fact, what is being proposed to us, 
Mr Speaker.

What I would like to say is the Council have got a job to 
do. Whether or not this Bill passes through in time to affect 
the elections that will take place in whenever it is – March 
next year – is another issue. 

If there is a timescale, then if Council say that is a 
practical problem, why does this Bill differ to anything else? 
They have a job to do and then it would be for the House to 
determine whether or not it accepts their amendment or has 
a conference at that time.

I would be interested to know where in Standing Orders 
this sort of procedure fits in, because I cannot find it, sir.

The Speaker: On the latter point, Hon. Members, 
Standing Orders, as currently drafted, provide for a 
conference in the event that the Council has amended a Bill 
sent up by the House, and where the Council disagrees with 
any amendments in a Bill made by the House, then there shall 
be a conference between the two branches.

In this situation, where there has been no amendment 
tabled, but simply Council are minded for a discussion, this 
can only really be achieved by a procedural motion from the 
floor, which is what we have this morning. The issue is not 
specifically covered in Standing Orders.

If I just ask the learned Secretary to confirm that.

The Secretary: Mr Speaker, yes. I really can add nothing 
to what you said, sir. It is not covered in Standing Orders. 

The object of the Council’s request, as I understand it, is 
simply to avoid delay, so that the amendment that they make 
to the Bill will be one which is likely to be acceptable to 
the House. It would, of course, come back to the House for 
approval, in the normal way, following the Council having 
made an amendment. 

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Douglas East.

Mrs Cannell: Mr Speaker, I am a bit uncomfortable 
about this process, as well, because it is not due process. 
Accepting, sir, that you have actually had the mover of the 
original Bill move the motion, which has been seconded, it 
is before us for discussion.

What I feel uncomfortable about is that the Legislative 
Council, in the time we are considering the process, they 
could probably have done the amendment and passed it back 
to us, possibly, for next week for us to consider whether or 
not it is acceptable. That is the normal process.

It is like the Legislative Council is wanting to ask us 
whether or not we would agree to an amendment before 
they even propose it. Really, we do not work like that. There 
are two separate branches here: we have our separate roles. 
We do not work like that. We do not have a unicameral 
system, unfortunately. If we did, then we could have scrutiny 
committees on a standing basis that do this sort of thing.

But I feel uncomfortable with the actual process of setting 
up a committee to consider something that is not before us, 
nor have the House of Keys considered it or rejected it, which 
is the way we normally work.
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So I would not support a conference at this stage. I would 
say to the Legislative Council: they have met this morning; 
they have nothing to do this afternoon; why do they not sit 
this afternoon, sir, consider the amendment and put it back 
to us for next week, as swiftly as they possibly can?

If we are not happy with it, then that is the democratic 
system that we have – we will not support it. If we are happy 
with it, we will support it.

Mr Cannan: Mr Speaker, point of order, sir.
Surely, if it is not in Standing Orders that we can call for, 

or the Legislative Council can request, a meeting, surely the 
first stage should be that this House should give a suspension 
of Standing Orders to regularise the situation. Otherwise, in 
my humble opinion, this could happen at any time, unless 
we conform strictly with Standing Orders.

The Speaker: No, sir, my understanding and my advice 
is that, since Standing Orders do not specifically cover this 
situation, it is perfectly acceptable, if it is the House’s will, 
to pass a procedural motion to deal with this situation. It 
is a procedural motion that is before the House and the 
outcome of that is entirely in the hands of the Members of 
this House. 

Hon. Member for Rushen, Mr Gawne, if you care to 
reply, sir.

Mr Gawne: Gura mie eu, Loayreyder.
I am, as I said at the start, relatively relaxed about this. 

I do not, perhaps, share some of the concern that some 
Members appear to have – although I understand why 
Members are expressing that concern.

What this appears to me, though, is Members of the 
Legislative Council trying to be straight with the House of 
Keys, trying to ask us what our views are, to try to get an 
amendment which is acceptable.

However, if my motion was supported, there would be 
three Members of this House of Keys: that would exclude 
the other 21 at this stage. So there can be no guarantees that 
anything that was discussed would be supported by the House 
of Keys, and clearly, it would be very much dependent on 

who was part of that delegation – deputation, whatever you 
want to call it – as to what views would be expressed.

As I say, I am comfortable with going ahead. I am also 
comfortable with not going ahead if that is the view of 
Members. I will leave it in the hands of the House.

The Speaker: Hon. Members, the motion before the 
House is that a deputation of three Members be formed to 
hold a conference with the Legislative Council to discuss 
the Constitution (Amendment) Bill. Those in favour, please 
say aye; against, no. The noes have it.

A division was called for and electronic voting resulted 
as follows:

 FOR   AGAINST
 Mr Earnshaw  Mr Quirk
 Mr Karran   Mr Brown
 Mr Anderson  Mr Crookall
 Mrs Craine  Mr Cannan
 Mr Quayle  Mr Cregeen
 Mr Teare   Mr Houghton
 Mr Malarkey  Mr Henderson
 Mr Gawne  Mrs Cannell
 The Speaker  Mr Braidwood
    Mr Corkish
    Mr Shimmin
    Mr Cretney

The Speaker: With 9 votes for and 12 votes against, the 
motion, therefore, fails to carry. Thank you, Hon. Members 
for your patience on the latter point.

Before adjourning the House, I would just say that I 
have been advised by the Hon. Member for Middle, Mr 
Quayle, whose Department is hosting the Drug and Alcohol 
presentation, that Members are welcome to arrive at 12.45, 
instead of waiting until one o’clock, in the Barrool Suite.

With that, Hon. Members, I now declare the House 
adjourned until our next sitting in this House at 10 o’clock, 
Tuesday next, 6th November.

Thank you, Hon. Members.

The House adjourned at 12.42 p.m.


