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Tynwald
The Court met at 10.30 a.m.

[MADAM PRESIDENT in the Chair]

The Deputy Clerk: Hon. Members, please rise for the President of Tynwald.
The President: Moghrey mie, Hon. Members.
5

Members: Moghrey mie, Madam President.
The President: The Lord Bishop will lead us in prayers.

PRAYERS
The Lord Bishop

Welcome by the President
to new parliamentary session
10

The President: Welcome, Hon. Members, to this new parliamentary session in which I hope
we will all work constructively for the benefit of the Island.
Members: Hear, hear.

15

Mr Watterson: Happy New Year!

Leave of absence granted
The President: The following leaves of absence have been given: Mr Speaker for today and
tomorrow, as he attends the British Irish Parliamentary Assembly; Mr Downie for today only,
who is also attending that Assembly; Mr Crookall for Thursday if we are still sitting, to attend
Government business outside of the Island.
20

Procedural –
Electronic laying of papers; correction in PAC Annual Report

25

The President: The Manx Heritage Foundation, trading as Culture Vannin, would like to ask
permission to lay its accounts electronically at the November Tynwald sitting. Does the Court
consent to the papers to be so laid?
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Members: Agreed.

30

35

The President: The Report of the Select Committee on the Domestic Rating System has two
volumes. Volume 1 has been circulated in hard copy in the traditional way. Volume 2 has been
made available to Members electronically.
Do I have the consent of the Court that Volume 2 may be laid before Tynwald with Volume 1
at this sitting?
Members: Agreed.
The President: There was an error in the hard copy edition of the PAC Annual Report. In the
Chairman’s introduction, the words ‘deal processes’ have been changed to ‘deal with matters’.
This has been corrected in the online edition.

Bills for signature
40

The President: I have to announce that the following Bills are ready for signature: the Control
of Employment Bill 2013; and the Cabinet Office (Legislative Amendments) Bill 2014.
With your consent, Hon. Members, I shall circulate them for signing while we proceed with
business. Is that agreed?
45

Members: Agreed.

Papers laid before the Court
The President: I call on the Clerk to lay papers.

50

The Clerk: Ta mee cur roish y Whaiyl ny pabyryn enmyssit ayns ayrn nane jeh’n Chlaare
Obbyr.
I lay before the Court the papers listed at Item 1 of the Order Paper.
European Communities (Isle of Man) Act 1973
European Union (Annexation of Crimea and Sevastopol Sanctions)
[SD No 2014/0255]
European Union (Territorial Integrity, Sovereignty and Independence
Sanctions) (Amendment) Order (No. 2) 2014 [SD No 2014/0257]
European Union (Libya Sanctions) (Application) (Amendment) (No. 2)
[SD No 2014/0259]
European Union (South Sudan Sanctions) Order 2014 [SD No 2014/0261]
European Union (Sudan Sanctions) Order 2014 [SD No 2014/0263]
European Union (Russia Sanctions) (No. 3) Order 2014 [SD No 2014/0308]
European Union (Territorial Integrity, Sovereignty and Independence
Sanctions) (Amendment) (No. 3) Order 2014 [SD No 2014/0310]

Order 2014
of Ukraine
Order 2014

of Ukraine

Regulation of Surveillance, etc. Act 2006
Regulation of Surveillance (Prescription of Offices, Ranks and Positions) (Amendment) (No.
2) Order 2014 [SD No 2014/0296]
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Road Traffic Act 1985
Road Vehicles (Maintenance and Use) (Amendment) Regulations 2014 [SD No 2014/0275]
Customs and Excise Act 1993
Export Control (Syria Sanctions) (Amendment) Order 2014 (Application) Order 2014
[SD No 2014/0252]
Customs and Excise Acts (Application) (Amendment) (No. 2) Order 2014
[SD No 2014/0272]
Customs and Excise Acts (Application) (Amendment) (No. 3) Order 2014
[SD No 2014/0295]
Export Control (Russia, Crimea and Sevastopol Sanctions) Order 2014 (Application) Order
2014 [SD No 2014/0307]
Value Added Tax 1996
Value Added Tax Act 1996 (Amendment) (No. 3) Order 2014 [SD No 2014/0293]
Value Added Tax (United Kingdom) (Amendment) Order 2014 [SD No 2014/0298]
Gambling Duty Act 2012
Gambling Duty Act 2012 (International Tax Enforcement) Order 2014 [SD No 2014/0297]
Social Security Act 2000
Social Security Legislation (Benefits) (Application) (No. 3) Order 2014 [SD No 2014/0277]
Social Security Legislation (Benefits) (Application) (Amendment) (No. 3) Order 2014
[SD No 2014/0278]
Social Security Contributions and Benefits Act 1992
Social Security Administration Act 1992
Budgeting Loans (Amendment) Regulations 2014 [SD No 2014/0279]
Pension Schemes Act 1995
Pension Schemes Legislation (Application) (Amendment) Order 2014 [SD No 2014/0280]
Financial Services Act 2008
Depositors’ Compensation Schemes (Miscellaneous Provisions) Regulations 2014
[SD No 2014/0299]
Social Services Act 2011
Adult Social Care Services (Charges) Regulations 2014 [SD No 2014/0304]
Social Services Independent Review Body Regulations 2014 [SD No 2014/0305]
Public Sector Pensions Act 2011
Isle of Man Government Unified Scheme (Amendment) (No. 2) Scheme 2014
[SD No 2014/0274]
Teachers’ Compensation Scheme 2014 [SD No 2014/0237]
Reports
Report of the Select Committee on the Care and Upbringing of Children (Petition for Redress)
[PP No 2014/0121]
Report of the Select Committee on the Domestic Rating System (Petition for Redress)
[PP No 2014/0119]
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Note: The following items are not the subject of motions on the Order Paper.
Documents subject to negative resolution
Immigration Act 1971 (an Act of Parliament as extended to the Isle of Man by the Immigration
(Isle of Man) Order 2008 (SI 2008 No. 680))
Statement of Changes in Immigration Rules [SD No 2014/0241]
Fisheries Act 2012
Sea Fisheries (Scallop Ranching) (Restricted Area) Regulations 2014 [SD No 2014/0313]
European Communities (Isle of Man) Act 1973
Annexation of Crimea and Sevastopol Sanctions Regulations 2014 [SD No 2014/0256]
Libya Sanctions (Amendment) (No. 2) Regulations 2014 [SD No 2014/0260]
Russia Sanctions (No. 3) Regulations 2014 [SD No 2014/0309]
South Sudan Sanctions Regulations 2014 [SD No 2014/0262]
Sudan Sanctions Regulations 2014 [SD No 2014/0264]
Territorial Integrity, Sovereignty and Independence of Ukraine Sanctions (Amendment)
(No. 3) Regulations 2014 [SD No 2014/0311]
Documents subject to no procedure
Building Control Act 1991
Building Control (Approved Documents) Order 2014 [SD No 2014/0301]
Road Traffic Act 1985
Evidence of Speed (Approval of Devices) Instrument 2014 [SD No 2014/0300]
Licensing Act 1995
Licensing Court Rules 2014 [SD No 2014/0231]
Isle of Man (Queen Scallop Financial Support) Scheme
Isle of Man (Queen Scallop Financial Support) Scheme 2014 [GC No 2014/0042]
European Communities (Isle of Man Act 1973
European Union (Russia Sanctions) Order 2014 [SD No 2014/0265]
European Union (Russia Sanctions) (No.2) Order 2014 [SD No 2014/0290]
Russia Sanctions Regulations 2014 [SD No 2014/0266]
Russia Sanctions (No. 2) Regulations 2014 [SD No 2014/0291]
Territorial Integrity, Sovereignty and Independence of Ukraine Sanctions (Amendment)
(No. 2) Regulations 2014 [SD No 2014/0258]
Value Added Tax Act 1996
Value Added Tax (Imported Goods) Relief (Amendment) Order 2014 [SD No 2014/0306]
Gambling Duty Act 2012
Gambling Duty (Amendment of Section 3 of the Gambling Duty Act 2012) Regulations
2014 [SD No 2014/0271]
Gambling Duty (Amendment) Regulations 2014 [SD No 2014/0270]
Currency Act 1992
Currency (The Snowman and the Snowdog) (50 pence coins) Order 2014
[SD No 2014/0247]
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Standing Orders of the House of Keys – Revised Edition September 2014 [PP No 2014/0114]
Standing Orders of Tynwald Court – Revised Edition September 2014 [PP No 2014/0113]
Appointed Day Orders
Social Services Act 2011
Social Services Act 2011 (Appointed Day) (No. 1) Order 2014 [SD No 2014/0303]
Health Care Professionals Act 2014
Health Care Professionals Act 2014 (Appointed Day) Order 2014 [SD No 2014/0244]
Public Health (Amendment) Act 2014
Public Health (Amendment) Act 2014 (Appointed Day) Order 2014 [SD No 2014/0254]
Reports
Report of the Civil Service Commission to the Chief Minister 1st April 2013 – 31st March 2014
[GD No 2014/0059]
Sixth Report of the Manx Lottery Trust – Report and Financial Statements for the year ended
31st March 2014 [GD No 2014/0060]
Council of Ministers’ Cross-Government Report 2014 – September 2014 [GD No 2014/0061]
Council of Ministers’ Tynwald Policy Decisions Report 2014 – September 2014
[GD No 2014/0062]
Annual Report of the Commissioner – Code of Practice on Access to Government Information
Standing Committee of Tynwald on Public Accounts – Annual Report Covering Activity During the
Session 2013/14 [PP No 2014/0122]
Economic Policy Review Committee – First Report for the Session 2014/15 – Damages (Personal
Injury) Order [SD No 2014/0022] [PP No 2014/0112]
[In accordance with Tynwald’s resolution of 18th January 2011 this report will be considered,
along with the Government’s response, no later than the second sitting after this one.]
Documents circulated electronically (approval given at the July 2014 sitting of Tynwald)
Isle of Man Financial Supervision Commission – Annual Report 2013/14 [GD No 2014/0048]
Radio Manx Limited – Annual Report and Financial Statements for the year ended
31st March 2014 [GD No 2014/0052]
Depositors’ Compensation Scheme (In relation to the Compensation of Depositors Regulations
2008) – Annual Report of the Scheme Manager for the year ended 31st March 2014
[GD No 2014/0053]
Depositors’ Compensation Scheme (In relation to the Banking Business (Compensation of
Depositors) Regulations 1991) – Annual Report of the Scheme Manager for the year ended 31st
March 2014 [GD No 2014/0054]
Isle of Man Government Accounts – For the year ended 31st March 2014 [GD No 2014/0055]
Isle of Man Limited – Report and Financial Statements for the year ended 31st March 2014
[GD No 2014/0056]
Isle of Man National Transport Limited – Report and Financial Statements for the year ended
31st March 2014 [GD No 2014/0057]
Isle of Man Gambling Supervision Commission – Annual Report 2013/2014 [GD No 2014/0063]
Marketing Initiatives Fund – Annual Report for the year covering 1st April 2013 – 31st March
2014 [GD No 2014/0065]
Laxey Glen Mills Limited – Financial Statements for the year ended 31st March 2014
[GD No 2014/0067]
Isle of Man Film Limited – Directors’ Report and Consolidated Financial Statements – For the
year ended 31st March 2013 [GD No 2014/0068]
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Isle of Man Film Limited – Directors’ Report and Consolidated Financial Statements – for the year
ended 31st March 2014 [GD No 2014/0069]
Isle of Man Film (DOI) Limited – Directors’ Report and Financial Statements – for the year ended
31st March 2013 [GD No 2014/0070]
Isle of Man Film (DOI) Limited – Directors’ Report and Financial Statements – for the year ended
31st March 2014 [GD No 2014/0071]
Isle of Man Post Office – Report and Accounts for the 52 weeks ended 30th March 2014
[GD No 2014/0072]
Manx Utilities Authority – Annual Report 2013/14 [GD No 2014/0074]

Procedural –
Item 11 to be moved after Item 39
The President: Hon. Members, Items 11 and 40 on our Order Paper relate to Police matters,
so with the agreement of the Court and with the consent of the two Members concerned, I
propose to take Item 11 after Item 39, so it runs consecutively with Item 40. Is that agreed?
55

Members: Agreed.

Questions for Oral Answer
CHIEF MINISTER
1. Nunnery site –
Update
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Chief Minister:
If he will provide an update on the future of the Nunnery site?
The President: We turn now to our Question Paper, Hon. Members. I call on the Hon.
Member for Onchan, Mr Karran.
60

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I ask the Question standing in my name.
The President: The Chief Minister to reply.
65

70

The Chief Minister (Mr Bell): Madam President, last year the Department of Education and
Children declared this site surplus to its long-term requirement. Negotiations between the Manx
Education Foundation and Government were then initiated over the proposed sale of the asset.
The terms of this proposed sale have now been successfully agreed, and they will now be
considered by Tynwald in November. Meanwhile, the Department of Education and Children is
continuing to work in discussion with other Government Departments on its exit strategy from
the Nunnery for existing college academic activities, which are currently being delivered on this
site, and letters of notice are in the process of being issues to Culture Vannin and the Centre for
Manx Studies who also use this site.
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The President: Supplementary question, Mr Karran.
75

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, as part of the update, when are we going to see some open
transparency as far as putting it out to tender for this site, to reassure the taxpayers that they
are actually going to get value for money and not be ripped off by some back-room deal that is
done behind closed doors, with public property?
80

The President: Chief Minister.

85

90

The Chief Minister: It is disappointing, in the very first Question of the new term, Madam
President, that this language once again is introduced into the debate.
The Hon. Member knows full well that a debate took place in this Hon. Chamber, about
putting the Nunnery out to open tender. A vote was taken and the position was we would
continue the discussions, as followed.
There will be a full presentation to Members by the Department of Economic Development,
and I think the MEF will be included in that presentation well in advance of the debate in
November, when a decision will be made once and for all as to what the way forward on this
might be.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Karran.

95

100

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the Ard-shirveishagh not agree that the reality is that what
Tynwald agreed to, and the entity that it agreed to, is a totally different entity now from what
was agreed to? And allowing for the fact that the Council of Ministers believes in transparency
and open government, why is there a situation where this has not been put out to tender to see
what other opportunities were there, like proposals that I had for other interested parties that
would have been interested in this site, as former Minister for Education?
The President: The question about tender is repetitious, but the Hon. Member has asked
about a change in the form of the agreement.

105

The Chief Minister: I have already answered that part of the question, Madam President.
Tynwald made its views known at that time. Tynwald Members will all have an opportunity to
question the various Departments and the principals of this new proposal, in advance of the
debate in November, and at that time Members will have, I hope, all the information they need
to make a decision one way or the other as to what the correct way forward is for this.

110

The President: Supplementary question, Mrs Beecroft.

115

Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
Could the Chief Minister confirm, then, that all parties are still the same as we were originally
informed?
The President: Chief Minister.
The Chief Minister: There have been some changes, I understand, Madam President.

120

The President: Supplementary question, Mr Quirk.

125

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
Can I ask the Chief Minister, is the funding programme still on schedule – from the
contributors towards it?
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The President: Chief Minister.

130

The Chief Minister: I assume that what the Hon. Member is saying is, does the MEF have the
money to do this? I understand the required amount has been surpassed, with a number of new
investors coming into the programme, and that gives them the confidence, I think, to move
forward now with this programme.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Thomas.

135

140

145

Mr Thomas: Thank you, Madam President.
Can the Chief Minister advise what the cost of running the nunnery estate and its buildings
are – and if not today, perhaps before the debate in November, because obviously, that is an
important issue when we decide what to do with the estate.
Also, how can the Chief Minister and the other Ministers and officers know that there are not
other well-organised, well-financed organisations who have an interest in the Nunnery buildings
and estate? For instance, Douglas Members had a presentation from the Living Hope
Community Church, who are looking for a two-acre site in Douglas and there might be many,
many others who can work together for this site.
Will the Chief Minister promise us that from now on we have actually got an open call for
expressions of interest, even if not a tender?
The President: Chief Minister.

150

155

160

The Chief Minister: I have no idea, Madam President, as to the running costs of the Nunnery
at this point.
Obviously, after the debate is complete in November, whatever the outcome at that point,
Government and Tynwald can make the decision as to whether it goes out to further tender for
other expressions of interest.
The President: Supplementary, Mrs Beecroft.
Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
Could the Chief Minister clarify what changes there are in interested parties? Would this not
constitute a direct change to the whole situation, which would warrant it actually going back out
for expressions of interest and for an open tender?
The President: Chief Minister.

165

170

The Chief Minister: Madam President, Government’s involvement in this is the sale of a
single building; it is not the running of the Manx Education Foundation – that is quite a separate
organisation altogether.
I understand that there have been one or two new investors, and one investor, I think,
appears to have pulled out of the scheme. I can give no more information than that. The detail
will be given by the MEF to Hon. Members in the presentation that they will have before
November and these answers will be given in more detail at that point.
The President: A final supplementary, Mr Karran.

175

Mr Karran: Thanking the Ard-shirveishagh for clarifying the position, as far as the different
investors that are in now, but does he not agree that it is hard to believe that here we have a
massive multi-million pound asset of Government and it has not had any open process, as far as
the disposal of this asset that belongs to them?
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180

Does he not feel that this is not the right way, as far as how Government believes in open
government, openness and transparency and the freedom to flourish for all, and that this whole
action, as far as this disposal of the Nunnery site, contradicts every stream as far as that is
concerned?
The President: Chief Minister.

185

The Chief Minister: Madam President, the Hon. Member knows the history of this particular
proposal and the decision, one way or the other, will be Tynwald’s decision at the end of the
day. If Tynwald are unhappy with the proposal as it is, it is entirely in Tynwald’s discretion to
vote one way or the other on it. That is the best I can say at this point.

Oral Question 2 to be answered in writing
190

The President: Hon. Members, in respect of Question 2 and the complications of answering
that Question, Mr Karran has agreed that it be answered in written form.

3. Manx Utilities Authority –
Makeup of leadership
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Chief Minister:
Whether the leadership of the Manx Utilities Authority is dominated by former leaders of the
Manx Electricity Authority and, if so, how this is justified?
The President: We move then to Question 3 and I call on the Hon. Member for Onchan,
Mr Karran.
195

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I ask the Question standing in my name.
The President: The Chief Minister to reply.
200

205

210

The Chief Minister (Mr Bell): I assume, Madam President, that the Hon. Member, in posing
his Question, is referring to the board of the Manx Utilities Authority.
Hon. Members will recall that the appointment of the current board members to the Manx
Utilities Authority was approved by Tynwald in March 2014, following Tynwald approval of the
Transfer of Functions Order of January 2014.
As required by the Transfer of Functions (Manx Utilities Authority) Order 2014, the
constitution of the board is to consist of two political Members and at least three, but no more
than five lay members. Political membership is fulfilled by the Hon. Member for Michael,
Mr Cannan MHK, as Chairman, and the Hon. Member of Council, Mr Coleman, as Vice Chairman.
Mr Cannan has not served on the boards of the former Manx Electricity Authority or Water and
Sewerage Authority, but has extensive business experience that is highly relevant as the board
of the Manx Utilities oversees the bringing together of the operations of both former
Authorities.
Mr Coleman has served on boards of both the MEA and the Water and Sewerage Authority as
a lay member prior to his election. Mr Coleman is a chartered engineer whose experience will be
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220

225

230

important as Manx Utilities continue to manage its capital infrastructure programme over the
coming years.
In making the lay member appointments, the Council of Ministers must, as far as practicable,
ensure that at least one member has substantial financial experience and another member has
substantial relevant engineering experience. Both Mr Steve Christian and Mr John Reid satisfy
the specific requirement for at least one member to have financial expertise and another to
have engineering expertise. Mr Christian is a chartered accountant and Mr Reid, who also served
on the former board of the Water and Sewerage Authority, has extensive knowledge of
electricity generation. Mr Mummery, having served in both the public and private sector, brings
a wealth of knowledge and information, technology and telecommunication.
Madam President, all board members are highly respected individuals, who through their
skills and business acumen provide the Manx Utilities Authority with extensive balance and
valuable experience that is being fully utilised for the economic benefit of the Island.
Madam President, lastly, I would like to advise this Hon. Court that in April 2014 the Council
of Ministers requested the Board of Utilities to consider its lay membership and report its
findings to Council in October 2014. The board was asked to consider whether it was felt
appropriate to increase the number of lay members from three to not more than five, and that
report is eagerly awaited.
The President: A supplementary, Mr Karran.

235

240

245

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, whilst thanking the Ard-shirveishagh for his reply about the issue of
the board, would the Ard-shirveishagh not agree that the issue is not the personalities within the
board, even allowing for the fact there is a ridiculous situation allowing for there is enough
balance across this new Authority, in my opinion?
I do hope that the Ard-shirveishagh does address the issue of getting some more people
outside the management of the former MEA, but not only there, but also where the senior
management is concerned. Allowing for the fact of what has happened in the past, why has
CoMin not actually decided to address that issue, allowing for the fact that staff are complaining
about the way it has been allowed to be set up, and that is not just staff from the former Water
and Sewerage Authority too?
The President: Chief Minister.

250

The Chief Minister: I can only add, Madam President, that if the Hon. Member has any
specific concerns, if he raises them with me, I will certainly do my best to follow them through.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Thomas.

255

260

Mr Thomas: Thank you, Madam President.
Back in March Tynwald the Chief Minister actually told us that he would be advertising ‘very
shortly’ for those two members. So my question is why was the decision made to actually ask
the existing board an opinion about that, given that apparently the decision had been made?
Just to remind the Chief Minister, and perhaps he could confirm my recollection, I had
actually raised the issue before that statement, that there had not actually been any public
announcement of these vacancies at that point, and he agreed that that was not ideal.
The President: Chief Minister.
The Chief Minister: This is part of the process, Madam President.

265

The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Houghton.
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270

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Madam President.
Can I ask the Chief Minister: is it part of the process to eliminate one of the excellent
members of the former WASA board and not appoint that person to the MUA? That person who
was quite capable of providing the MUA with specific financial details – the Chief Minister knows
who I am talking about – which would complement the input by Mr Christian, but from a water
side, from the large experience that this particular person had.
Would the Chief Minister consider reoffering that person an appointment on the board, with
the two vacancies that he still has?

275

The President: Chief Minister.

280

The Chief Minister: We are awaiting a report from the board, Madam President, as to the
necessity to enlarge it by two more lay members. We await that report, which should be
through any day now, and at that point we will consider what the best way forward is.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Quirk.

285

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
I think the Chief Minister has just answered it there. He is waiting for a report from the Manx
Utilities. When that report is done, will he circulate it Members?
The President: Chief Minister.

290

The Chief Minister: We will see what is in the report.
The President: A supplementary, Mr Karran.

295

300

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the Ard-shirveishagh, allowing for the fact that he has made a
statement now that they are looking at CoMin, take on board the concerns, and I will be happy
to discuss and try and get people who are not too frightened of the repercussions of actually
telling you why they are concerned about what has gone on, as far as the MEA?
Would he also bear in mind that, allowing for the fact that we now have a £400 million bill,
which may be debt – maybe not totally their fault – in this Chamber and in Council of Ministers,
the fact is we need to address this issue because the management changes between the MEA
and the old Water and Sewerage Authority are totally different and the value system is different
and it needs to be addressed?
The President: Chief Minister.

305

310

The Chief Minister: I have every confidence in both the Chairman and the structure of the
board at the moment, Madam President. It is doing an excellent job. I believe we have a good
team working together in difficult circumstances.
Hon. Members are fully aware of the makeup of the board and voted in favour of it, I think,
at the time. I hope we will continue the good work that this team is doing by any additions which
might come in due course.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Houghton.

315

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Madam President.
Could the Chief Minister advise who will be the author of this report and whether it will be
subject to any sort of changes or amendments by the board itself or by the Chief Secretary’s
Office?
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The President: Chief Minister.
320

The Chief Minister: It will be a report to us from the board, Madam President, with their
views on whether in fact their membership needs to be merged.
Mr Houghton: Will it be taken account of?

4. Minister for Policy and Reform –
Confidence of Chief Minister
325

The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Houghton) to ask the Chief Minister:
Whether he has confidence in the Minister for Policy and Reform?
The President: Question 4, Hon. Members. The Hon. Member for Douglas North,
Mr Houghton.
330

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Madam President.
I beg leave to ask the Question standing in my name.
The President: The Chief Minister to reply.
335

The Chief Minister (Mr Bell): Madam President, I have full confidence in the Minister for
Policy and Reform.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Houghton.
340

345

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Madam President.
I expected the Chief Minister to say that in as few words as he possibly could without biting
his lip.
Could the Chief Minister advise as to whether he believes the public has the same impression
as he thinks he does this morning?
The President: Chief Minister.

350

355

The Chief Minister: Madam President, the Minister for Policy and Reform has an
exceptionally difficult job to do in setting up a new structure within Government and developing
long-term strategies for the Island. There are going to be times when every Minister goes
through a period of unpopularity; and very rarely, may I say it – occasionally – popularity.
It is the responsibility of the Ministers and the Council of Ministers to deliver the best
possible outcome for the people of the Isle of Man in terms of dealing with short-term problems
and developing long-term strategies. That is what the Minister, Mr Robertshaw, has been put in
place for; that is what he is doing.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Thomas.

360

Mr Thomas: Thank you, Madam President.
Does the Chief Minister remember that in Mr Robertshaw’s manifesto he said that the
position which he now holds should only be supported by a small change team and not develop
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365

into another Department of Government – once the function allocated to it was complete, the
ministerial role should cease?
I was a bit surprised by the Chief Minister – and perhaps he would confirm his words – to
hear him say that he was concentrating on setting up new structures: I thought this was a policy
and reform role.
The President: Chief Minister.

370

The Chief Minister: The Cabinet Office, Madam President, is a new structure. We are not
talking about a whole new Department; we are talking about a new method of overseeing the
implementation of urgent changes which are needed across Government. That is the role the
Hon. Member has.
375

The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Quirk.

380

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
Can I remind the Chief Minister that some time ago he did say to Members that when the
Council of Ministers was reduced by one, all Ministers would have to work hard towards seeking
the confidence of their backbenchers.
Can I just remind the Chief Minister that the chairman… or, sorry, the Minister –
The President: Question, sir, not a comment or reminder.

385

Mr Quirk: Can I ask the Chief Minister then: is the Minister who is under scrutiny today in this
particular Question… Do you think he has the confidence of the backbenchers?
The President: Chief Minister.
390

The Chief Minister: Madam President, that is for the backbenchers to say.
I have been asked the question do I have confidence in my Minister, and I have said yes, I
have confidence in my Minister. He is doing a very difficult job and will continue to do so, I think,
for the time being.
395

The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Cannan.

400

405

Mr Cannan: Thank you.
Can I ask the Chief Minister why he thinks a Department, or a structure, that was set up to
end silos appears to have created the biggest silo?
Also, does he think it is good governance to have a Department or a structure such as this
with a Minister, without any other political membership to provide balance, weight and advice
and guidance to that Minister?
Mr Quirk: Hear, hear.
The President: That question does not relate to the Question on the Order Paper, which is
about confidence in the Minister. The Chief Minister may decide whether he wishes to reply or
not.

410

The Chief Minister: Madam President, Tynwald voted in favour of the proposals that were
put forward. The structure was well understood, I believe, at the time by all Members of this
Hon. Court. (Mrs Cannell and Mrs Beecroft: No.) (Interjection by Mrs Cannell) We are not
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415

420

425

creating a new silo – quite the opposite – but it is going to take a little while for this new
structure to actually bed in and for everybody to understand what its role is.
I accept it is probably not working 100% perfectly at the moment, but it will get there, and I
ask for Members’ patience while we ensure that this new proposal, new way of overseeing
policy reform, is actually implemented.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Houghton.
Mr Houghton: Thank you, Madam President.
In view of what the Chief Minister has said… And of course this is nothing personal against
the Member for East Douglas – (Laughter) No, it is too serious for anything like that, far too
serious.
Madam President, the point is the Hon. Member for East Douglas, the Minister for Policy and
Reform –
The President: Hon. Member, you are there to ask a question, please.

430

435

440

445

450

Mr Houghton: I am asking a question, Madam President, if you just give me chance to voice
the point I wish to make to the Chief Minister.
The Minister for Policy and Reform is totally inexperienced, when this particular position in
Government is the most experienced… in fact, more experience is required than that of the
Chief Minister. So, if the Chief Minister would agree with me that, due to the fundamental errors
that have been made by this Minister… Does he not agree he should have had a more
experienced politician who had thorough experience of Government, rather than coming in and
being made up as a Minister immediately upon his election in 2011?
The President: Chief Minister.
The Chief Minister: If I believed that, Madam President, I would not have appointed the Hon.
Member in the first place.
Madam President, sometimes it is very beneficial, as we have been told on a number of
occasions, to have a fresh pair of eyes altogether coming in and looking at certain issues across
Government, so I see the absence of prior ministerial experience irrelevant on this particular
point.
I would also point out that in the past there have been Ministers, and in fact there are
regularly Ministers, appointed from the back benches to the Council of Ministers without
ministerial experience. This is no different.
The President: Final supplementary, Mrs Beecroft.

455

460

Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
With regard to the new structures mentioned by the Chief Minister, could he just confirm
that the Minister for Policy and Reform only has the power to make recommendations – he has
no power to implement anything, and the same goes with the policies?
The President: Straying somewhat from the Question Paper.
Chief Minister.
The Chief Minister: The Minister reports to me, as Chief Minister, Madam President, and
decisions are taken consequent.
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5. Council of Ministers’ policies –
Priorities for next 12 months
The Hon. Member for Michael (Mr Cannan) to ask the Chief Minister:
What policy priorities the Council of Ministers has in the next 12 months?
465

The President: Question 5. The Hon. Member for Michael, Mr Cannan.
Mr Cannan: Thank you, Madam President.
I ask the Question standing in my name.

470

The President: Chief Minister to reply.
The Chief Minister (Mr Bell): Madam President, I thank the Hon. Member for his Question
and he will be glad to know that I will be giving this Hon. Court the opportunity to consider the
Council of Ministers’ policy priorities at the November sitting.

475

The President: A supplementary, Mr Cannan.

480

Mr Cannan: I am absolutely delighted, Madam President, that the Council of Ministers’
priorities are going to be debated, and I congratulate the Chief Minister on bringing those down
for debate.
Can I ask him, just within the priorities – and clearly the Budget remains, I would suggest, the
leading priority at this moment – whether it is wise and remains wise to continue to state and
say that the revenue budget will be balanced next year; and whether he thinks this is actually
giving a very misleading impression to the public about the state of the Government’s finances?

485

The President: Chief Minister.

490

495

The Chief Minister: I can see the point the Hon. Member is making, and obviously it is one we
have to be careful about.
The work which has been done by all Departments – and all Members, in fact, over this last
three years – has been outstanding, in the sense that we have got very close now, all being well,
to getting our current account back into balance again. But that is not the end of the road, by
any stretch of the imagination. We still have the capital side of things to sort out and the longterm reserves, and also to develop a greater resilience in the future for any future shock that we
might have.
The point that is being made though is that we have been making progress over the last three
years and we are very close to our first target at least of rebalancing our current account.
The President: Supplementary, Mrs Beecroft.

500

Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
I am glad to hear that it is being brought to Tynwald next month, but could the Chief Minister
confirm whether it is actually going to be just a statement that we receive next month, or is it
going to be open to debate?
505

The President: Chief Minister.
The Chief Minister: I gave agreement 12 months ago, Madam President, that this year’s
statement would be in the form of a debate, and that is what will happen.
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The President: Supplementary, Mr Quirk.
Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
Can I seek an assurance then from the Chief Minister that all his Ministers will engage with all
Members of this Court?

515

The President: Chief Minister.
The Chief Minister: I do not understand the point of his question.
520

525

530

The President: If you do not understand it, you cannot answer it.
Supplementary, Mr Cregeen.
Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Madam President.
Will the Chief Minister confirm that this will also be a priority on the capital programme,
because it has always been a concern of mine that if Departments get their schemes in quickly,
they get them, and some more important schemes could be left out because they have not been
prioritised properly? Can he confirm that the capital programme will be prioritised over the next
five to 10 years?
The President: Chief Minister.
The Chief Minister: That is always under consideration, Madam President.

6. Government’s progress –
Review of last year and priorities for year ahead
The Hon. Member for Douglas West (Mr Thomas) to ask the Chief Minister:
What progress the Government has made over the last year; and what its priorities are for the
year ahead?
The President: Question 6, the Hon. Member for Douglas West, Mr Thomas.
535

Mr Thomas: Thank you, Madam President.
I beg leave to ask the Question standing in my name.
The President: The Chief Minister to reply.

540

545

The Chief Minister (Mr Bell): Madam President, once again, I thank the Hon. Member for his
Question and, as you will have heard in my earlier response to the Member for Michael, I will be
giving this Hon. Court the opportunity to consider progress made over the past three years and
the Council of Ministers’ policy priorities at the November sitting of this Hon. Court.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Thomas.
Mr Thomas: Thank you, Madam President, and to the Chief Minister for having remembered
his promise from last year to consider having a debate.

________________________________________________________________________

22 T132

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 21st OCTOBER 2014
550

Can I ask the Chief Minister why in November, rather than in October? Will that not affect
the Budget-setting process and would it not be better to have the mood of this Court, in respect
of priorities, before the Budget-setting process gets too far ahead?
The President: Chief Minister.

555

The Chief Minister: November was the first available time for us to do this, Madam
President.

7. Minister for Policy and Reform –
Statement on position and legal powers
The Hon. Member for Douglas South (Mrs Beecroft) to ask the Chief Minister:
If he will make a statement on the position and legal powers of Minister Robertshaw?
The President: Question 7, the Hon. Member for Douglas South, Mrs Beecroft.

560

Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
I ask the Question in my name.
The President: The Chief Minister to reply.

565

The Chief Minister (Mr Bell): Madam President, Minister Robertshaw’s role as Minister for
Policy and Reform was clearly articulated in the Modernising Ministerial Government Report
presented to and agreed by this Hon. Court in January 2014.
In sections 1.11 and 1.12 of the Report, the scope of the role of the Minister for Policy and
Reform was defined. 1.11 stated that:
‘… the person appointed as Minister for Policy and Reform would also be appointed as Chair of the Civil Service
Commission (and in due course, the Public Services Commission) and take on responsibility as Chair of the
Business Change Steering Group. The Minister would have equivalent status as all other Ministers and would not
be a Deputy Chief Minister. The Minister would, however, have responsibilities to lead the implementation of
corporate decisions of the Council of Ministers, with authority to transcend departmental boundaries to ensure
implementation of policies. This would provide a substantial ministerial role taking on responsibility for: ensuring
corporate working across Departments; the control and co-ordination of corporate policy; the implementation of
alternative means of service delivery arising from the Scope of Government review; leading the Transforming
Government Programme for more efficient Government; delivering workforce reforms including the
establishment of a Public Services Commission; making recommendations to Council of Ministers on prioritisation
of legislative programme; exception reporting of Government’s quarterly performance management report; and
[providing a] political lead on the Freedom of Information and other initiatives (subject to any matters reserved
for the Chief Minister).’

570

This was expanded further in section 1.12 which stated:
‘The Minister would be mandated by direction of the Council of Ministers to work across departmental
boundaries to focus on various service areas requiring intervention across the full range of Government activity.
This might, for example, involve taking on a particular role to ensure the co-ordination of policy development and
implementation within Children’s Services, and in such circumstances the Minister would be directed by Council
to have the authority to take action necessary across the Departments concerned to ensure the implementation
of corporate policy decisions… The Minister would also play a key role in working with and consulting Members of
Tynwald outside of Council, on the development of Government policy.’
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580

The creation of this ministerial role has meant that, as Chief Minister, I am able to focus more
on the overall leadership of Government, representing the Island externally especially, and the
Government in Tynwald.
The Cabinet Office is an office of Government, but is not a Department. The Minister for
Policy and Reform has no statutory powers conferred upon him and is not a Minister for the
Department. Although he will assume responsibility for Bills during their passage through the
Branches and developing policy, he will not exercise statutory powers under the resulting
legislation, as a Minister, but may do so in his capacity as Chairman of the Civil Service
Commission.
The President: Supplementary question, Mrs Beecroft.

585

590

Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President, and I thank the Chief Minister for his
comprehensive reply.
Could he just clarify a little bit further when he states that the Minister for Policy and Reform
may be directed by Council to carry out certain duties and have the authority to do so, under
whose authority and is that legal? Could the Chief Minister just confirm that Council actually has
those powers?
The President: Chief Minister.

595

The Chief Minister: That is the case, I understand
The President: Supplementary question, Mr Quirk.

600

605

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
I do not think it was actually a direction; it was an intervention into Government
Departments.
Could I ask the Chief Minister, then, how many times he has asked the current Minister to
intervene in Departments, and is part of that intervention then sanctioned by the Council of
Ministers, and are the Ministers of those Departments well aware of that before the
intervention takes place?
The President: Chief Minister.

610

The Chief Minister: The Council of Ministers is well aware of what the role of the Minister is,
Madam President.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Cannan.

615

620

Mr Cannan: Thank you, Madam President.
Does the Chief Minister think it is advisable to have a Minister isolated in such a way without
any other political support and does he not think, given everything that has been going on in the
last six months or so since this role was created, that it may be advisable to recommend that
some political support is brought into the Department, and that some roles and responsibilities
are delegated to ensure that the Minister has some backing within Tynwald as a whole and does
receive advice and guidance from a different perspective and point of view?
The President: Chief Minister.
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625

The Chief Minister: I take the Hon. Member’s point, Madam President. This is a new position.
At the moment, there is no backbench membership of the Department, but clearly as Tynwald
develops if there a need is found for further backup, then we would most certainly consider it.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Thomas.

630

635

Mr Thomas: Thank you, Madam President.
Again, I ask the Chief Minister this, to be helpful to the Minister for Policy and Reform: does
the Chief Minister agree that planning is one area where the Minister for Policy and Reform has
got to be very helpful, to avoid confusion? For instance, the Minister for Infrastructure launched
planning guidelines for Douglas this week – a briefing paper – and the Minister for Policy and
Reform launched the same, and that might be very confusing. (Laughter)
Mr Quirk: Just to make sure you are aware of them!
The President: Chief Minister.

640

The Chief Minister: I accept from time to time, Madam President, there will be some
overlaps, but it is very much my hope that the establishment of this new approach to overseeing
Government performance will minimise, in future, any duplication which might take place.
645

650

655

660

The President: The Hon. Member, Mrs Cannell.
Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Madam President.
I wonder if the Chief Minister could add a little bit more clarification to this particular role,
please, for the Court.
On the one hand, he said that the Minister in the role has no statutory powers; therefore he
has no statutory obligations. In another breath, the Chief Minister said he can be directed by the
Council of Ministers. Surely under the Council of Ministers’ power under the Act, they can only
direct either a Statutory Board or a Department, which is in law… the Minister is the
Department.
The Chief Minister, Madam President, is saying this morning that the Minister for Policy and
Reform does not head up a Department – it is not a Department; yet he has the title of
‘Minister’. Is he sworn in as Minister, with all the rights of every other Minister of a Department,
or not? If he could add a little bit more clarity to it, please, we would appreciate it.
The President: Chief Minister.
The Chief Minister: The Minister is a Minister and sworn in in exactly the same way as other
Ministers, Madam President.

665

670

675

The President: The Hon. Member, Mrs Beecroft.
Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
I think the Chief Minister said before that it was his understanding that the Council of
Ministers could give authority to the Minister for Policy and Reform to do certain things,
because in his own right he does not have that legal authority to do so.
Could the Chief Minister actually confirm that it is more than just his understanding; that
Council actually do have these legal powers to pass on this authority to a Minister which, in
effect, has no portfolio?
The President: Chief Minister.
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The Chief Minister: That is the case, Madam President.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Thomas.
680

685

Mr Thomas: Thank you, Madam President, and to the Chief Minister for clarifying some legal
issues at this stage.
Does the Chief Minister agree with me that, although the Minister for Policy and Reform has
taken forward the Joint Strategic Needs Assessment, his role in joint commissioning will be
unnecessary, given that we already have a Department of Health and Social Care and we do not
have all the issues of local authorities and national government and health services in the Isle of
Man?
The President: Chief Minister.

690

695

700

The Chief Minister: Madam President, the Report that we have is something which will
clearly impact right across Government and the Minister for Policy and Reform is there to help
co-ordinate the implementation and interpretation of the information which is now made
available to us.
The President: The Hon. Member for Michael, Mr Cannan. No? Right.
The Hon. Member, Mr Houghton.
Mr Houghton: Thank you, Madam President.
Madam President, would the Chief Minister agree with me that it is rather embarrassing to
say the least, when there is a duplication of policy coming (a) from the Minister for Policy and
Reform and (b) from the affected Department itself? Is that not a little bit embarrassing, to say
the least?
And can he advise on how many directions the Council of Ministers has given to date to the
Minister for Policy and Reform to impose these policies on Government Departments?

705

The President: Chief Minister. I think some of that is repetitious.

710

The Chief Minister: Yes, I have already answered the first part of that, Madam President.
And there is no direct record of the number of issues which have arisen. Issues rise from time
to time which this particular section takes a further interest in…
The President: Final supplementary, Mrs Beecroft.

715

Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
Could the Chief Minister point us in the direction of the Act, or what legal reference there is
for Council of Ministers to pass on authority to a Minister without portfolio? If he could give us
the details of the Act – if he has not got it to hand, maybe he could circulate it to us.
The President: Chief Minister.

720

The Chief Minister: I do not have that information.
Mrs Beecroft: Will you circulate it?
725

The Chief Minister: I will circulate it.

________________________________________________________________________

26 T132

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 21st OCTOBER 2014
The President: Mr Karran, I will allow a supplementary but by the time we have had as many
as this, we are turning it into a debate. So this is why I will stop it after this one.
730

735

740

745

Mr Karran: We have the right for our constituents to hear our concerns, Madam President.
Would the Ard-Shirveishagh not agree that the issue of the change that Government
operates… I think that most in this Court totally support the Council of Ministers as far as that is
concerned, and the need for changes as far as the survival of this Island and what has been done
over the last 15 or 20 years.
But does he not agree that many outside this Hon. Court are concerned that basically the
Minister for Social Care is going to just be hung out to dry and the whole system is going to be
allowed to continue as it is at the present time?
What confidence can we have if we have this as another example of where we have the
legislation made up as they go along, as far as CoMin is concerned, when we talk about having a
mature democracy in this Island, when we have a situation where basically there is no legal vires
apart from the issue of using the Minister without portfolio?
Here we have again a situation of CoMin making it up as they go along, and making the law
up as they go along.
A Member: Hear, hear.
The President: Chief Minister.

750

755

760

The Chief Minister: Madam President, the Council of Ministers does not make up this
legislation as it goes along. Members may have forgotten that the Attorney General sits in the
Council of Ministers and advises us on anything which takes place which might fall within his
purview. If there was anything outside of that I am sure it would have been brought to our
attention.
Madam President, this is a new departure for Government, it is challenging to make sure that
people fully understand what we are trying to achieve by it. It is not any attempt on the part of
the Council of Ministers to subvert any other powers that Members or Departments might have,
it is a genuine attempt to streamline, to improve the quality of service and service delivery
which I would have thought that every Hon. Member in this Chamber would be keen to support.
If there are specific concerns from Members about certain activities which are taking place, if
they could contact me directly with them, then I can see what we can do to put them right. But
at the moment I am comfortable with the approach being taken by the Minister and I do think
ultimately, once this new approach has settled in, it will be of great benefit to the overall service
delivery across Government.

8. Government’s legislative programme –
Statement and outline for current year
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Hall) to ask the Chief Minister:
What his Government’s legislative programme is for the current parliamentary year; and if he
will make a statement?
The President: Question 8, the Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Hall.
765

Mr Hall: I beg leave to ask the Question standing in my name.

________________________________________________________________________

27 T132

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 21st OCTOBER 2014
The President: The Chief Minister to reply.
770

775

780

The Chief Minister (Mr Bell): Madam President, since October 2013, 17 Bills have been
introduced into the Branches. Eleven have completed their passage, of which eight have
received Royal Assent. Six of the Bills introduced remain in progress and are yet to complete
their passage.
The Council of Ministers in conjunction with the Cabinet Office is currently preparing a
revised legislative programme for the remainder of this administration which I plan to share with
Hon. Members and publish on the Council of Ministers’ webpage once finalised in November.
Drafting on a number of priority Bills within the programme continues, and in some cases has
been completed in preparation for introduction into the Branches during this Parliamentary
Year. The legislative programme is not static, it is a rolling programme and is reviewed and
updated on an ongoing basis, with flexibility for Bills to be added or their introduction brought
forward in line with priorities.
The Council of Ministers approves each Bill in the programme as a priority before any drafting
commences. These Bills deemed to be of a lower priority are progressed as and when drafting
time permits.

785

The President: Supplementary, Mr Hall.

790

Mr Hall: Thank you, Madam President, and also the Chief Minister for his reply.
Does the Chief Minister not agree with me that Tynwald’s success is judged in large by the
quality and the quantity of legislation that should pass through it?
How successful does he feel it has been during his administration?
The President: Chief Minister.

795

The Chief Minister: I would agree in part with the Hon. Member’s comments that the success
of any government is judged on the quality of its legislation.
I would disagree on the quantity. I do not believe it is Government’s role simply to be pushing
through legislation for the sake of it; it has got to have some meaningful impact, otherwise it is
simply burdening the community with unnecessary demands –

800

Mr Houghton: We would agree, Chief Minister.

805

The Chief Minister: Therefore I believe that the work that has been done is something we
can be pleased with. As Hon. Members know, the Equality Bill in particular has taken up a great
deal of time and has slowed down the advancement of some other Bills, but I am hoping that
the Equality Bill will be in the Keys ready for debate by the end of January once the external
consideration has been completed.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Thomas.

810

815

Mr Thomas: Thank you, Madam President.
Does the Chief Minister agree that it is actually good parliamentary practice to have an
annual statement of the legislative programme for the forthcoming parliamentary year?
And does the Chief Minister believe that he would be updating his list if the Hon. Member for
Onchan, Mr Hall, had not asked his now annual Question about the legislative programme?
The President: Chief Minister.
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820

The Chief Minister: As part of our ongoing workload, Madam President, it was our intention
to issue an updated position on legislative expectations, regardless of any Questions which
might come along.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Hall.

825

830

Mr Hall: Thank you, Madam President.
Recognising that there can be sometimes circumstances that mean legislation has to be
accelerated, but given that there is only approximately 18 months of working time left of this
administration, can the Chief Minister assure me that accelerated passage of legislation will not
be widely used during the remainder of this administration, as this does avoid proper debate
and scrutiny?
The President: Chief Minister.

835

840

845

The Chief Minister: It is not our intention to unnecessarily advance any legislation, but it is
entirely in the hands of the Members of both the Chambers as to the speed of advancement of
any legislation that comes forward. It has to go through proper scrutiny and proper debate and
there is no desire on my part – and no ability, in fact, on my part – to fast-track Bills beyond their
normal pace.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Thomas.
Mr Thomas: Thank you, Madam President.
Given the Chief Minister’s comments in recent days about local government, does the Chief
Minister advocate putting local government legislation into the programme before 2016?
What about rates legislation dealing both with the inequity in the rates system and also the
inequity in the sewerage charge?
What about planning legislation given the serious issues that seem to be there?
The President: Chief Minister.

850

The Chief Minister: Those are number of issues which are clearly under consideration at the
moment, Madam President.
If the point arises where we can get an agreement on the way forward on any of these issues,
and other issues, then their position in the pecking order of legislation would be considered.

TREASURY
9. Personal Allowance Credit –
Expenditure in last financial year
The Hon. Member for Michael (Mr Cannan) to ask the Minister for the Treasury:
How much was spent on the Personal Allowance Credit in the last financial year?
855

The President: Question 9, the Hon. Member for Michael, Mr Cannan.
Mr Cannan: Thank you, Madam President.
I ask the Question standing in my name.
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The President: The Minister for the Treasury to reply.
860

865

The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Teare): Thank you, Madam President.
I can confirm that the total amount of personal allowance credits paid during the 2013-14
financial year was £4.46 million, as stated in the Government accounts.
This is the amount as stated on page 33 of the detailed Government accounts for the year
ended 31st March 2014, which were published on 13th June this year.
Thank you, Madam President.
The President: Supplementary question, Mr Cannan.

870

875

Mr Cannan: Can I ask the Treasury Minister, then, just to reconcile that figure with the £6.4
million that was actually in the Pink Book, but also in respect of the £4.46 million that is
currently paid out as effectively a tax credit: is it right that effectively this money should be
going to those on benefits with no questions – or potentially to those on benefits with no
questions being asked?
And secondly, perhaps some of this money is also being paid to those who do not require it.
Should it not be the case that actually we should consider making it a receipt of this credit by
application, rather than just by a Treasury calculation?
The President: Treasury Minister.

880

885

890

The Minister: Thank you, Madam President.
Dealing with that final question first – should we deal with it by application, rather than just
by payment based on the information available at that time to the Treasury – what we did find is
that some of the population, especially the older sections of the population, did not want to
claim. So that was why the decision was made that it would be paid automatically.
Why has the figure actually paid been £1 million less than that stated in the Pink Book? There
has been a bit of increase in people’s income which took them over the £9,300 threshold.
The final part of his question is, is it right that it is paid to people who are already on benefits
and should it be more accurately targeted? If I could just respectfully remind the Hon. Member
of two statements that I have previously made in this hon. place: in February 2012, during the
course of my Budget speech, I said:
‘The Chief Minister announced last month that we must carry out a thorough review of our National Insurance
and benefits system. In view of this, I have therefore decided not to make any fundamental change to personal
allowance credits this year and will ensure that a definitive view on the future of the system comes out of the
benefits review.’

Then in January this year, when this hon. place considered the Taxation Strategy, it said that:
‘Treasury will: … remove aspects of benefits from the tax system, such as the personal allowance credits, whilst
ensuring that the vulnerable are not disadvantaged’.

Thank you, Madam President.
895

900

The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Karran.
Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, why does the Shirveishagh Tashtee not take on suggestions, when
we try and get some positive ways of improving the situation, such as the fact that we should
allow for a capital allowance like claiming for social security as far as this benefit is concerned,
which I have tried at least twice to bring about in this or in the other place, as far as the
parliament is concerned?
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905

Does he not think it is ridiculous that we have a situation where somebody who arranges his
income on a basis from his accountants could actually claim this benefit, actually having little or
no income but having massive amount of capital value actually accrued to his name?
Will he look into this situation, where it would be a simple undertaking, with the likes of
Social Security, where the capital allowance is allowed before you can claim this amount, in
order to make sure that sort of absurdity cannot happen?
The President: Treasury Minister.

910

915

The Minister: I thank the hon. gentleman who has just resumed his seat for the questions
raised.
The capital allowance: yes, there is an inconsistency there, but what I would draw to the Hon.
Members’ attention, if it hasn’t already escaped their attention, is that there is a full benefits
review which has just been completed and we will be sharing that information with Hon.
Members on 5th November, if my memory serves me correctly. So that will be a good
opportunity just to have a look into the benefits system as a whole and for Hon. Members to
make their views known.
So I look forward to further debate, Madam President.

920

The President: Supplementary question, Mr Thomas.

925

930

935

Mr Thomas: Thank you, Madam President, and also to the Treasury Minister for having
announced that Members will receive what has become called the Ci65 Report in November.
Can I remind the Treasury Minister that originally we were promised that in June/July earlier
this year, because obviously this work has been going on since December 2012. Can the Treasury
Minister advise this Court whether this question of personal allowance credits is actually
covered in that report and also comment on the delay for us receiving the information?
The President: Treasury Minister.
The Minister: I can confirm that the PAC is included in the report. Why wasn’t the report
produced earlier, as promised, in June/July? There were difficulties in extracting consolidated
data – not individual client data, but consolidated data across groups from the NHI computer
processing system. So there is nothing untoward here, but I am sure that the hon. gentleman
would agree with me that it would be totally wrong for any report to be prepared on the basis of
inaccurate or doubtful information.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Karran.

940

945

Mr Karran: Thanking the Shirveishagh Tashtee for his reply, we hope we will see some
common sense on these proposals as far as the capital allowance is concerned, as far as this
personal allowance credit is concerned. Do we take it, that initiative is going to be looked at, at
long last, after it has been raised for the last couple years in this Court, as an anomaly within the
system?
The President: Repetition. Minister. (Interjection by Mr Karran)

950

The Minister: Yes, Madam President, I think I have already covered that; and then to assist
the hon. gentleman’s memory, I am pleased to confirm that it will be covered.
Mr Karran: Good.
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10. Isle of Man Bank Ltd branch closures –
Bank’s advising of intention to Treasury
The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Houghton) to ask the Minister for the Treasury:
When he was informed by the Isle of Man Bank Ltd of its intention to close the Onchan,
Prospect Terrace and Ballasalla Branches?
955

The President: Question 10, the Hon. Member for Douglas North, Mr Houghton.
Mr Houghton: Thank you, Madam President.
I beg leave to ask the Question standing in my name.

960

965

The President: The Minister for the Treasury to reply.
The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Teare): Thank you, Madam President.
The Chief Minister, the Minister for Economic Development and myself met with the
Managing Director of Isle of Man Bank, Mr Bill Shimmins and Mr Jeff Williams, the Head of
Branch Banking for RBSI, on Monday, 6th October at 3.00 p.m. when we were advised of the
bank’s decision to close the three branches.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Houghton.

970

975

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Madam President.
Taking into account, then, Madam President, that the press release which went out
throughout the Island was made on the 7th and the Isle of Man Treasury only notified at three
o’clock on 6th October – one day before, at the end of that day – does he not think that is
incredibly rude of the Isle of Man bank to notify the Treasury without consulting with them, as
they were so-called working this up weeks before it was actually announced.
Does he not agree with me on that point at least?
The President: Treasury Minister.

980

985

990

995

The Minister: It will probably come as no surprise to the hon. gentleman who has just
resumed his seat that I do not agree with him.
There is no obligation on the part of any financial institution to advise us of a transaction of
this nature or a step of this nature. We have a good working relationship with the institution.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Houghton.
Mr Houghton: Madam President, how can he even believe what he is saying! When he says
that they have got no obligation – of course they have got no obligation, but at the very least,
Madam President, does the Minister not agree that they really were duty bound to have tipped
the Treasury off when that proposal came forward, no doubt from RBSI months ago, that they
have got to shed important branches like this?
Surely to goodness, this is just disregarding the Isle of Man Government, the Treasury, who
do all its banking and have all its cash assets held in that institution!
The President: Treasury Minister.
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The Minister: The Treasury was advised. We feel that we were advised appropriately
(Interjection by Mr Houghton) and the steps taken by the Isle of Man Bank, as other financial
institutions, are a commercial decision for them.
1000

The President: Supplementary, Mr Cregeen.

1005

Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Madam President.
Can the Treasury Minister confirm or not whether he received an e-mail from the bank a
week before, similar to those Members in the areas which were affected, asking him to arrange
a meeting so he could be informed on this matter?
The President: Treasury Minister.

1010

The Minister: I did receive a request for a meeting.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Houghton.

1015

1020

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Madam President.
Madam President, very serious as this is – very serious, as many backbenchers take this – can
I ask the Treasury Minister, does he have a contingency plan to put in place to either take over
the Isle of Man Bank, should it be shed by (Laughter) – never mind laughing – the RBSI, which is
what will happen next…? What contingency plans has he got in place should that be announced?
Or are we likely to see the bank being taken over by some Portuguese establishment, which
happened to the Isle of Man Steam Packet?
A Member: Hear, hear.

1025

The President: Treasury Minister, that strays from the original Question, but you may wish to
comment.
The Minister: It does.
I think it would take deeper pockets than the Isle of Man Government has to mount a
takeover bid for the Isle of Man Bank –

1030

Mr Houghton: There is nothing left of it.

1035

1040

The Minister: I would not wish to set a hare running that we look at it. I think it is entirely
inappropriate. This is a free market and it does recognise the changes in banking.
I would suggest that most of us now use electronic banking, to a certain degree, and the foot
flow going through all financial institutions has fallen off because of that, and it is just a
reflection of the times. (A Member: Hear, hear.)
In fairness to this particular institution, they are putting in two new cash machines in areas
that are now developing and also they are bringing back mobile banking, which incidentally was
something that I was familiar with in the late 1960s/early 1970s.
The President: A final supplementary, Mr Cregeen.

1045

Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Madam President.
Can the Treasury Minister confirm that it was actually a week before his meeting that he got
an e-mail? Rather than just saying he can confirm, can he confirm when he got that e-mail?
The President: Treasury Minister.
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The Minister: I cannot recall offhand, sorry.
1050

Mr Houghton: Could you let us know?
The President: Treasury Minister.
1055

The Minister: I cannot confirm offhand.
Mr Houghton: So you will not let us know.

11. Debt Recovery and Enforcement Act commencement –
Establishment of debtors’ register
The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Houghton) to ask the Minister for the Treasury:
What has been done so far to establish a debtors’ register in order to prepare for an
Appointed Day Order for commencement of the Debt Recovery and Enforcement Act?
The President: Question 11, the Hon. Member for Douglas North, Mr Houghton.
1060

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Madam President.
I beg leave to ask the Question standing in my name.
The President: The Minister for the Treasury to reply.
1065

1070

1075

1080

1085

The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Teare): Thank you, Madam President.
The Hon. Member for Douglas North will be aware of the Treasury’s position on this matter,
as I wrote to him just over a year ago to confirm that the establishment of a debtors’ register
was secondary to Treasury’s main workload. This position has not changed since then. However,
work has been undertaken by Treasury, General Registry and the Attorney General’s Chambers
with the aim of improving the current processes and legislation associated with the enforcement
of executions, debt management and control.
This exercise has identified a range of legislation which will require amending and, as Hon.
Members will be aware, it is necessary to prioritise legislation. Treasury will consider changing
the current system of coroners undertaking the enforcement of executions. Treasury will also
consider whether the enforcement of executions could be undertaken by authorised private
individuals or companies on a fee payment basis by the user of the service.
I can advise this Hon. Court that the only working register of judgments and executions
currently available relates to monetary claims arising from default proceedings for fixed sums of
money. If we are to enforce judgments made under this Act, we will first need to establish a
coherent, central register of judgments made. I must ensure that if we make changes in this
important area, they will work and avoid confusion. It is unlikely that a mix of public and private
sector businesses can undertake enforcement of court approved executions with the current
regime that is in place.
Future legislation amendments must provide a clear and coherent system for the benefit of
creditors, debtors and the wider economy.
The President: A supplementary, Mr Houghton.

1090

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Madam President.
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Madam President, firstly, can I ask the Treasury Minister who wrote that splurge he has just
read out, because, Madam President, that is not the opinion of the man who read it out, who
has been most helpful in this matter, but his officers have not? So he is being ignored by his
officers. Does he agree or otherwise with that? I do not know the answer.
1095

The President: Treasury Minister.

1100

The Minister: As always, the first draft of any reply is prepared by my colleagues, my officers,
and then it is up to the Minister to actually review that and finish it to the point it becomes a
final draft and then delivered to this hon. place.
The President: A supplementary, Mr Houghton.

1105

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Madam President.
The Minister, in his Answer, mentions that there has been considerable work undertaken
towards this area, which he has stated. Can he provide the written evidence of that?
The President: Treasury Minister.

1110

The Minister: There is a conundrum here, I would respectfully suggest. The Hon. Member is
asking us to provide more and more information on one hand; on the other hand, he is saying,
‘Get on with it.’ I cannot do two things at once, Madam President.
The President: A supplementary, Mr Quirk.

1115

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
Can I just ask the Treasury Minister: what is the Government's position when they look at
companies that are doing business with us in the Isle of Man? Is there a register that we look at?
1120

1125

The President: Treasury Minister.
The Minister: That is a very good question and I thank the Hon. Member for that.
We do check to make sure that all people we contract with when we are issuing contracts,
especially on the capital programmes, are up to date with their statutory payments to
Government and we make sure that there are no outstanding issues.
The President: A final supplementary, Mr Houghton.

1130

Mr Houghton: For which I am very grateful, Madam President.
The Treasury Minister needs to take notice that this matter is not going away.
He mentions a conundrum. Can he actually look into, and will he take some time, because I
am going to waste a lot of his time in the future… can he take some time and find out precisely
what his officers have done? He will find that they have done nothing. Would he agree to look,
please?

1135

The President: Treasury Minister.
The Minister: I will certainly discuss it with my delegated Member with responsibility –
1140

Mr Houghton: Do not bother. He has done nothing –
The Minister: – and see where we are.
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Mr Houghton: What a waste of time!

12. NI fund expenditure on Ci65 Ltd consultancy work–
Potential breaches of financial regulations
The Hon. Member for Douglas South (Mrs Beecroft) to ask the Minister for the Treasury:
Whether any civil servants registered written concerns about potential breaches of financial
regulations concerning the monies from the NI fund for the recent consultancy work by Ci65
Ltd?
1145

The President: Question 12, the Hon. Member for Douglas South, Mrs Beecroft.
Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
I ask the Question standing in my name.

1150

The President: The Treasury Minister.
The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Teare): Thank you, Madam President.
As far as I am aware there have been no written concerns registered in the Treasury relating
to this matter.

1155

The President: A supplementary, Mrs Beecroft.

1160

Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
So, just for clarity, would the Minister confirm then that it is only oral concerns that have
been registered within the Treasury?
The President: Treasury Minister.

1165

The Minister: I am not aware of any oral concerns either. There have certainly been no
concerns issued with me on this matter.
The President: A supplementary, Mr Karran.

1170

1175

Mr Karran: Can the Shirveishagh Tashtee just for once actually answer a question straight, as
far as this Hon. Court is concerned?
Have there been any representations made that the Treasury knows of from other
Departments of Government? Has the Treasury Minister’s staff checked up that there have not
been representations, either verbally or written, as far as this issue?
Would he not think it would actually give him more credence in this Hon. Court, and when
people are listening outside, if he could just answer a question straight and correctly in this Hon.
House, instead of trying to make out that he has got to turn it into a mystery tour just to get a
straight answer out of the Hon. Member?
The President: Treasury Minister.

1180

The Minister: I gave a straight answer to the Question as drafted on this Question Paper,
Madam President.
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The President: A supplementary, Mr Thomas.
1185

1190

Mr Thomas: Thank you very much, Madam President.
In the light of earlier discussions and also this Question, can the Treasury circulate to
Members the Civil Service Act, 1990 I believe, authority for financial regulations and human
resource regulations and discipline and capability assessments, given the questions that are
being asked now?
The President: Treasury Minister.
The Minister: My understanding is that that is already available on the internet.

1195

The President: A supplementary, Mrs Beecroft.

1200

Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
Could the Treasury Minister, given that he said that there have been some concerns, I think
he said, registered, could he just clarify what those concerns were and by which area?
The President: Treasury Minister.

1205

The Minister: I did not say that there have been concerns registered and I am sorry if I gave
that impression.
Treasury was concerned earlier this year and the contract was rewritten at that time.
The President: A supplementary, Mrs Beecroft.

1210

Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
So would the Treasury Minister confirm then that Treasury’s concerns were fully addressed
and that he no longer has any concerns?
The President: Treasury Minister.

1215

The Minister: Treasury’s concerns with the format of the contract were addressed and we
were content with the final version of the contract.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Karran.
1220

1225

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, could the Shirveishagh Tashtee just answer the question straight?
If there was no representation within Treasury, did his staff find out whether there is
representation from other areas as far as Government is concerned? And could we simply have
an answer – does he know of this? Has he checked this? Just give us a straight answer as far as
this issue is concerned.
The President: The Treasury Minister.

1230

The Minister: As I have said before, I have dealt with the Question as it was presented on the
Question Paper but…
Mr Karran: You do not know. That is fair enough, we can ask a supplementary another time.
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13. Sefton Group refurbishment of suites –
Treasury approval for assistance
The Hon. Member for Douglas South (Mrs Beecroft) to ask the Minister for the Treasury:
Further to the response to Question 27 by the Minister for Economic Development in the July
sitting of Tynwald, whether:
(a) Treasury approval was given and that this approval is documented and available; and
(b) the refurbishment was considered to be eligible and if so, on what grounds?
1235

The President: Question 13.the Hon. Member for Douglas South, Mrs Beecroft.
Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
I ask the Question standing in my name.

1240

1245

1250

1255

The President: The Minister for the Treasury to reply.
The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Teare): Thank you, Madam President.
In response to part (a) of the Question, I am pleased to confirm the requisite Treasury
approval was given in respect of the application for financial assistance made at that time
through the former Department of Tourism and Leisure, under the provisions of the Visitor
Facility Improvement Scheme 2007. The approval process is properly documented in accordance
with Treasury procedures.
Moving on to part (b) of the Question, the Scheme was a substantial project, costing some
£2.2 million comprising a total refurbishment, upgrade and extension to the property, providing
high-specification, hotel-serviced apartments. The financial assistance was made available, in
accordance with the provisions and the eligibility criteria set out in the Visitor Facility
Improvement Scheme 2007.
Treasury undertook the relevant due diligence checks and scrutiny at the time of the
application, and it was satisfied that the application met the criteria.
Thank you, Madam President.
The President: Supplementary, Mrs Beecroft.

1260

Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
Would the Treasury Minister agree with me that the 2007 Scheme states that:
‘Works and payments considered ineligible [to receive grants] include:- (a) the undertaking of repairs and
maintenance of an existing visitor facility’?

So could the Minister clarify how the suites at the Sefton actually fell into that when it
already was an existing visitor facility? Because it would look to me as if it just falls outside of
that scheme, that it is not eligible.
1265

The President: Treasury Minister.
The Minister: If I could just draw the Hon. Member’s attention to the information pack for
the Visitor Improvement Scheme 2007 and frequently asked questions: what is eligible for
assistance under the Scheme?

1270
‘Financial assistance is available for the creation of serviced or self-catering accommodation either by the
conversion or extension of existing buildings or building of new premises. Assistance is also available for works on
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existing tourism premises, including creation of en-suite facilities, alterations or extensions to provide additional
bedrooms, installation of double glazing, central heating or fire precautions and indoor facilities for guests.’

The President: Supplementary, Mr Karran.

1275

1280

Mr Karran: Could the Shirveishagh Tashtee just explain to this Court, who gave them the
legal opinion as far as this issue is concerned, allowing for the fact that obviously our Acting AG
is conflicted, to make sure that the Hon. Member for South Douglas is not correct in her
suggestion, as far as this is another example of where Government just makes the law up as it
goes along, as far as their mates are concerned?
A Member: Disgraceful!
The President: Yes, we will not accept comments about ‘mates’, Hon. Member. (Mr Corkish:
Hear, hear.)
Treasury Minister to reply.

1285

The Minister: Thank you.
From the research that I have undertaken in the time available to me, I am satisfied that this
loan was properly made and that all procedures were correctly followed.
1290

1295

The President: Supplementary, Mrs Beecroft.
Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
I thank the Treasury Minister for pointing me in the direction of the ‘frequently asked
questions’ in the information pack. But could he point me in the direction of the point in the Act
that gives the legality to this?
The President: Treasury Minister.

1300

The Minister: As I said before, on the basis of the information before me, in the limited time I
have had to undertake this research, I am satisfied that all the conditions have been met.
The President: Final supplementary, Mrs Beecroft.

1305

Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
I appreciate if the Treasury Minister has not had time to fully look at this, but could he
circulate that piece of legislation that gives them the vires to actually have done this.
The President: Treasury Minister.

1310

The Minister: I will certainly undertake some further research.
Mrs Beecroft: And circulate it?
The Minister: Did I say that?

1315

Mrs Beecroft: No, you didn’t.
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14. Isle of Man Bank Ltd branch closures –
Representations received
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for the Treasury:
What representations he has received over the closing of three Isle of Man Bank branches on
the Island?

1320

The President: Question 14, Hon. Members.
The Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Karran.
Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I ask the Question standing in my name.
The President: The Minister for the Treasury to reply.

1325

1330

The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Teare): Thank you, Madam President.
I have not received any formal, written or verbal representations over the closures.
I understand the bank will be making arrangements to provide a mobile service to Onchan,
Kirk Michael, Laxey and Ballasalla to allow customers to pay in cheques, withdraw cash and
collect foreign currency and I would encourage local residents in those areas to use this service
so that it remains commercially viable for the bank.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Karran.

1335

1340

1345

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the Shirveishagh Tashtee inform this Hon. Court, wasn’t it the
fact that when Royal Bank of Scotland took over NatWest, we made the Government of the Isle
of Man – I think it was Minister Corkill at that time – make representations because of our
concerns that there would be an automatic blitz of branches on this Island, turning the Isle of
Man Bank not into a national bank? Part of that consideration was that by keeping the branches
open, we would not question the issue of the Isle of Man Government’s account staying with the
Isle of Man Bank, as it was an Isle of Man national bank for all parts of the Isle of Man.
Allowing for the fact that they have not done that, has the Treasury not made
representations that part of the commercial deal, as far as the Isle of Man being more likely the
biggest account holder as far as the Isle of Man Bank is concerned, was not negotiation made in
order to say that Onchan, and particularly the one on Prospect Terrace, that are strategically
important and cannot be argued that they are not viable, that you would consider taking away
our account to other parties?
The President: Treasury Minister.

1350

1355

The Minister: The Treasury is presently in the course of diversifying its banking
arrangements, so we are taking other banks on… we are taking another bank on board is the
best way of putting it.
The Hon. Member also says that it is a ‘vital service’, but the press release issued by the bank
does say that there has been a 30% drop in the number of customers using the three branches
in the past four years, while the number of online and mobile transactions has grown by 200%.
He is going back now to the time of the takeover – and I think at the top of my memory, it was
2001-ish. I think we must recognise that events have moved on quite rapidly in the intervening
13 or 14 years, and this is a financial decision taken by the Isle of Man Bank.

1360

The President: Supplementary, Mr Karran.
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1370

1375

Mr Karran: Would the Shirveishagh not agree that it might be a financial decision of the
bank, but we had an agreement with the bank when it was taken over, when Mr Corkill, the
Hon. Member for Onchan was a Member of CoMin, that the situation was that the Government
banking core would stay at the Isle of Man Bank on the understanding that there would be
branches throughout the Island, to show that it was the bank of the people of the Isle of Man?
Would he also not agree that the fact is that if we want the Freedom to Flourish, we also
want it for the elderly, the sick and the disabled, who cannot get into Douglas, Ramsey,
Castletown, in order to do their banking?
And would he make representations to the Isle of Man Bank that the viability of us keeping
our bank as the Isle of Man Bank in the future is being reconsidered, on the position that some
of the more active branches are also being broken now and we will look at the issue of whether
we should be asking the Post Office, our other main line banks on the Island, or Conister Bank to
be developed as the Isle of Man Government’s banker of choice, if they cannot act with their
social responsibility for an inclusive society?
The President: Treasury Minister.

1380

1385

The Minister: I think the Isle of Man Bank, in fairness to them, has recognised their social
responsibility and that has been evidenced by this new mobile banking platform that they are
delivering, which in effect is taking banking to the local community, and I commend them for
that.
I do not think that the Hon. Member picked up a comment I said earlier in response to a
supplementary question – we are diversifying our banking now.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Thomas.

1390

1395

Mr Thomas: Thank you, Madam President.
Would the Treasury Minister agree that the embryonic Credit Union has made representation
that they might be able to provide a service?
Furthermore, would he agree that when we had a presentation from the Post Office, they
reported to Members that they were working with the Credit Union to begin to provide a local
banking service?
Finally, would he agree that Conister Bank gave a presentation to Members about exactly the
local banking service that the Hon. Member for Onchan just described?
The President: Treasury Minister.

1400

1405

The Minister: The Hon. Member who has just resumed his seat used ‘local banking’ in his
supplementary question. The answer here is that people expect local banking to be in their local
community and at the end of this exercise, if my memory serves me right, Isle of Man Bank will
still have the biggest representation in terms of branches on the Island, plus their mobile
banking proposition as well.
Turning to the question he raised about credit unions, yes, that might fill a gap but it is not, as
I see it, going to fill a gap in the local community, and he did use the expression ‘local banking’.
The President: Final supplementary, Mr Karran.

1410

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, does the Shirveishagh Tashtee not agree that here we have the
second biggest conurbation, as far as the Island is concerned – Onchan – having full-time
banking services withdrawn?
Does he not agree that if promises were made as far as the issue of our banking service –
which must be the biggest account holder for the Isle of Man’s financial sector as far as activity
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1420

within the Isle of Man – why have they just rolled over and played dead with the Isle of Man
Bank and its overlords, the Royal Bank of Scotland, and not said that it is not acceptable that we
have a situation where they might still have more branches than anyone else but they are not
providing the services that are needed for the likes of upper Douglas and, in particular, Onchan,
where there must be a good business plan as far as that being accepted, as far as the Isle of Man
concept is concerned – maybe not a UK concept?
The President: Treasury Minister.

1425

The Minister: There is a bit of a contradiction here, in many ways. The Hon. Member has said
there must be good business. If there was good business, why would any institution close a
branch in that area?
The Hon. Member, unlike his colleagues in the Onchan constituency, did not take up an offer
to meet with the Isle of Man Bank – whereas the other two Members from Onchan did, Onchan
Commissioners did as well –

1430

Mr Karran: And what did they achieve? It’s shut!
The Minister: – on the evening of 6th October –
1435

Mr Quirk: The decision was already made, Peter, you know quite well.
The Minister: – and it would have been quite helpful, I am sure, if he had taken up that
opportunity and made his representations directly to the bank.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
15. Vickers Report implementation –
Potential impact on finance industry
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Economic Development:
What impact the implementation of the Vickers Report could have on the finance industry in
the Island, and what his Department has done to make the most of the opportunities the
report presents?
The President: Question 15, the Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Karran.
1440

Mr Karran: You just let them get away with it, Eaghtyrane, and with this next one.
A Member: Okay. Carry on.
1445

The President: The Minister for Economic Development to reply. (Interjection)
Mr Watterson: He did not ask the Question, Madam President.
Mr Teare: There is no Question.

1450

The President: Mr Karran, would you formally put your Question, please?

________________________________________________________________________

42 T132

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 21st OCTOBER 2014
Mr Karran: I ask the following Question to do with the Vickers Report, which is another
important one and I hope that we will get a reasonable response.
1455

The President: Question 15, the Minister for Economic Development.

1460

1465

1470

1475

1480

1485

1490

1495

The Minister for Economic Development (Mr Skelly): Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
As Hon. Members may be aware, the UK government has made changes to its banking
regulations on the basis of recommendations by the Independent Commission on Banking
chaired by Sir John Vickers.
As a result of those recommendations, UK banks will have to split low risk retail banking, such
as deposit and lending services, from high risk investment banking. Retail banks will be ringfenced in order to ensure that depositors’ money is protected from shocks elsewhere in the
financial system. There will also be stringent requirements for capital, currency and methods of
funding for ring fenced-banks. Within the ring-fenced segment, in the case of bank insolvency,
the UK depositors’ scheme will rank above all other non-secured creditors.
The primary impact upon the Island will be that, from 2018, subsidiaries and branches
located in the Crown Dependencies will not be able to upstream funds into ring-fenced UK
banks. Subsidiaries and branches will, however, still be able to upstream funds to the non-ring
fenced sector. A further effect is that the Crown Dependencies’ compensation schemes will rank
after the UK compensation scheme but ahead of other normal creditors. In other words, in
receiving compensation in the case of insolvency, those covered in the UK scheme would receive
priority over the Crown Dependency schemes.
The full impact upon the Isle of Man is not yet certain as each bank organisation interprets
the ruling in line with their business models and the rules will only apply from 2018. The
regulations principally affect the large UK high street banks and it is likely that some of those
banks that operate on the Island will look at whether to convert to a branch model rather than a
subsidiary model, to improve their use of capital.
My Department is actively supporting a number of these discussions with technical support,
to ensure the Isle of Man is seen in the most favourable light. It should be noted that for the last
two years the Government has had a working party managing this issue. Throughout that time,
my Department has actively been working with all banking institutions to engage with the UK
government on proposals and to assist with a practical application of rules as they have
emerged.
To date, we have seen about 30 job losses as a direct result of the conversion to the UK
subsidiary model, to one of branch banking, and we anticipate more as part of the Department’s
economic forecast.
These changes have been incorporated in the Vision 2020 forecast for the growth my
Department published in January. All evidence since that time has supported our forecast. As
Vision 2020 explains, the financial service industry will continue to evolve with growth in some
areas offsetting losses in others; such as this industry will remain our principal export earner in
GDP and jobs.
My Department believes we have opportunities for growth in banking, particularly outside
ring-fenced, aimed at more specialist markets. To that end, we are working with our Financial
Supervision Commission to determine whether changes to our regulatory framework can
support these opportunities for the Isle of Man.
The President: Supplementary question, Mr Karran.

1500

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, thanking the Shirveishagh for his positive response, but what
assurance can we have? If we have a situation where your Treasury Minister just rolls over and
plays dead with the previous Question, what hope have we got as far as you being able, with the
Council of Ministers, to actually be in the forefront to make sure that we do not end up with yet
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another situation where we are singled out because we do not work together with the other
Crown Dependencies; that we do not end up with a situation where our main money earner is
destroyed in front of our very eyes?
Will he be coming back to Tynwald Members with a more detailed briefing as far as this issue
is concerned?

1510

The President: Minister.

1515

1520

The Minister: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
It is very difficult to give assurance with this issue, as it is evolving and it will continue to do
so, I would suggest, right the way up to 2018.
The one assurance I can give is that this is cross-government working with the private sector
here, to manage this issue in the best interests of the Isle of Man. That will mean not just
Economic Development; this also means Treasury and it does also mean, I believe, the Cabinet
Office as well, because this is central policy. It is a core industry for the Isle of Man and I will be
doing everything in our power to ensure that we not only come out of this but we will actually
look at other opportunities – which is the question that he originally raised.
The President: Supplementary question, Mr Hall.

1525

1530

1535

1540

1545

Mr Hall: Thank you, Madam President.
Can the Minister just clarify: he mentioned the date of 2018 and my understanding was it
was 2019, but I stand to be corrected. Perhaps if he does not actually have that now he could
just circulate it.
Also, tied very closely to the Vickers Report, what impact has the Minister made – on the
finance industry and on the Isle of Man as a whole – of the Basel III regime, which is going to also
be a consideration, because that is going to require deposit-taking banks to hold equity capital
of at least 7% of risk-weighted assets by 2019? I will be interested to see what work has been
done with regard to that as well. If he could just touch on that, that would be great.
The President: It is not part of the Question on the Order Paper, Hon. Members. The Minister
may or may not wish to reply.
The Minister: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
I take the points and the clarification. We will verify the 2018. That is exactly as has been
stated, as I understand.
The Basel III regime is yet another issue, I think, that will potentially affect the Isle of Man.
We do have a very close working group and I know my colleague, Mr Crowe, who has delegation
in this area, has weekly meetings with regard to the industry and we are very closely monitoring
all issues that might change the way that banking is changing.
We touched earlier with regard to the Isle of Man Bank. A very sad loss within our
community, but the trends and changes and the regulatory frameworks are constantly evolving
and it is something that we work very closely with the industry on. We will be monitoring as to
what the impact is, but we will also be looking to see what opportunities there might be for the
Isle of Man.

1550

The President: Supplementary, Mr Karran.

1555

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, could the Shirveishagh possibly inform this Hon. Court of any sort of
timescale of when he is going to come back to us, allowing for the fact that it is more likely the
biggest economic engine we have got as far as the Manx economy is concerned and we need as
many economic engines as possible?
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Allowing for the fact that we have managed to get common sense to prevail over the
Depositors’ Compensation Scheme being at £250 million, where it was unlimited, whilst I was
left on my own on the subject that we could not have that, can he also inform this Court – not
now, but considering the issues about the Depositors’ Compensation Scheme – if it is going to
affect and create more liability, as far as the taxpayers are concerned, and opportunity as far as
the Depositors’ Compensation Scheme, with this Vickers Report?
The President: Minister.

1565

1570

The Minister: Gura mie eu.
Presentation to Members: I will be happy to arrange that when we have, I think, a little bit
more firm detail and, individually, I would be happy to meet with Members if they would like a
little bit more background.
The point with regard to the Depositors Compensation Scheme: I fully recognise that has
again been an issue in the past – the cap on it – and I think it is something that is in the forefront
of our minds. It was raised earlier, with regard to the Credit Union. That is one of those issues
that have to be considered going forward.

16. Employment for apprentices –
Policies to increase
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Economic Development:
What policies are in place to get more apprentices into employment?
The President: Question 16, the Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Karran.
1575

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I ask the Question standing in my name.
The President: The Minister for Economic Development to reply.
1580

1585

1590

1595

The Minister for Economic Development (Mr Skelly): Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
My Department operates the scheme for apprenticeships which enables employers to access
both practical and financial support from the Department. We are on course to provide £2
million in financial support this year for vocational training, including apprenticeships. This figure
does not include the substantial support that the Department of Education and Children also
invest in this important area.
Together with DEC, we work very closely with employers to develop specific programmes
that meet our local needs, both for employers and our young people. In the last year or so, we
have made important additions to the range of apprenticeships available.
A good example of our work is with the engineering apprenticeships. In the last year,
Government has invested nearly £1 million to fund a new Advanced Manufacturing Training
Centre, which opened last week and is the end result of our close collaboration with the
manufacturing sector. It is a fantastic facility and has enabled us to treble the number of
trainees coming into this sector each year – that is from 12 to 36. The centre will provide
additional opportunities for our young people for many years to come.
Another good example of our work is with Lloyds Bank. We have worked together to create
an apprenticeship programme which has given our young people valuable skills in this important
industry. Lloyds currently has 23 apprenticeships on this programme.
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Members will also be aware that the Isle of Man College has invested heavily in the new
Construction Craft Centre which will allow apprentices in construction to gain experience in this
impressive new facility. I believe all Hon. Members are aware that the construction sector has
experienced a downturn since 2008. I am pleased to say that the number of apprentices has
held up well through this period. Based on the information I am receiving regarding
construction, I believe we will see an expansion of activity this year which will help give our
employers the confidence to take more apprentices in future.

1605

The President: Supplementary question, Mr Karran.

1610

1615

1620

Mr Karran: Thanking the Shirveishagh for his reply, but would the Hon. Shirveishagh not
consider what some of us have been trying to get for 20 years in this Court: the fact that we
create the environment?
Does he not agree that it is wrong that we penalise good employers who do their social
responsibility by taking on apprentices, by having people on their cards, to find themselves
actually at a fiscal disadvantage when tendering for work for Government contracts?
Will he consider the issue of looking at some way of creating a discount in the tendering
process for Government public work when employing apprentices; and maybe even consider
doing the same with employers who actually take people on, on the cards, paying proper
National Insurance contributions?
If he would look at that he might find that he would create even more opportunity for more
apprentices, for employers to do their social responsibility and not put them at a disadvantage
when tendering for work and it would not cost us any money?
The President: Minister.

1625

1630

1635

The Minister: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
He mentioned vocational training first and foremost there and I will say that is a key principle
of what we are trying to achieve in DED – again, working with DEC – and I hope the Court will
fully support that.
I think we have 400-plus young people currently who are apprentices and I think that is a
fantastic achievement and really good statement for those who are considering vocational
training for the future.
When he mentions creating the environment, quite frankly, that is exactly what we will be
talking about next month in this Court, with the Nunnery deal and other vocational
opportunities for the future.
I am not aware of any disadvantage issues with regard to tendering and I will certainly
investigate that issue and might speak to him afterwards and see what can be done; but I am
not aware that that is an issue and if there are individual circumstances I will certainly want to
take that up.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Quirk.

1640

1645

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
Can I ask the Minister: those sectors that they have looked at, could he indicate any loss in
any skill sectors for the future that are coming along?
Can I also ask: can he give us a little bit of an update, because there is another partner in this
scheme, the Employers’ Federation of the Isle of Man? They do get all the work that is indicated
to go out from Government and local authorities.
Mr Karran is quite right: should we not be putting something in place when the contracts go
out? We create the contracts. We give them the money. Shouldn’t we have some conditions on
it?
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1655

1660

1665

The President: That is a repetition of the earlier question, Mr Skelly. Do you wish to reply,
sir?
The Minister: It is. However, I would agree that we do need to monitor the loss of skills and,
as I stated in the Answer to the original Question, construction… we have been very concerned
with that downturn as to what the skill base that we might lose with that industry contracting.
However, the numbers signing up for apprentices have held up quite healthily through this turn
and we hope now that that change is effective. We will hear more about that when we have the
construction statement later.
The Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Quirk, highlights the issue of the role of the Employers’
Federation. It is a very important role. Once again, the engagement that they have, I think, with
Government – not just my Department but the Department of Infrastructure – is vitally
important. I know the Manx Accredited Construction Contractors (MACC) Scheme has worked
very well with regard to supporting the local construction industry.
Does that need to go one stage further with regard to contracts supporting apprentices? That
is something I think we do need to take up and discuss with the industry, so I appreciate him
raising it.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Quirk.

1670

1675

1680

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
I wonder if the Minister can provide some statistics on the apprentices there are in the Island
in the private sector, plus Government as well – that includes the two utilities, which is now
one?
The President: Minister.
The Minister: Gura mie eu.
I will look into that matter and see how we can provide some information. Again, we will
probably have to do work with people like the Employers’ Federation. We will come back to the
Court.

17. Write-off debts and effect on banks-to-business loans –
DED actions to resolve financial problems
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Economic Development:
In view of write-off debts by a prominent company on the Island and their effect on banks-tobusiness loans, what action his Department is taking to help resolve the financial problems
some businesses are having?
The President: Question 17, the Member for Onchan, Mr Karran.
Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I ask the Question standing in my name.
1685

The President: Minister for Economic Development to reply.
The Minister for Economic Development (Mr Skelly): Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
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1695

1700

1705

1710

1715

1720

My Department is not aware of any specific case that the Hon. Member refers to. However,
the Hon. Member has raised an important issue relating to options available to Island businesses
which face financial difficulties and are unable to secure the support they need from their bank.
Such instances are, fortunately, rare and the Department is always willing to sit down with a
business to discuss its difficulties and assess what help to offer – financial or otherwise.
My Department has broad powers to provide financial support in a variety of ways under the
Enterprise Act 2008. Assistance is available to eligible businesses that meet requirements of the
regulations and guidelines developed under the Act. It may include grants or indeed a loan, if
necessary, to support the business’s short-term working capital requirements.
Hon. Members will be very aware that the Department does not currently support businesses
with taxation, National Insurance or VAT arrears in light of a legal opinion given in relation to the
Sefton loan. The Department is currently drafting new regulations, which if approved by
Tynwald would enable consideration to be given to assisting businesses in such circumstances.
The Department’s overriding consideration, whatever the circumstances of the businesses
concerned, is that it has a viable future so that jobs can be secured to the benefit of our
community and our economy. Each case then is assessed on the strength of the business case
and likely benefits to the Island. No two cases are ever the same. This means that the business
must co-operate with my Department and provide a business plan and related financial
information. During this process the Department looks to support the business, if at all possible.
Financial support is not, however, given as a subsidy or as a prop to a failing business. I am
pleased to say that where we do assist, this usually leads to a positive outcome, ultimately
helping the business to grow and support our economy.
My Department has also wide knowledge to help, that may be available to the private sector,
and business support scheme advisers who offer guidance, usually free of charge to the
company. My Department’s Small Business Start Up Scheme has also been very effective at
encouraging local entrepreneurship and over the past 12 months more than 60 new businesses
have been set up by people who have participated in the scheme, helping generate further
employment opportunities in the economy.
In addition, my officers have been discussing options, to further support local businesses,
from banks, both with the principal banks directly and through the Isle of Man Bankers’
Association.
In summary, my Department is keen to assist business where we are able to do so and where
the business is viable. I would urge any such businesses in difficulties to seek advice on the
support that we can offer.
The President: A supplementary question, Mr Karran.

1725

1730

1735

Mr Karran: Thanking the Shirveishagh for such a full response. I am very happy with the
response and the fact that the door is open to all businesses, but is the Minister aware that
there are cases…? I have one development that was told that it had to pay out an 11% interest
rate if they were to follow their project, making it financially impossible for that project to go
ahead, allowing for the fact of the large write-offs that certain banks have had to make because
of certain businesses on the Island.
Will the Shirveishagh consider whether we can create some sort of national development
bond, outside the control of Government and its friends, to actually have one based on the
financial legitimacy of projects in order to create the new engines that this nation needs if we
are to keep the social welfare level up as well as it is at the present time. Has he got any views
on such a proposal?
And finally, the Shirveishagh talks about the Business Start Up Scheme, which is fantastic. It is
something that the Government has got right for the last 15 years or so since they have started
it – actually, it is longer than that, this business thing – but there is no increase in the money
being allowed for this and would he now go back to basics, as far as his Ministry is concerned,
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instead of all these trips away and look at things like this that can actually put money where it
needs to be put in order to get real businesses going on this Island?
The President: Minister.

1745

1750

1755

1760

1765

Mr Quirk: Tell us about your trips.
The Minister: Gura mie eu.
First of all, with regard to the trips away, this is purely about promoting the Isle of Man. DED,
of course, is probably most active in this area. We are the shop window, very often called for,
but one key point that we are looking for when we ever travel is about bringing business to the
Isle of Man. It is direct investment into the Isle of Man, because investment in the Isle of Man
can be translated to jobs and we will always want to justify any trip that we do take to see what
the benefit will be for us here on the Isle of Man.
I am delighted he mentioned the success of the Small Business Start Up. It is a huge success
and I will tell you that our success rate here on the Isle of Man out performs a similar
programme in the UK. So we really do have, I think, a very good functioning body there that is
creating employment in a different way.
He mentions about the Development Fund and it is an issue that we will need to consider, I
am sure, in the future. As it stands right now, we do have a budget in this area. We do manage
that budget, I think, very well and quite frankly we have not had a need to ask for anything
further beyond that which we do have currently available.
The interest rate sounds like an individual case and it is a matter, I think, now we will need to
take a look at. But I just wanted to highlight once more that we will talk to all business. They do
have to have a viable proposition. They do have to have a business case and they do have to
share the financial information for us to evaluate to see if we can assist them.
The President: A supplementary, Mr Quirk.

1770

1775

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
Two parts for the Minister, if I can. With reference to little trips away, can I ask the Minister
what his view on that is, that people are not coming to the Isle of Man and we have got to seek
the business out there. Would the Minister not support or put a presentation on for Members of
what we actually do to chase that business, so we are not just sitting around waiting for it to
come to us?
And the real question I wanted to ask you was could you, as the Minister for Economic
Development, talk with Treasury to stop some of these small contractors getting into debt
regarding when nominee subcontractors or subcontractors with builders, who then
subsequently go to the wall with their debts and carry everybody with them? That is the
particular issue I want you to address with the Treasury Minister.

1780

The President: The question of trips away has been answered, I think. It scarcely relates to
the written Question.
Minister, would you like to reply to the rest?
1785

1790

The Minister: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
With regard to the ‘subbies’ issue, I think this has been going on for some time, and I think it
is a matter we will need to pick up again with our contacts through the industry to understand
how big an issue this is, but I will certainly take it up with the Treasury Minister and obviously
within the Department.
Trips away, it is always emotive, of course, because the ‘jolly’, as it is called, is not the case. I
will tell you categorically that anyone from our Department, when they have been on executive
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political travel, they have to have a justified case for that travel. We do have to travel in order to
direct that foreign investment, as I suggested.
One area that we spent quite a bit of time on recently and that is developing our
relationships with our near neighbours. We do have a number of trips to the north west, to
Ireland, to Scotland and so forth, and that is bearing fruit, and we are very often accompanying
our private sector in supporting them in them trying to build their businesses and so you do
need to consider that in the whole there.
Gura mie eu.

1800

The President: A final supplementary, Mr Cregeen.

1805

Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Madam President.
Would the Minister not agree with me that when businesses do come over to the Isle of Man
they are really surprised with the amount of support that comes from the Government and the
assistance and the good environment for setting up a business here? (A Member: Hear, hear.)
These businesses invest in the Isle of Man and the Member for Onchan, I am sure he goes off
to the Liberal Party Conference to find out what they are doing, and so it is no different. You are
looking for businesses and you have got to encourage them over here.

1810

Mr Karran: I have never been to a Liberal Party conference.
The President: Minister.
1815

Mr Cregeen: You have spoken to them.
A Member: Liberal Vannin or – ? (Laughter)

1820

1825

The Minister: Gura mie eu.
Yes, my hon. colleague, Mr Cregeen, actually makes a very valid point. It is about building
both, I think, the civic and business relationships and those go hand in hand.
He is absolutely right, too, with regard to the point about the Department in Government
needing to create the environment and I think Mr Karran did touch on that earlier as well. We
create the environment that lets business flourish and we want them to flourish because they
create the wealth that is the taxes that we spend. So that is very much in the case of what we
are trying to achieve.

18. Villa Marina –
Profit from Government-sponsored shows
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Quirk) to ask the Minister for Economic Development:
If he will make a statement on the profit at the Villa Marina on Government-sponsored shows
in each of the last three years?
The President: Question 18, the Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Quirk.

1830

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
I beg to ask the Question standing in my name.
The President: The Minister for Economic Development to reply.
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1835

1840

1845

1850

1855

1860

The Minister for Economic Development (Mr Skelly): Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
I would like to thank the Hon. Member of Onchan for giving me the opportunity to report on
the successes achieved with the Government-sponsored shows at the Villa Marina and Gaiety
over the past three years. These facilities make a major contribution to the quality of life on our
Island for residents, through a wide-range of live entertainment, as well as generating valuable
benefits to our visitor economy through various events, such as the recent poker and chess
tournament.
Before providing specific figures, I will point out that the complex hosts 350 publicly attended
shows each year, of which about 70% are promoted by local organisations at no risk whatsoever
to the taxpayer.
My Department, as part of its political remit to provide a balanced programme of events for
the Manx public, sponsors about 30% of events and these obviously have an element of risk.
They range from well-known comedians, musicians such as Paul Weller and John Newman, to
shows specifically targeted at young people to develop audiences for the future.
Turning to the Question: I can advise that Government-sponsored shows, after allowing for
direct staffing costs, contributed £80,000 towards the running of the Villa and Gaiety for 2011
and 2012; £44,000 for 2012-2013; and £52,000 for 2013-14 – with an average over these years
of £59,000.
It must be acknowledged that the current year’s programme has been affected by the
disappointing response to the Jacksons, and although hosting a visit by this iconic band created
over £100,000 worth of PR for the Island and attracted visitors to the Island, the event did not
generate the financial return expected. However, despite this, the shows sponsored by my
Department are expected to break even this financial year with the complex coming in under
budget.
I would end by saying that given the pressure to provide a wide variety of entertainment to
the Manx public, the record of the Villa and the Gaiety speaks for itself – and as the most recent
customer service survey scored four out of a maximum of five on overall satisfaction on
programme, it would seem the Manx public agree.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Quirk.

1865

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
Can I just ask the Minister for the Department – and can I say at this particular point, there
are great shows that do happen – but this particular one was to do with the Jacksons. Can I just
ask the Minister with reference to that: whose decision was it to lower the price for the tickets?
What date did that happen? And how was that lowered ticket price – that was from £70 to £50, I
believe – put out to the general public, and who made that decision?

1870

The President: Minister.

1875

1880

The Minister: Gura mie eu.
This would be a Department decision and essentially this is a commercial arrangement. Sales
were not particularly going very well and there was a decision made to lower, to try and beef the
numbers. It did work to a certain extent; but it does highlight I think how we, as a Government,
have a difficult job here being in this business in terms of the risk element.
Whilst the Jacksons did not perform in terms of financial return, I do know that of the 1,000
or so people who did attend, we got a lot of positive feedback that they really enjoyed it. And
also it was nice to see the Isle of Man being promoted in the UK national press for actually
having this concert. So it did generate benefit, I would suggest.
The President: Supplementary question, Mrs Beecroft.
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1885

1890

1895

Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
While I accept that not every one can make a financial contribution, I wonder if the Minister
could just clarify a bit more with regard to the Jacksons. Did it actually make any contribution or
did it make a loss, and if so how much was that?
The President: Minister.
The Minister: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
I would say it did not… It did make a loss, but I cannot reveal that figure due to
confidentiality. However, what I would suggest is once more to look at the aggregate over the
course of the year. The Question was how has the Villa performed in terms of Governmentsponsored shows for the last three years, and that has contributed nearly £60,000 on average
over the last three years.
Whilst the Jacksons may not have been a success, many others were and I think you have to
measure it over the course of a year to get a true measurement.

1900

The President: Supplementary, Mr Karran.

1905

1910

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, could the Shirveishagh explain?
Obviously we believe in open and transparent Government. Why is this commercially
confidential? (A Member: Hear, hear.) We have battled in here for decades to try and get open
Government, as far as this is concerned.
Is this because of the fact that some of the staff were complaining that some of the artists
are picked, not on the professional advice, but on the political patronage, as far as the Villa is
concerned? If that is the case, can we make sure it does not happen in the future as it is not a
new phenomenon, as far as I am concerned and led to believe?
Will he make sure that in future the financial confidentiality on these things…? It is ridiculous,
this is a state-run facility and it should be open and transparent on this front.
A Member: Hear, hear.

1915

The President: Minister.

1920

1925

The Minister: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
I think the Hon. Member for Onchan makes a very good point about state-run, and
Government being in the commercial arena. This is an issue that has been, I think, knocked
around for many years as to should Government, should the executive, should political bodies
be making decisions in these particular areas. That is something that we are reviewing and we
are looking at those options and we will be coming back to this through the Department and to
this Court eventually, what we should be doing with regard to the Villa and the Gaiety.
We are also in the cinema business as well. We are in a commercial arena here and this is a
very serious question in terms of the long-term operation of this facility, and we are already
conducting a review to consider that future.
The President: Supplementary question, Mr Quirk.

1930

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
Can I just ask the Minister: how is it confidentially sensitive when actually the debt is going to
be picked up by the taxpayer?
1935

The President: Minister.
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1940

1945

1950

1955

1960

The Minister: Gura mie eu.
It is confidentially sensitive because of agent fees and agent bookings which are tied to this; it
is not just the actual act itself. And at what particular point do we actually reveal? I think that is
the whole point.
You want to know about one particular event that was not successful; but do you want to
know about all the other events that were successful? There were 350 attended this year, and
do we actually need to reveal all that information? That, I would suggest is an information
overload. I think what we have got to do once more is – as the current status is – look at the
average aggregate of the overall contribution.
I would go back to that figure and say that, over the last three years, would highlight that it is
contributing £60,000. I know with my time in DCCL prior to being at DED, and particularly this
last year I think it was 2012-13, worked tremendously hard to reduce the budget – I think it was
about £300,000 they actually dropped on that budget in that particular year, a remarkable
achievement.
DED has now picked up the pieces of that operation for the Villa and the Gaiety, treasured by
I think everyone on the Isle of Man, these facilities. But what we have got to ask, the question is:
should we be operating it? And that is what I will be doing with this review.
The President: Final supplementary, Mrs Beecroft.
Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
I find it particularly difficult to accept that the actual net loss figure is confidential. Nobody is
asking for how much they were paid, or how much agents’ fees are, or anything else. How is the
net loss figure confidential? That is what I would like an explanation to, Madam President, and if
the Minister would provide that I would be very happy.
The President: Minister to reply.

1965

The Minister: Department policy.

19. Sefton Group loans from Government –
Potential breaches of financial regulations
19. The Hon. Member for Douglas South (Mrs Beecroft) to ask the Minister for Economic
Development:
Whether any civil servants registered written concerns about potential breaches of financial
regulations concerning the monies loaned to the Sefton group?
The President: Question 19, the Hon. Member for Douglas South, Mrs Beecroft.
Mrs Beecroft: I ask the Question standing in my name, Madam President.
1970

The President: The Minister for Economic Development to reply.

1975

The Minister for Economic Development (Mr Skelly): Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
I am not aware of any written concerns about potential breaches of financial regulations
expressed by any civil servants in relation to monies loaned to the Sefton Group.
The President: Supplementary question, Mrs Beecroft.
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Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
Could the Minister confirm then, is he aware of any verbal concerns by any civil servant?
1980

The President: Minister.
The Minister: No I am not, Eaghtyrane. I am not aware of any written or verbal concerns.

ENVIRONMENT, FOOD AND AGRICULTURE
20. Fracking in the Irish Sea –
Safeguards to protect Island
20. The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Environment, Food and
Agriculture:
What safeguards his Department is considering in order to protect the Island’s environment if
the UK starts to allow fracking in the Irish Sea?
1985

The President: Question 20, the Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Karran.
Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I ask the Question standing in my name.
The President: The Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture to reply.

1990

1995

2000

2005

2010

2015

The Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture (Mr Ronan): Thank you, Madam
President.
My Department is monitoring the UK’s energy policy with interest and, as the Question
rightly identifies, the UK are not at the point of allowing fracking to extract shale gas from under
the Irish Sea.
In the event of a proposal to go ahead with such activity, we would be consulted by the UK
through their open consultations, and would work with other Departments represented at the
Council of Ministers’ Environment and Infrastructure Committee to ensure their environmental
impact assessment is undertaken effectively and robustly.
Depending on the type of proposal, we would consider seeking external specialist advice to
ensure our understanding and response is appropriate and comprehensive. This work would also
identify what other steps might be required to mitigate actual or perceived environmental
impacts.
The President: Supplementary question, Mr Karran.
Mr Karran: I thank the Shirveishagh for his reply, as far as this is concerned.
Can we ask the Shirveishagh if he would consider the possibility of starting to be proactive
instead of reactive on this basis, as far as this issue is concerned, and maybe have representation
with the Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace and other environmental organisations to see where
the Government can work with them over any potential, as far as fracking is concerned, to make
sure there is proper independent monitoring, as far as the environment is concerned, so that
what little bit of our legitimate territorial sea that we have, is not going to be detrimentally
affected for future generations?
Also, they will be more concerned with the issue than some consultants who will only just
want to fiscally take the taxpayer to the cleaners.
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Will he consider making representation in light that this could happen, and be proactive just
for a change?
2020

2025

2030

The President: Minister.
The Minister: Thank you, Madam President.
I think, really, to say that the Department should be proactive instead of reactive on this, we
probably already are. In my short time in office as Minister for the Environment, we have held
regular meetings with Friends of the Earth and other representative bodies, and recently
attended a meeting – I believe Mr Shimmin and Mr Gawne also attended – which was at the
Manx Museum, where we discussed renewable wind energy.
So, to say that we are being reactive is probably incorrect, I would say – although given that,
it certainly does no harm to engage with these stakeholders who are passionate about our
environment. And certainly, as Minister, I will continue that negotiation.
The President: Supplementary question.

2035

2040

Mr Karran: Final supplementary, Eaghtyrane.
Would the Minister just make sure that, instead of trying to just defend the situation that he
has to, as a Department, and always ending up with the wind, what we want to make sure is we
get the action. I just hope he will consider, as Minister, to discuss this issue with the likes of the
environmental charities and organisations, whether we should be ending up with some plan on
a proactive, not on a reactive, basis when we are on the ‘off foot’ as far as that is concerned.
As long as he will look into that, I will be happy that we can have some new move within
Government.
The President: Repetitious question. Minister to reply.

2045

2050

The Minister: Thank you, Madam President.
I certainly take on board what he is saying and I will certainly… I already think we are doing
that, but I will look into this further considering he has raised this now.
We have to look at any potentials for offshore energies and renewables very carefully; I have
to be balanced against the needs of our economy and to be in the best interests of the Island’s
future generations. I think we have to take any considerations in the round. But what is
important going forward is our economy, I think we all agree with that, but not at any cost; and I
agree.

21. Isle of Man Food –
DEFA/DED organisation of further festival events
The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Henderson) to ask the Minister for Environment, Food
and Agriculture:
Whether his Department by itself or with the Department for Economic Development will
organise further Isle of Man Food festival events, especially for important busy periods such
as TT Fortnight, MGP Week and Christmas: with themed markets using covered stalls in street
areas?
2055

The President: Question 21, the Hon. Member for Douglas North, Mr Henderson.
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Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
Ta mee shirrey kied yn eysht y chur ta fo my ennym. I beg to ask the Question my name.
2060

2065

2070

2075

2080

2085

2090

2095

2100

2105

The President: The Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture to reply.
The Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture (Mr Ronan): Thank you, Madam
President.
I can confirm that the increasing availability, prominence and profitability of local food is a
key goal of my Food Business Development Strategy, which is scheduled to be debated at the
November Tynwald.
Whilst I want to see improved visibility of local food produce on all retailers’ shelves and in
local restaurants all year round, it is vital that concerted efforts on promoting local produce are
aligned with peak visitor periods. We are increasingly recognising the value of our visitor spend
on food, which is almost £30 million a year; and DED have identified the importance of quality
local food to the visitor experience and their perception of the Isle of Man through Vision2020
‘Distinctive Local Food and Drink’.
The recent very impressive figures showing growth in visitor numbers further reinforces the
value in focusing on improving the local food offering. Equally important are the benefits to the
local spend and the multiplier effect to the local economy, providing opportunities for local
businesses. Selling locally-produced and processed food and drink in place of imported
foodstuffs will also play an important contribution in both growing the food and drink sector,
plus contributing to the visitor economy.
I can confirm that building on the success of this year’s Food and Drink Festival which had
over 5,600 visitors over the weekend, I have already committed to supporting next year’s Food
and Drink Festival, and we hope for even more involvement of the local food producers going
forward. I received a great deal of positive feedback about the Food and Drink Festival, including
requests for additional events throughout the year. Whilst I do not envisage any new events
specifically for food and drink at the moment, I can see plenty of opportunities for better
exposure at established events.
I think the Hon. Member’s proposals are good ideas and in anticipation of my Food Business
Development Strategy going to Tynwald, my officers have been liaising with DED to consider
how local food and drink can play a more prominent role in the visitor experience, and assessing
with local economic diversification and growth.
We are currently looking at the feasibility of increasing the contribution of catering using Isle
of Man produce at the Isle of Man’s major events, but also believe the use of Manx produce
should be more widely promoted right around the TT course. It is disappointing to think that
there is imported meat, bread, cheese etc being sold by caterers in the very farmer’s field that
produced the quality produce that we wish to promote.
I am aware that the Douglas Development Partnership are running a Christmas Market on
the 20th and 21st December which I am pleased will feature local food producers, and there are
a number of established Farmers Markets which run at various locations around the Island. I
believe that these type of organisations have the potential to build on their current good work
and, in future, improve the availability of local food and drink as demand increases for such
events.
An example of this was the re-launch of Radcliffe Butchers in Castletown recently, where the
proprietor invited additional store-holders to share in the day and was extremely successful in
keeping people in the town for many hours. My Department will be on hand to provide advice
and support for such events where they are directly contributing to growing the economic
contribution of our local food and drink industry, and help build the rapidly developing local
food culture.
The President: Supplementary question, Mr Quirk.
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2110

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
Could I ask the Minister of the Department: would he not agree with me that it is great if you
are in the United States of America and you can have Manx cheese; but why can’t we have Manx
meat in Tesco?
The President: Not quite related to the Question.

2115

2120

2125

2130

The Minister: Thank you, Madam President.
I think the Hon. Member is pushing at an open door here. This is something which we are all
a little bit puzzled about: why the major retailer on the Isle of Man seems to be reluctant to
stock many Manx products. But I am pleased to say that there has been a little bit of movement
on that recently, certainly from the Member for Retail in DED, Mr Cregeen, who has been very
active trying to engage with stakeholders – not just with Tesco’s but with other areas. I thank
him very much for the work he has done to date on that.
There are meetings… I have a meeting with some buyers from Tesco’s where we hope to
make some progress on supplying their shelves. But I think going wider than that, to me it is not
just about Tesco’s; it is about what Manx produce can give, not just our locals here on the Isle of
Man but also exporting as well. And he mentioned that the Isle of Man Creamery has been very
successful in exporting its cheese to a niche market in the United States, which is incredibly
successful. But also it just shows you that it is about having good marketeers to promote your
produce, which can only be good. This is a great success story of Isle of Man Creamery, we wish
them every success going forward. I personally see Isle of Man Creamery as a shining light,
(A Member: Hear, hear.) certainly in producing excellent local produce but also selling it off
Island, not just to the UK but around the world as well.
The President: Supplementary question, Mr Henderson.

2135

2140

Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
Focusing back to what the question is referring to, Eaghtyrane – and I appreciate the
Minister’s positive PR policy statements there. What will he do with his Department specifically
to promote the further success that we saw in Douglas this year, and in particular by reverting to
covered markets that we have seen in Douglas which have been selling non-Manx produce? And
will he commit to converting this year’s success into such markets for the future in the busy
periods with Manx produce?
A Member: Hear, hear.

2145

The President: Minister. I think it is a bit repetitive, but carry on. (Interjection by Mr
Henderson)

2150

2155

2160

The Minister: Thank you, Madam President.
You are asking what will we do. I think I put a question down on the floor of Keys or Tynwald,
I cannot remember, certainly regarding what he has just said about these markets which are
popular in Douglas – I take it he means the Continental Markets, which are popular and run by
Douglas Council? But it is pretty clear that there was not a great deal of Manx produce in that,
which was my major concern at the time.
I would hope, going forward, Douglas Council will recognise this and put pressure on the
stallholders, but also invite Manx stallholders to take part in that; if not, have other areas close
by that can feed off the popularity of that event and give them a bit of business.
It is also worth mentioning we are in discussions with the Department of Economic
Development regarding the presence at this year’s festivals at the Grandstand. We would hope
that we can facilitate an area for locally-produced food outlets, which I do believe, if we can get
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2165

the go-ahead for this, will be a great success. I have to confirm it has not been finalised yet, but I
would hope that that event in itself, where there are thousands of people who gather at the
Grandstand... It is a very popular event, but if you actually look around there is limited Manx
produce there. Whether that is the fault of the producers or the promoters, we are not sure, but
we have to break through on that one and I would like to think we will.

22. Knockaloe –
Potential buyers and value of site
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Quirk) to ask the Minister for Environment, Food and
Agriculture:
Whether the Department was approached by anybody to purchase Knockaloe in the last five
years; and, if so, who they were and what value the Department placed on the site?
The President: Question 22, the Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Quirk.
Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President. I beg to ask the Question standing in my name.
2170

2175

2180

2185

The President: The Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture to reply.
The Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture (Mr Ronan): Thank you again, Madam
President.
I can confirm that the Department has been approached by several interested persons over
the years, though predominantly in 2009, when expressions of interest were sought for
alternative uses of the site and more recently since the public meeting in Patrick, which of
course the Hon. Member for Onchan attended.
Various suggestions for potential uses have been proposed and they have included farming,
accommodation, light industrial, food and drink manufacturing and also potentially for use as
sheltered accommodation.
In 2009, the decision was taken at the time to lease the farm for a five-year period to allow
time for further exploration of options and to conclude the appropriate ways forward. The
review has now commenced and meetings have taken place with a number of individuals and
organisations who have been keen to either pursue their proposals or to raise concerns over any
change to the current position.
The President: Supplementary question, Mr Quirk.

2190

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President and I thank the Minister for that particular Answer.
I appreciate it was not under his watch at the time, it was Mr Gawne’s, but can I ask the
current Minister: those expressions of interest that were taken at the time, were any of those
property developers?
The President: Minister.

2195

The Minister: I am led to believe not. I have read the paper that was provided at the time
and the expressions were, as I quoted in my question to you, to date, I personally have received
no indication that property developers are interested in this, probably because there is,
arguably, not a planning status for that at the moment.
2200
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The President: Supplementary question, Mr Karran.

2205

2210

2215

2220

2225

Mr Karran: Would the Shirveishagh tell me whether, in any feasibility of selling this asset,
have they allowed for the fact that they are going to have to purchase a plot of land, for about a
million or a million and a half, for a sewerage site in Peel, which could be located at Knockaloe,
which would be more environmentally safe (Interjections) and also not have an effect as far as
the zoned land, as far as the business area down there, which really we need zoned land as far
as business is concerned?
The Minister: Thank you, Madam President.
I attended, as did many people in this Hon. Court, the very (A Member: Lively!) lively – thank
you! – public meeting in the school hall in Patrick, which I can say was rammed to the rafters.
I did read out a quote that was sent to me from the Utilities Authority which explained that
the preferred option for the treatment plants in the west would be Peel and Knockaloe.
Whether that would still be the case, you would have to ask the Chairman of the Utilities
Authority.
I do not believe that a sewerage treatment plant at Knockaloe would be seen as the right
thing to do by the community (A Member: Hear, hear.) of Patrick. We recently – as I gave my
word at the public meeting – met with the Patrick Commissioners. I met with the MHK for the
area, Mr Anderson, and I also met with the Captain of the Parish, Miss Costain, to talk about
their proposals and their ideas for this as well.
It is pretty clear from the public meeting that a sewerage plant would be opposed vigorously
and I, obviously, am aware of the Hon. Member’s previous questions in this Court and another
place, regarding his concerns for the sewerage treatment plant for the west; but at the moment
I think that question would be better directed to the Chairman of the MUA.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Karran.

2230

Mr Karran: Would the Shirveishagh not agree I am not arguing about the issue of the
sewerage plant; what I am arguing is the point that this is a way of saving public money, where
we are going to have to spend and pay out for land for such a sewerage plant on land that is
designated for business development, which would be very expensive?
That is all I am arguing about. That is all I think that needs to be added into the equation. We
are supposed to all be here trying to save money for the taxpayer.

2235

The President: I think there is a question in there, Hon. Member.

2240

2245

The Minister: No more than me as well. I think a million pounds has been mentioned here; I
would argue that the distance between Patrick and the main service centre of Peel is arguably… I
don’t know, is it two miles? I would imagine that the linkages alone, to provide that facility,
would exceed £1 million, but that is off the top of my head, as somebody who has worked in the
industry.
I am not qualified to answer this question. What I will say is that the people of Patrick and
myself would be opposed to such a development and I would, please, ask that you revert that
question to the MUA.
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23. Knockaloe –
Site value and current planning status
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Quirk) to ask the Minister for Environment, Food and
Agriculture:
What the site value of Knockaloe is; and what its current planning status is?
The President: Question 23, the Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Quirk.
2250

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President. I beg to ask the Question standing in my name.
The President: The Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture to reply.

2255

2260

2265

2270

The Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture (Mr Ronan): Thank you, Madam
President.
The Department has not previously sought an evaluation of the Knockaloe site, since at this
stage it was only considering the options available for future use and has committed to take
comments and proposals from interested parties over the next few months.
In our current options analysis we have assumed the site valuation to be between £3 million
and £4.5 million. However, I have now requested a valuation is undertaken. The value is likely to
vary significantly according to any restrictions that could be considered in the event of any
potential sale.
The site is no longer used to deliver agricultural development or trials. There is a useful
meeting room on the site that does contribute to education. However, there is another meeting
room close by at the old Patrick school house. I therefore believe Knockaloe is currently a
valuable asset and is not used to its full potential.
The current planning status is understood to be a range of allocations across different areas
of the site and includes: allocated for Government or service department purposes; high
landscape or coastal value and scientific significance; and an area of designated as nature
conservation zone, nature reserve and sites of ecological importance for conservation. There are
also areas identified as plantation and agricultural, experimental farm.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Quirk.

2275

Mr Quirk: It is only one, Madam President. It is just a quick one really. Have you factored in
that you own a number of houses there too, and are they fully let and are you getting an income
from them?
The President: Minister.

2280

2285

2290

The Minister: Yes, they certainly are factored into the Department’s thinking. It is worth
noting now that the current rental income at Knockaloe, from the last figures I received, was
about £79,000. The forecast income, if everything was done up and done up to a rentable
standard, would be about £100,000.
I think at this point it is worth mentioning that a substantial amount of money was spent on
the farmhouse to get it up to rental standard – many thousands of pounds. That does yield a
good return.
The terraced houses as you go in, on the right hand side – I think it is just past or before the
mart – are in quite a poor state of repair and would need something of, I believe, up to around
£400,000 just to bring them up to spec. So we would have to balance one up against the other. It
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2295

2300

is whether the Department or the Government should be in this area of property development
for lease, or should this be put out for expressions of interest?
What I did say at the public meeting is that I have an absolute open mind on this and I want
to hear all interested parties, what their views are and what their ideas are. We have already
held meetings, as I have said, with the Commissioners. I have also had meetings with other
people who are interested with, what I would say, some excellent ideas, but at the end of the
day it is about money, and it certainly is.
As Minister here I am determined to make a decision on Knockaloe and its future. I am
determined to engage with the community of Patrick as to what would be the best interests and
best economic outcome.

24. Peel sludge pumping operation –
Environmental risk assessment
24. The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Environment, Food and
Agriculture:
What risk assessment to the environment was carried out prior to pumping sludge from Peel
marina into the bay; who carried out the risk assessment; what contaminants were pumped
into the bay; what measures have been undertaken to assess the impact on the marine
environment and marine creatures from the sludge pumping operation; and who undertook
the follow up assessment on the marine environment?
The President: Question 24, the Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Karran.
Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I ask the Question standing in my name.
2305

2310

2315

2320

2325

The President: The Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture to reply.
The Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture (Mr Ronan): Thank you, Madam
President.
As a statutory consultee, my Department was approached by the Department of
Infrastructure prior to the pumping of sludge from Peel marina into Peel bay. My officers
identified that the operation presented a number of potential risks to the environment, which
were discussed with DoI prior to the operation. To mitigate the risks, DEFA have worked with
DoI in commissioning some dispersion modelling, which provided a useful indication of where
deposited material from the dredging operations might move under the influence of tides and
currents. The modelling work was undertaken by Hyder Consulting (UK) Ltd.
My Department’s assessment of potential risk was carried out scientists, Fisheries’ officers
and environmental protection officers, drawn from the Government Laboratory, Fisheries,
Environment, Divisions of the Department working closely with the Ports Division of the
Department of Infrastructure.
Samples taken from the sediments in Peel marina showed it to contain heavy metals and
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, otherwise known as PAHs. The heavy metals of particular
significance were lead, zinc, cadmium, most probably arising from the river catchment area that
includes the former mining areas in Foxdale. It is understood that these mining residues have
flowed down the river into Peel bay for generations. Prior to the construction of the marina lock
gate, that material would have mostly flowed out into the bay instead of accumulating into the
marina itself. Deposition of the material into the bay would have been gradual, with the
continuous transfer and dispersal by tides and current.
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2330

2335

2340

DEFA officers recommended to the DoI that in the event of a decision to pump the
accumulated sediment from the marina into Peel bay, it would be prudent to undertake before
and after tests to identify the differences between gradual natural deposition and concentrated
periodic pumping operations.
It was subsequently agreed between DEFA and DoI that DEFA officers would take samples
and sediments, flora and fauna from the foreshore and selected areas in and around the Peel
bay prior to the commencement of pumping operations. Sampling and analysis were repeated
after the pumping operations to assess impacts. A second follow-up round of sampling and
analysis is in progress now, with further sampling planned.
The assessment work has been overseen and continues to be carried out by the Government
Laboratory, with additional input from Fisheries and Environment officers in my Department.
Initial indications suggest that the sediment is dispersing quickly without significant residual
effects and so it is too early to fully conclude.
Thank you, Madam President.
The President: A supplementary.

2345

2350

Mr Karran: Thanking the Shirveishagh for such a full response, as far as this Question is
concerned.
So the information as far as the data, as far as pollution is concerned, has been kept
beforehand and after as far as that is concerned. Allowing for that situation, will this information
be for the general public?
When does the Minister intend to release the feasibility study to the general public, as far as
the issue for the sewerage works is concerned, which is a major factor as far as this issue to
make sure that it is the right criterion as far as the pollution levels are concerned? Can he give us
some time for that and the information, if he could give, of what the pollution levels were
beforehand and what the pollution levels were after?

2355

The President: Minister.

2360

2365

The Minister: Thank you, Madam President.
Touching firstly on the Member for Onchan’s request for the sewerage works, the
information and the feasibility study on that, again, I am sorry, but that question really does
need to be directed at the MUA. I cannot answer that question and I do apologise.
You say that the pollution and the sediments coming down have been monitored. They have,
and I am pleased to announce that it does seem to be disbursing relatively quickly into Peel bay,
which, let us face it, has arguably been the case for many, many years.
I think you asked if this information could be made public. I personally see no problems with
that, but I would have to obviously check in respect of that request, if that is okay.
The President: A supplementary, Mr Anderson.

2370

2375

Mr Anderson: Thank you, Madam President.
Would the Hon. Minister agree with me that the Hon. Member for Onchan is muddying the
waters here? Quite clearly, the sewerage question is being mixed up with the sediment question
in the bay.
Can he further confirm that his Department is working very closely with DoI to make sure the
silt within the harbour is extracted as soon as possible as it is impacting quite severely on the
pontoons there?
The President: Minister.
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2380

2385

2390

2395

2400

The Minister: Thank you, Madam President.
Whether the Member for Onchan is muddying the waters or not, he obviously feels very
passionately about this topic in Peel as he has raised this question many times. Maybe this is not
the right stage in respect to what is happening in Peel in respect of the silting-up problem, but
again I have given him what I believe is the right advice, that his questions need to be directed at
the MUA.
In respect of the communication between the Department of Infrastructure and DEFA, I am
very pleased with the discussions we have had so far with the Department of Infrastructure in
my time there. We had a meeting recently with the Minister for Infrastructure and senior
officers, including the Director for Harbours and Ports, where I did request in that meeting that
we really do need to get to an endgame with this. (A Member: Hear, hear.) I am sure the Hon.
Member will appreciate that with that comes a significant cost, but what we do need is clarity
on this at some point.
I did ask for options to be put forward, options not just on how to extract it, but options of
cost. We are still waiting for that report to come forward, which I do hope will be in the next
couple of weeks. But one thing is absolutely sure: that we have to, as a Government, get this
problem in Peel sorted out.
The marina in Peel has been a wonderful asset, not only to the community of the west, but to
the Isle of Man. It has had many visiting boats coming in and enjoying the facilities. There has
been a problem this year and I would hope going forward, once the problem is eradicated, that
for now there will be some regular maintenance programme put in place, not just for Peel, but
also for other river ports, including Douglas and my own town of Castletown.
A Member: Hear, hear.

2405

2410

The President: A supplementary, Mr Quirk.
Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
Just quickly, could I ask the Minister for the Department: was there an agreed method
statement for the disposal of the harbour mess? Was that agreed jointly? Also, were there risk
assessments and could he provide them?
The President: Minister.

2415

2420

The Minister: Thank you, Madam President.
I think with anything of this size and complexity that there are always going to be method
statements and programmes of work on how to extract and how to analyse the sediment and
silt in Peel; obviously that is being done in close co-operation between the Department of
Infrastructure and DEFA.
Risk assessments: again, environmental health officers obviously carry out environmental
health as a matter of course.
Mr Quirk: Will you provide them?
The President: A final supplementary, Mr Karran.

2425

2430

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the Shirveishagh not agree that if there are design faults, as
far as allowed for this issue as far as pollution is concerned, will he make representation within
the Council of Ministers in order to hold the people to account who have developed this design
fault within Peel marina, which is an excellent facility as far as the Island is concerned?
Would he also not agree that it is an important factor that we have proper bench lines, when
we talk about pollution, and the reason why we have put this question down, that you have got
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2435

the pollution levels before this incident and after that incident, is so that we have a true
reflection as far as when the feasibility study comes out and what is fact and what is fiction?
I do hope that he will press for an open and transparent Government and that data being
released to the general public.
The President: Minister.

2440

2445

2450

The Minister: Thank you, Madam President.
The Hon. Member says about people being held to account for design faults. I am unsure of
that, if I am honest. I think you have got to remember that Douglas, Peel and Castletown has
always had silting problems, generated by deposits coming down from the rivers – the River
Glass, the Silverburn etc. Peel has always had silting issues, as have the other ports that I
mentioned.
What we have here is a floodgate at Peel, which has exacerbated the problem which has
trapped it in. I would argue that the problem is long-term and regular maintenance, which is
programmed, planning in and budgeted for. If there has been any error of this – and I cannot say
because I certainly was not involved at the time – that is what we need, just basically good
housekeeping; but with that, again, comes a cost and I am sure that the Minister for
Infrastructure and myself will be lobbying to see that, not just in Peel, but the other ports as
well.

Procedural –
Consideration of electronic circulation of Written Answers
The President: Hon. Members, that concludes consideration of our –

2455

2460

Mr Watterson: Point of order, Madam President.
We have all had the responses to the Written Questions that have been properly tabled.
Under Standing Order 3.8, it says that these will be circulated. Standing Orders do not actually
state how they will be circulated and I saw the size of the bundle of paper that came in for them
to be circulated. They looked like the draft of one of Minister Robertshaw’s speeches. (Laughter)
A Member: A short one!
Mr Watterson: Would it be possible that consideration be given for these be circulated
electronically in the future, please?

2465

The President: That will be considered, Hon. Member.

Suspension of Standing Order 3.5(2) to
take remaining Questions for Oral Answer –
Motion lost
The President: Hon. Member, Mr Karran.

2470

Mr Karran: Firstly, the issue is that some people, either from choice or not, are not in
communication with their e-mail services at the present time on that issue, and so it must have
the flexibility.
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I would to like suspend Standing Orders to allow the rest of the Questions on this Question
Paper to be finished, as it is our first sitting after our parliamentary recess and it will give the
opportunity for the likes of the Minister of Social Care to put his side of the argument with some
of the Questions at the end of the Question Paper.
2475

Mr Quirk: I beg to second.

2480

The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Quirk, is seconding the proposal that Standing Orders
be suspended.
We will move straight to an electronic vote, Hon. Members.
A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
[Note: Due to a technical difficulty with the electronic voting, the Deputy Speaker’s vote was
originally omitted but is now included in the following voting list.]
In the Keys – Ayes 14, Noes 8
FOR
Mrs Beecroft
Mr Cannan
Mrs Cannell
Mr Cregeen
Mr Crookall
Mr Hall
Mr Henderson
Mr Houghton
Mr Karran
Mr Quayle
Mr Quirk
Mr Ronan
Mr Thomas
The Deputy Speaker

2485

AGAINST
Mr Anderson
Mr Bell
Mr Gawne
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Shimmin
Mr Skelly
Mr Teare
Mr Watterson

The Deputy Speaker: Madam President, the vote in the Keys is [14] for and 8 against.
In the Council – Ayes 5, Noes 1
FOR
Mr Braidwood
Mr Butt
Mr Coleman
Mr Crowe
Mr Turner

2490

AGAINST
The Lord Bishop

The President: In the Council, 5 votes for, 1 against. The motion therefore fails to carry.
Hon. Members, the remaining Questions will be answered in written form.
The Court will now adjourn and the adjournment will be until 2.30 p.m.
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Questions for Written Answer
CHIEF MINISTER
2. Glenside Residential Home –
Statement on the building
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Chief Minister:
How many people of (a) working age; and (b) pensionable age have annual income in each of
the following bands:
(i) under £20,000;
(ii) from £20,000 to £29,999;
(iii) from £30,000 to £39,999;
(iv) from £40,000 to £49,999; and
(v) £50,000 and over?

2495

The Chief Minister (Mr Bell): The Hon. Member has requested information on individuals’
income. Whilst I am unable to supply this information in the time available due to complicating
factors, I can assist with information on the annual income of households.
Applying the findings from the household income and expenditure survey 2013, we estimate
the following numbers of households headed by a person of working age, within the bands
identified is as follows:
Under £20,000
£20,000 to £29,999
£30,000 to £39,999
£40,000 to £49,999
£50,000 and over

2500

Where the head of the household stated that they were retired, the income distribution of
the households is:
Under £20,000
£20,000 to £29,999
£30,000 to £39,999
£40,000 to £49,999
£50,000 and over

2505

3,376
3,376
3,023
2,159
9,461

6,831
2,984
2,041
1,021
1,727

It is important to note that the survey records all forms of income, not just from
employment, but includes social security benefits, private pensions and interest for example, as
well.
If the Hon. Member still requires information on individual annual incomes, I would
encourage him to make contact with Treasury, or Economic Affairs as there are a number of
difficulties in identifying individual incomes, (for example how to treat joint tax assessments)
that would need resolving before the data can be summarised.
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HEALTH AND SOCIAL CARE
25. Glenside Residential Home –
Statement
The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Henderson) to ask the Minister for Health and Social
Care:
If he will make a statement on the Glenside Residential Home building, including why it has
been empty for so long, what the maximum capacity was when all areas were open, what is
to become of it, and how much it is costing per year to maintain?

2510

2515

2520

2525

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Quayle): Glenside site has been vacant since
March 2013. It was the Department’s intention to request demolition but before a decision
could be made the potential options for the site needed to be explored. To that end an
independent architect and surveyor were commissioned to undertake a building and site
evaluation. However, additional beds have been made available in other units in Government
Resource Centres which brings the overall bed reduction to 36.
Following completion of Glenside it had a capacity of 92 beds. Initially, Glenside included a
unit, Victoria Lodge, that was used by people discharged from Noble’s Hospital. This closed in
the early 2000s reducing the beds to 82. This reduced to 74 when the lift in Rosebay Unit broke
down and proved uneconomical to repair (due to changed Health and Safety requirements). This
was during 2010. The remaining area in Rosebay Unit that did not require lift access was
converted into a respite unit but occupancy levels were very low and the unit was closed in
2011, reducing overall capacity in Glenside to 64 beds.
The cost of maintaining the Glenside site for the financial year 2013-14 was £31,500. The cost
to date this year is currently £794, though this may increase following year end reconciliation
between our Department and the Department of Infrastructure.
With regard to the future use of the Glenside site the Department is currently in discussion
with the Treasury, and has submitted business cases with a view to providing a new residential
facility, the Glenside site would lend itself to this development.

26. Glenside Residential Home closure –
Impact on bed space
The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Henderson) to ask the Minister for Health and Social
Care:
Whether as a result of the closure of Glenside, a shortage of residential and respite bed space
has been developing and Noble’s hospital are finding difficulties in discharging elderly
patients?

2530

2535

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Quayle): There has been no development of a
shortage of residential and respite care beds.
The Department closely monitors the availability of beds on a weekly basis, and there is no
delay resulting from a shortage of beds. On 13th October there were 29 beds with private
providers across the Island and the Department would need their permission to disclose where
those beds were.
The Department’s information clearly indicates that any delay in discharge from Noble’s
Hospital is not as a result of a shortage of beds. Delays may result from a lack of beds in the
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individual or family’s home of choice, but this has always been the case, and has not been
exacerbated by the closure of Glenside Resource Centre.
Work is underway across Health and Social Care to improve the ability of patients to exit
hospital quickly and onto ‘step down’ intermediate care facilities.

27. Wet Macular Degeneration –
Statement
The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Henderson) to ask the Minister for Health and Social
Care:
If he will make a statement on treatment of Wet Macular Degeneration on the Island;
whether it is his intention to have an on Island service; and, if so, when this is likely to begin?
2540

2545

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Quayle): The Department is intending to
repatriate the Aintree-based ARMD service within the ophthalmology service based at Noble’s
Hospital. DHSC, Noble’s staff and Aintree representatives have met on several occasions to
agree protocols and operating procedures for service transfers.
The service will still be managed by the current Aintree Consultant and with patients
receiving their treatment locally, we hope to provide a seamless service on Island which should
commence within the first quarter of 2015.
Matters have still yet to be finalised with Aintree and discussions are ongoing. However, the
Department hopes to be able to make an announcement on this service in the not too distant
future.

28. Control and audit of prescriptions–
Procedures in place
The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Houghton) to ask the Minister for Health and Social
Care:
What procedures his Department follows to control and audit:
(a) paid prescriptions;
(b) pre-paid prescriptions; and
(c) patients who are exempt from payment for prescriptions; and whether he is confident that
the current system retains integrity?
2550

2555

2560

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Quayle): In relation to the first part of the
Question, (a) paid prescriptions: prescriptions dispensed by community pharmacists are
dispatched to the NHS Business Services Authority (NHSBSA) in Newcastle on a monthly basis for
processing. As a result of this the Department is sent a monthly schedule which includes
amongst other things:
 the number of prescriptions that have been dispensed;
 the number that attracted a prescription charge; and
 the total amount of money collected for that month by community pharmacists from
patients.
These schedules are analysed by the Department’s Pharmaceutical Adviser on a monthly
basis to identify any anomalies.
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2565

2570

2575

In answer to the second part of the Question, (b) in relation to pre-paid prescriptions: the
Department has a scheme to give patients who are required to pay a prescription charge the
opportunity to purchase a pre-payment certificate. The certificate entitles the holder to be
exempt from NHS prescription charges for a fixed period of either four or 12 months. This
certificate is recommended for patients who do not qualify for exemption from charges but who
require regular medication.
The application and payment for pre-payment certificates are received by Treasury Finance
Section who then forward the application to the Department for processing. The relevant data is
recorded on the computerised GP Registration System and can be fully audited. There are
systems in place both to send automatic reminders for renewal and to check whether
certificates have been renewed.
In relation to the third and final part of the Question, (c) patients who are exempt from
payment for prescriptions: the Department has given consideration to the exemption criteria
applied to the dispensing of NHS prescriptions many times, along with the prescription charge
itself. This currently forms part of a bigger discussion by IOM Government around means testing.

29. Legal highs–
Legislative plans
The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Houghton) to ask the Minister for Health and Social
Care:
What plans he has to bring forward legislation similar to the Irish model four years ago that
bans the sale of all psychoactive or brain altering drugs, in order to deter the endemic
development of legal highs?

2580

2585

2590

2595

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Quayle): The Department is monitoring this
complex situation and examining models in other jurisdictions. To date none of these are
proving particularly effective, or adaptable for the Isle of Man, including the Irish model.
The Island already has legislation in place which allows the development of legal highs to be
addressed. The Misuse of Drugs Act 1976 contains provisions for the various classifications of
controlled drugs contained in the UK Misuse of Drugs Act 1971 to be automatically applied to
the Island so that similar penalties can be enforced by the courts for their misuse. This is a much
quicker process than would be possible locally.
However, the Department can ban substances that are brought to its attention that are of a
particular concern in the Island. In recent years Tynwald has approved temporary bans for some
legal highs which have been linked to deaths on the Island. Currently two drugs are specified in
this way, MDAI (aka Methoxetamine or ‘mexxy’) and AMT (Alpha-Methyltryptamine).
The DHSC with its partner agencies will continue to monitor the situation and introduce
suitable legislation and further bans when necessary.
Alongside regulatory enforcement it is vital that we continue to educate people on the
dangers of legal highs and provide advice and assistance.
The Department would reiterate the important message that individuals should not take any
substance that has not been prescribed to them for their own use. This is particularly important
to any substances obtained via the internet, where the contents are unknown, unlicensed and
often unsafe for human consumption.
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INFRASTRUCTURE
30. Gas and oil storage, Douglas Harbour –
Risk assessment
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
What assessment his Department has made of the risks of continuing to store gas and oil in
Douglas Harbour, and what plans he has to move them?

2600

2605

2610

The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Cretney): Oil and gas has been stored in Douglas
Harbour for many decades. Facilities of this sort are necessarily located close to the points at
which the supply vessels unload.
The Department is the operator of Douglas Harbour and the landlord of the sites leased by it
to the two companies responsible for storing gas and oil. As such, it assesses the risks created
and implements appropriate controls.
Site security and a recently upgraded firewater pumping system are examples of the controls
in place. The Department also works with those who are responsible for offloading and storing
oil and gas and is advised by them of the conclusions of their own risk assessments.
The Department works with the two companies and the Emergency Planning Officer of the
Department of Home Affairs to prepare and test an emergency plan. The Department is aware
that both companies are currently licensed by the Department of Environment, Food and
Agriculture’s Health and Safety at Work Inspectorate under the Island’s dangerous goods
legislation and that specialist inspectors are used to verify the adequacy of safety standards at
these sites.
There are no plans to relocate either of these storage facilities at this time

POLICY AND REFORM
31. The Big Debate –
Spending on production and equipment
The Hon. Member for Michael (Mr Cannan) to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform:
How much The Big Debate has cost and how much was spent on:
(a) producing the introductory video;
(b) purchasing all voting equipment; and
(c) purchasing related IT expenditure?

2615

2620

The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Robertshaw): The total costs of the Big Debate to
date is £3,545. This does not include the costs of purchasing the powervote system as this was
purchased for the whole of Government to use at presentations where opinion of the audience
is sought. However, I have included the cost to Government in response to the specific figures
requested by the Hon. Member.
The introductory video was produced in-house as a project by a member of staff, as part of
their administrative role within IOM Government, so this incurred no additional cost.
The costs of the powervote software system and 150 powervote handsets was £10,450
excluding VAT.
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2625

There was no additional IT expenditure incurred in relation to the Big Debate, setting up the
website and twitter page etc. There were all done by the Communications Division in the
Cabinet Office.

32. The Big Debate –
Running cost
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Quirk) to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform:
What the cost of running The Big Debate is?

2630

2635

The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Robertshaw): The total costs of the Big Debate to
date is £3,545. This does not include the costs of purchasing the powervote system as this was
purchased for the whole of Government to use at presentations where opinion of the audience
is sought. However, I have included the cost to Government in response to the specific figures
requested by the Hon. Member.
The introductory video was produced in-house as a project by a member of staff, as part of
their administrative role within IOM Government, so this incurred no additional cost.
The costs of the powervote software system and 150 powervote handsets was £10,450
excluding VAT.
There was no additional IT expenditure incurred in relation to the Big Debate, setting up the
website and twitter page etc. There were all done by the Communications Division in the
Cabinet Office.

33. Means testing –
Responsibility for checking legality
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Quirk) to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform:
Who was responsible for checking the legality of means testing?

2640

2645

2650

The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Robertshaw): There seems to be some confusion
about the legality of means testing that the Hon. Member for Onchan is questioning here.
I assume he is referring to recent comments in the press that the Department of Health and
Social Care does not have the vires to introduce means testing of public sector rents, which was
quoted as a reason for not introducing means testing from April 2015.
In order to carry out means testing there needs to be a statutory gateway for sharing the
data for assessing means. The former DSC was able to introduce means testing on Child Benefit
as the statutory gateway was in place between Social Security and the Income Tax Division.
When the policy for means testing for public sector rents was introduced, the Housing Division
was in DSC, and therefore had the necessary gateway within the Department to let Social
Security obtain means information through their statutory gateway.
The change to the Departmental structure that took place in April 2014 means the Housing
Division, now part of the Department of Health and Social Care, is no longer able to use the
statutory gateway in Social Security which is now part of Treasury.
A Working Group, made up of officers from across Government and led by Treasury is looking
to create a means testing hub that will carry out the means testing for the whole of
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2655

Government, through a statutory gateway, so that individual Departments do not need to set up
their own systems and gateways.

COMMONWEALTH PARLIAMENTARY ASSOCIATION
34. CPA Conference in Cameroon –
Reason for attendance
The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Houghton) to ask the Hon. Member for Rushen (Mr
Watterson):
Why he, Mr Cretney and the Clerk of Tynwald attended a Commonwealth Parliamentary
Association Conference in Cameroon?

2660

2665

2670

The Chairman of the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association Isle of Man Branch
Executive Committee (Mr Watterson): The delegation from the Isle of Man branch of the
Commonwealth Parliamentary Association attended the Annual Conference of the
Commonwealth Parliamentary Association in the usual way, this year. The purposes of attending
were the same as in previous years, namely to take part in the building of relationships across
the Commonwealth and to ensure that the Island is represented appropriately in this forum.
Mr Watterson gave a presentation at the Small Countries Conference on protection of the
vulnerable, whilst Mr Cretney chaired another session on education. Both participated
significantly in the content of the conference and building relationships with other
parliamentarians – a key part of raising awareness of the Isle of Man further afield.
The Clerk attended as rapporteur of a plenary session, as well as taking part in the Society of
Clerks at the Table, whose programme operates parallel to that of the CPA plenary conference.
Before the delegation went, it asked for advice about security and in particular Ebola, since
the region is next to West Africa. We, in common with other jurisdictions in the British Islands
and Mediterranean Region of the CPA, were advised by the Foreign Office and the Cameroon
authorities that there was no reason for us not to travel to the Cameroon. There have been no
cases of Ebola in the Cameroon.

CHIEF MINISTER
35. Defined benefit pension schemes –
Closure to new members
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Chief Minister:
Why the current administration has not sought to close all defined benefit pension schemes to
new members?

2675

The Chief Minister (Mr Bell): At its January 2014 sitting, Tynwald called upon the Public
Sector Pensions Authority along with the Pensions Working Group to:
‘…report to Tynwald by December 2014 on the feasibility of implementing further cost sharing and other
measures to reduce the long term liability in order to provide for a sustainable and fair pension scheme.’
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Until this Working Group has had the opportunity to consider all aspects of public sector
pensions, report to Tynwald, and for Tynwald to have the opportunity to consider and discuss its
findings I consider it would be inappropriate to comment upon, or take any decisions about,
current schemes.

36. Government’s net assets –
Additional funding; cost savings
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Chief Minister:
Whether the Government has identified where it will find additional funding and/or cost
savings of approximately £100 million per annum to prevent a continued deterioration in the
Government’s total net assets?
2680
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The Chief Minister (Mr Bell): The majority of Government assets are included within the
Government’s statutory accounts at a valuation amount with accounting depreciation applied to
these valuations annually. Revaluations are performed on a rolling basis and in accordance with
United Kingdom accounting standards. The Government’s statutory accounts report the net
book value of the assets on the Government balance sheet and this is reflected in the asset
valuation (or cost) less accumulated depreciation charges.
The Government has a programme of maintenance in respect of its assets and it is expected
that assets required for the provision of services will be maintained for continuing use. As such
the aggregate value of fixed assets over the medium to long term is expected to be maintained
as revaluations will increase net book values of assets and offset the depreciation charges that
reduce the net book values. As depreciation is applied annually to all assets but revaluations are
performed less frequently and separately for different classes of assets, short term fluctuations
to the aggregate net book value can arise from the timing differences between the annual
depreciation and periodic revaluations.
The Treasury has advised that there is no specific requirement to provide additional funding
and/or cost savings purely to address the deterioration in Government’s net assets as may be
portrayed in the balance sheet on any given date.

37. Government pension provision –
Negotiations and outcome
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Chief Minister:
During the first three years of this Government’s administration:
(a) what negotiations have taken place between the Government, its current employees and
their representatives over the provision of pensions on a more sustainable basis; and
(b) what the outcome was of those negotiations?

2700

The Chief Minister (Mr Bell): The current Government administration has been in place since
29th September 2011, at which time negotiations for the introduction of the Government
Unified Pension Scheme (GUS) were at an advanced stage.
GUS has only been in place since April 2012 and it is therefore still in the early stages of
transition. As such, it will take some time to develop some observable experience and for the full
impact of increases in contributions to take effect.
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Nevertheless, as a result of concerns regarding the continued rising cost and liabilities
associated with Public Sector Schemes, in January 2014 Tynwald requested that a Working
Group examine the feasibility of future sustainable changes to public sector pension scheme(s)
and to report to Tynwald by December 2014. The full terms of reference of the working group
can be found at the following link:
http://www.tynwald.org.im/business/hansard/20002020/A13May14.pdf

2710
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Accordingly, no negotiations have yet taken place with employees or their representatives, as
it would be inappropriate to do so until the Working Group has made its report to Tynwald.
It is worth noting, however, that there have been increases in contributions for the Teachers
and Police Schemes, which are based upon the equivalent UK Schemes, each year since April
2012. There are more fundamental changes to these UK schemes to be introduced from 2015,
and the Working Group together with the PSPA are currently considering the appropriateness of
the proposed UK changes for the Isle of Man, and will be seeking to hold discussions with the
relevant employing authorities for teachers and police in the first instance.

TREASURY
38. Media Development Fund –
Expected expiry and renewal plans
The Hon. Member for Michael (Mr Cannan) to ask the Minister for the Treasury:
When he expects the Media Development Fund to run out; and what plans he has to renew
this investment?

2720
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The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Teare): The Media Development Fund, currently managed
by Pinewood Film Advisors Limited, is under the ultimate control of the Treasury. Therefore, it is
difficult to imagine a scenario whereby the fund will ever be fully exhausted or will ‘run out’. The
size and value of the Fund will ultimately be determined by the relative success of our
investments and the timing of the recoupment returns.
The successes of recent releases, such as Belle, indicate an optimistic outlook. Based on
current experience, Treasury feels that the fund is sustainable.
The management contract with Pinewood Film Advisors Limited is due to expire in October
2017. Treasury will review future options in the 12 months preceding this expiration date, or
earlier should the parties to the agreement agree.

39. Reserves –
Details of transactions
The Hon. Member for Michael (Mr Cannan) to ask the Minister for the Treasury:
In the last five years in respect of reserves:
(a) how much money has been transferred to the Revenue Budget;
(b) how much money has been used for other purposes from allocated funds; and
(c) how much in total has been used from all reserves?
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The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Teare): The information in this Answer has been extracted
from the detailed Government Accounts for the relevant period, which are publically available.
(a) The amounts transferred from the various reserve funds directly into the General
Revenue Account over the five-year period 2009-10 to 2013-14 are shown in the Table 39A
below.
Table 39A. Transfers to Revenue Budget
Year
2009-10
2010-11
2011-12
2012-13
2013-14

Amount transferred (£)
14,250,809
13,820,485
15,036,506
70,928,707
65,014,501
179,051,008

2735
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(b) The amounts transferred from the various reserve funds for ‘other purposes’ have been
divided into two categories and are presented in Table 39B. Firstly, transfers to the Capital Fund
from which the Government’s capital programme is financed and secondly, those transfers
which comprise all other expenditure met from the various funds. This analysis excludes those
movements from the National Insurance Fund Operating and Investment Accounts which are set
out in part (c)(2)of this answer.
Table 39B. Amounts transferred out of the various reserve funds for ‘other purposes’
Other Expenditure
excluding NI
Year
Transfers to Capital (£)
Account (£)
2009-10
8,656,500
36,359,333
2010-11
13,516,118
27,764,086
2011-12
11,331,647
25,313,206
2012-13
8,467,558
23,617,348
2013-14
50,982,991
21,133,021
92,954,814
134,186,994

2745

Total (£)
45,015,833
41,280,204
36,644,853
32,084,906
72,116,012
227,141,808

(c)(1) The total amount used from reserves over this period is shown in the Table 39C which
reflects a statement of outflows only and does not account for receipts into the various funds or
any increase in valuation for other purposes. This excludes the amount applied from the
National Insurance Fund which is covered at (c)(2) and Table 39D below.
Table 39C. Total amount used from reserves

Year
2009-10
2010-11
2011-12
2012-13
2013-14

2750

Transfers to Revenue
(£)
14,250,809
13,820,485
15,036,506
70,928,707
65,014,501
179,051,008

Transfers to Capital
(£)
8,656,500
13,516,118
11,331,647
8,467,558
50,982,991
92,954,814

Other expenditure
excluding NI Account
(£)
36,359,333
27,764,086
25,313,206
23,617,348
21,133,021
134,186,994

Total (£)
59,266,642
55,100,689
51,681,359
103,013,613
137,130,513
406,192,816

(c)(2) In addition, net movements in the National Insurance Fund Accounts are listed in
Table 39D which illustrate an increase in the value of the Fund each year:
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Table 39D. Net movements in the National Insurance Fund Accounts
Year
2009-10
2010-11
2011-12
2012-13
2013-14

2755

Amount (£)
23,761,655
38,509,479
24,248,475
12,083,239
25,363,313
123,966,161

Table 39E shows the net movement in the Fund together with the total amount expended
from the Fund in each year.
Table 39E
Year
2009-10
2010-11
2011-12
2012-13
2013-14

NI Fund Opening
balance (£)
547,718,800
571,480,454
609,989,933
634,238,408
646,321,647

NI fund closing
balance (£)
571,480,455
609,989,933
634,238,408
646,321,647
671,684,960

NI fund net
movement (£)
23,761,655
38,509,479
24,248,475
12,083,239
25,363,313
123,966,161

NI fund
Expenditure
158,676,033
161,916,562
173,365,208
185,530,048
188,880,245
868,368,096

40. Douglas East by-election trial –
Breakdown of costs
The Hon. Member for Douglas West (Mr Thomas) to ask the Minister for the Treasury:
What the Douglas East by-election trial costs were broken down between Prosecution,
Defence and Disbursements; showing in each category how much was (a) legal aid funded;
and (b) provided by (i) Manx advocates; (ii) Manx experts (iii) Counsel with a Temporary
Advocate’s Licence; and (iv) non-Manx experts?

2760
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The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Teare): The majority of this information was provided to
Hon. Members in my letter of 3rd October 2014. With reference to Table 40A which was
provided in that letter:
 Prosecution costs are shown in row 4 (Attorney General’s Chambers).
 Defence costs funded through legal aid are shown in row 1 (Legal Aid Fund). Defence
costs for those where the prosecution was not successful are shown in row 2 having
been funded from central funds (Central Funds).
 Disbursements are provided in column 5 (Other disbursements)
 Legal aid funded cost are shown in row 1 (Legal Aid Fund)
 b)(i) Amounts paid to Manx advocates are shown in column 3 (Amount paid to IOM
Advocates)
 b)(iii) Amounts paid to Counsel with a Temporary Advocate’s Licence are shown in
column 4 (Amount paid to UK Counsel)
 In relation to questions (b)(ii) and (b)(iv), neither the Legal Aid Office or the
prosecution are aware of any amounts being paid to either Manx or non-Manx
experts (given their interpretation of the term ‘expert’ in this context) that are not
already accounted for under Manx Advocates or UK Counsel.

2775
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Table 40A
Source

Total
Expenditure

Amount paid
to IOM
advocates

Amount paid
to UK
Counsel

Other disbursements (incl
non-recoverable VAT
amounts)

Legal Aid Fund

£526,012

£200,772

£210,760

£114,480

Central Funds (in
relation to unsuccessful
1
prosecution costs)

£379,336

£143,208

£157,737

£78,391

Dept of Home Affairs
2
(Constabulary)

£11,747

Attorney General’s
3
Chambers
Other i.e. Jurors,
4
courts, coroners
Total

£11,747

£365,003

£297,767

£67,236

£95,157
£1,377,255

£95,157
£343,980

£666,264

£367,011

1

This figure does not include any staff costs.
This figure represents the additional costs incurred by the police in connection with the matter. It does not
include the basic (sunk) policing costs.
3
This does not include staff costs. It represents the costs for which the AGCs was invoiced
4
This does not include salary costs. It represents the costs which General Registry’s court administration was
invoiced.
2

41. Financial training for civil servants and Members –
Government provision
The Hon. Member for Douglas South (Mrs Beecroft) to ask the Minister for the Treasury:
Whether the Isle of Man Government runs internal courses for civil servants on (a) financial
governance in general and (b) in relation to financial regulations; whether attendance at such
courses is mandatory for certain post-holders; if so, what the attendance criteria are; whether
Ministers and Members attend as part of their Departmental induction programme; and to
what extent are Ministers’ actions guided by advice from senior civil servants?

2780
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The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Teare): (a) The Isle of Man Government provides financial
regulations courses which are delivered by officers of the Treasury through the Learning,
Education and Development Division of the Office of Human Resources, which is part of the
Cabinet Office.
Treasury officers have also delivered training sessions of a more general nature covering the
wider aspects of financial awareness and the role of Treasury. Such training sessions have been
attended by public and civil servants.
(b) The financial regulations courses are open to all relevant public servants, but the majority
of people attending are civil servants. Their aim, which can be tailored to meet the identified
needs of course attendees, is to provide practical assistance in the understanding, application
and interpretation of financial regulations and procurement policy and procedures.
Attendance at the financial regulations course is not known to be a mandatory part of any
Government post. It is a matter for individual Departments, Boards or Offices to determine the
induction training appropriate for their staff, their Minister and their Members.
Financial Direction 2 of the Financial Regulations places responsibility on accounting officers
for ensuring that appropriate delegations are in place in order that their financial responsibilities
are effectively discharged and that all officers are aware of and comply with financial regulations
as appropriate to their activities.

________________________________________________________________________

77 T132

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 21st OCTOBER 2014
2795

2800

2805

It also specifies that accounting officers have a particular responsibility to see that
appropriate advice is presented to their Minister or board on all financial propriety and
regularity and more broadly to all considerations of prudent and economical administration,
efficiency and effectiveness. The Financial Direction outlines the procedures to be adopted
where a Minister or board are contemplating a course of action which the accounting officer
considers would infringe the requirements of propriety, regularity or the need for Treasury
authority.
A full copy of the Financial Regulations can be found on the Government website at the
following link:
http://www.gov.im/media/1207714/financial_regulations_2014_august.pdf

42. Staff redundancies –
Breakdown of expenditure
The Hon. Member for Douglas South (Mrs Beecroft) to ask the Minister for the Treasury:
How much money has been expended on staff redundancies and how many staff this
involved; how much of that money was expended on staff earning over £60,000 per year, and
how many staff this involved; how many of those made redundant have either been reemployed either personally or as consultants either directly with a Government Department
or another Government funded agency, in each of the last five years, and the current
accounting period to date?
The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Teare): The data presented in this Answer represents
individuals made redundant from the following Departments, Offices and Boards:

2810

2815

2820

2825

The Attorney General’s Chambers
The Cabinet Office
The Communications Commission
The former Department of Community Culture and Leisure
The Clerk of Tynwald’s Office
The Department of Economic Development
The Department of Education and Children
The Department of Environment, Food and Agriculture
The Financial Supervision Commission
The Gambling Supervision Commission
General Registry
The Department of Health and Social Care
The Department of Home Affairs
The Department of Infrastructure
The Insurance and Pensions Authority
Manx National Heritage
Manx Utilities Authority (including the former MEA and WASA)
The Office of Fair Trading
The Isle of Man Post Office
The Treasury
The information provided is accurate to the best of the Treasury’s knowledge.

2830
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Table 42A
1a

1b
2a

2b

3

Amount of money
spent on staff
redundancies
Number of staff
made redundant
Amount of money
expended on staff
who were made
redundant and who
were earning over
£60,000 per year
Number of staff
made redundant
who were earning
over £60,000 per
year
Of those made
redundant, number
who have been reemployed
personally, or as
consultants, either
directly with a
Government
Department or
other Government
agency

2009-10
£1,724.64

2010-11
£42,458.42

2011-12
£639,888.74

2012-13
£226,190.41

2013-14
£1,351,051.15

2014 to date
£2,002,964.10

2

8

32

21

21

38

£ 10,560

£911,371

£693,398

2

6

7

1

2

2

1

43. Insurance and Pensions Authority –
Registration of domestic retirement benefit schemes
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for the Treasury:
How many domestic retirement benefit schemes are registered with the Insurance and
Pensions Authority, and of these:
(a) how many provide benefits on a defined benefit basis, a defined contributions basis, a
mixed benefit basis or, an alternative basis;
(b) in respect of each basis listed under part a) how many Isle of Man residents are i) active
members; ii) deferred members; and iii) pensioner members; and
(c) how many are required to submit a copy of their audited annual accounts to the Insurance
and Pensions Authority?
The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Teare): There are 845 domestic retirement benefit
schemes currently registered with the Insurance and Pensions Authority (IPA).
(a)
(a)

Authorised no.

Defined benefit schemes
Defined contribution schemes
Mixed benefit schemes

Recognised no.

Permitted no.

26

25

1

762

13

1

5

12

793

50

2
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(b) This information is not required to be reported to the IPA, and so no statistics are held.
(c) Each registered domestic authorised retirement benefits scheme is required to submit an
annual return to the IPA.
Each annual return consists of such statements, reports, certificates and information as
required by regulation and includes the requirement to submit annual accounts unless the
scheme is exempt from so doing.
The annual accounts of a scheme are required to be audited unless the scheme satisfies
certain prescribed conditions.
There are currently 770 schemes which are required to submit annual accounts and, based
on the last submissions, 82 of these were required to be audited.

44. Insurance and Pensions Authority –
Details of retirement benefits schemes
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for the Treasury:
Using the latest audited annual accounts and reports and, any other annual submissions by
the retirement benefits schemes to the Insurance and Pensions Authority:
(a) how many retirement benefit schemes (i) operating on a defined benefit basis have net
liabilities and (ii) operating on a mixed basis have net liabilities;
(b) for those retirement benefit schemes operating on a defined benefit basis what is the
combined value of their net pension scheme liabilities (i) excluding permitted and recognised
schemes and (ii) including permitted and recognised schemes;
(c) in terms of employers’ normal contribution rates for defined benefit schemes only, what is
the lowest reported rate, highest reported rate and median reported rate across all schemes;
(d) in terms of employees’ normal contribution rates for defined benefit schemes only, what is
the lowest reported rate, highest reported rate and median reported rate across all schemes;
and
(e) in terms of the answer to part (c), what is the shortest period, longest period and average
period over which the sponsoring employers have agreed to fund deficit contributions so that
each scheme no longer has any net liabilities?
2845
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The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Teare): In providing this Answer, it is assumed that a net
pension liability is the difference between the total pension liability (the present value of
projected benefit payments to employees based on their past service) and the assets (mostly
investments) set aside to pay current employees, retirees, and beneficiaries.
Much of the information below is obtained from actuarial valuation reports submitted with
pension scheme annual returns. These reports are required every three years. Consequently the
information presented in this Answer is not from a single year reducing the comparability and so
care should be taken when drawing conclusions from it.
(a) The table below details the number of authorised retirement benefits schemes registered
with the Insurance and Pensions Authority (IPA) which have a net liability.
In respect of recognised and permitted schemes this information is not required to be
reported to the IPA, and so no statistics are held.
Retirement benefit scheme with a funding position of less than 100%:

Defined benefit schemes
Mixed benefit schemes

Number
22
3
25
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The average funding level of the 31 domestic defined benefit and hybrid schemes authorised
on the Island is 83%. The combined asset value is £1,014,428,708 and pension scheme liability is
£1,264,804,866.
In respect of recognised and permitted schemes this information is not required to be
reported to the IPA, and so no statistics are held.
(c) Other than those schemes where there is no rate of employer contribution, either
because there are no active members and thereby no pensionable pay upon which to calculate a
contribution rate; where the employer makes contributions solely on a lump sum basis or is
taking a contribution holiday the employer contributions range between 3% and 36.7%, with the
median being 23.1%.
(d) Other than those schemes which are non-contributory and those which are closed to
future accrual, the normal employee contribution rates range between 3% and 9.9%, with the
median being 6%.
(e) The shortest period in which the employer has agreed to fund deficit contributions is
immediate, and the longest period is 22 years. The median period is nine years.

ATTORNEY GENERAL
45. Planning Committee 2013-2014 –
Powers properly applied; validity of decisions
The Hon. Member for Garff (Mr Speaker) to ask HM Acting Attorney General:
Whether the powers for the appointment, membership and operation of the Planning
Committee during 2013 and 2014 (including its Standing Orders and delegation of decisions
to officers), whether made under existing powers or new powers delegated to the Council of
Ministers in 2013, have been properly applied; and whether planning decisions made
thereunder have validity?

2875

The Acting Attorney General: This Question is very similar to a previous Question asked by
the Hon. Member for Garff in November 2013 relative to the same issues.
I can repeat that under section 3 of the Government Departments Act 1987 (‘the 1987 Act’)
the functions of a Department are exercised by the Minister in the name and on behalf of the
Department, so the Minister of the Department of Infrastructure (‘the Department’) exercises
the Department’s functions under the Town and Country Planning Act 1999 (‘the 1999 Act’).
In turn:
‘The Minister may authorise any member or officer of the Department, or any other person, to exercise any
functions of the Department in his place, either alone or jointly with him or with any other such person or
persons.’
(section 3(2) of the 1987 Act).

2880

2885

Any person so authorised under that subsection may in turn authorise ‘any officer of the
Department’ to exercise any of those functions in his place (section 3(3) of the 1987 Act). The
delegation can be to an ‘officer’ either by description of the office or to a named person who at
that time holds the ‘office’ in question.
The Department may, under section 3(4) of the 1987 Act, make Standing Orders regulating
the exercise by any person of any of the functions of the Department which he is authorised to
exercise under subsections (2) or (3) of that section.
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Under the Interpretation Act 1976 a ‘person’ in legislation includes ‘any body of persons,
corporate or incorporate’. Accordingly this would include, for example, any body of people who
may subsequently form themselves into and be called a Committee.
The issue is whether they are clearly identifiable for the purpose of having functions
delegated to them.
Since the 1999 Act makes no mention of a Planning Committee, the only way that a ’body’
can exercise the functions under the 1999 Act is for it to be created administratively and for the
Minister to delegate functions to it by means of the powers of delegations referred to above,
which has been done.
In 2013 the exercise of functions delegated to the ‘Planning Committee’ were regulated by
Standing Orders, made by the Department under section 3(4) of the 1987 Act (‘the 2013
Standing Orders’).
I understand that the 2013 Standing Orders have been revoked and superseded by 2014
Standing Orders. I consider that these Standing Orders are sound and have legal validity.
In relation to the delegation to the Planning Committee, as previously advised in my written
answer in November 2013 under a delegation dated the 20th August 2013 the Minister
authorised the functions of the Department in determining planning applications under the 1999
Act to be exercised by a body consisting of the Departmental member with responsibility for
planning who is to be the Chairperson and at least two other persons to be appointed by the
Council of Ministers, this body to be known as the Planning Committee.
In November 2013 I indicated that questions have been posed as to whether this delegation
was ambiguous or so unclear as to render it ineffective. I did not at that time consider this to be
the case and I considered that the intention and effect of this delegation to be manifestly clear,
it is a delegation to a body of people who were clearly identifiable when read together with the
action of the Council of Ministers in appointing them.
I would indicate that I am aware that this delegation has been revoked and that the Minister
of the Department has in 2014 executed a new delegation in which under the provisions of
section 3(2) of the 1987 Act has appointed the Planning Committee under a delegation by him as
Minister of the Department.
I would indicate that such delegation makes no reference to the Planning Committee being
appointed by the Council of Ministers. The reason for the removal of the reference to the
Council of Ministers appointing the Planning Committee is to remove any lingering doubt or
potential ambiguity regarding the Council of Ministers involvement and to place on a far firmer
legal footing the appointment of the Committee by the Minister of the Department.
I consider that in light of the 2014 delegation I am still satisfied the Planning Committee is
acting lawfully in exercising the functions of the Department delegated by the Minister and
consequently that its decisions have validity.
In relation to the delegation of decisions to officers, I understand that at present there have
been no delegations from the Planning Committee to officers of the Department.
In relation to delegations from the Minister to officers of the Department, so far as planning
matters are concerned, I am satisfied that as a result of issues raised by a particular member of
the public that suitable amendments have been or are being made to officer delegations. I am
satisfied that these delegations, if made under section 3(2) of the Act, are correct and that any
decisions made by officers acting under such delegation would have validity.
I can confirm, by way of update, that an amendment to the Act to put the appointment and
functions of the Planning Committee on a formal statutory basis is being currently drafted with
input from the Department and the Legislative Drafting Team at Chambers. Hopefully a draft Bill
will be forthcoming shortly.
I am also satisfied that since matters regarding the Planning Committee have been raised at
the end of 2013 and the start of 2014 that there has been progress by the Department in
amending and updating its delegations and procedures.
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
46. TT Visitor Centre and Museum –
Plans
The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Speaker) to ask the Minister for Economic
Development:
What plans he has in regard to opening a TT Visitor Centre and Museum; and if he will
prepare proposals for such an attraction with Manx National Heritage and the private sector
including manufacturers who compete at the TT?
2940
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The Minister for Economic Development (Mr Skelly): I strongly support the concept of a
year-round TT attraction.
In recent years my Department has worked closely with others in Government and the
private sector and achieved very substantial growth in both the TT and the Festival of
Motorcycling. Over the 3 years to 2013 the Department invested over £400,000 in additional
marketing for the TT and Festival of Motorcycling. Over that period these events have enjoyed
growth of 33% in visitor numbers, 35% in visitor spending and 46% in Government income.
While we do not have final figures for 2014, all information from public and private sources
indicate we achieved further substantial growth this year.
I am keen to build on this success in several ways.
A physical TT attraction such as a visitor centre and interactive museum could allow us to
attract TT fans all year round, boosting visitor numbers. My Department has already engaged
several parties to investigate this concept, including MNH. I have instructed my officers to
investigate this further as a high priority.
This is also linked to the concept of the TT World Series. This could allow us to promote the
TT brand in key cities around the world, raising the image and awareness of both the TT and the
Isle of Man. My Department is currently working with The Sports Consultancy, which has much
relevant experience of developing such events, to see can we make this concept into a reality
which benefits the Island.
It is important that any action we take in one area does not compromise our actions in
another, so we are ensuring that these two important concepts are carefully coordinated.
The concept of the TT attraction is also linked to other possible developments on the Island.
As we are all aware, Government’s income is limited – yet we have many strategic sites around
the Island that we can use to stimulate private investment and help us to create jobs.
To that end, my Department is working with others in Government to firm a ‘Virtual
Development Team’. My Department is committing additional resources to this important work,
which we have achieved through internal efficiency savings elsewhere. The Virtual Development
Team will pursue several potentially valuable sites and projects for development including the
TT attraction.

EDUCATION
47. Study of languages at A-level –
Details
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Hall) to ask the Minister for Education and Children:
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How many pupils study (a) Spanish; (b) French; and (c) German at A-level in secondary schools
in the Isle of Man excluding the independent sector; how this compares with each of the past
five years for each language; how many pupils failed to complete the A-level course in each
language in each of the past five years; and whether any pupils have spent any time in (1)
Spanish; (2) French; and (3) German-speaking countries under education authority auspices in
each of the past five years?
2970

2975

2980

The Minister for Education and Children (Mr Crookall): On the basis of our current records
our understanding of the answers to the above questions are as follows:
Pupils studying languages at A/AS Level
In Years 12 and 13, there are currently 25 students studying Spanish, 48 studying French and
9 studying German in the Island’s Sixth Forms. This makes a total of 82 students.
To prevent double-counting, the following data relate to the number of students studying
A/AS levels in Spanish, French and German in Year 12 only.
Year 12

2010-11

2011-12

2012-13

2013-14

2014-15

Spanish

8

17

21

13

14

French

37

30

27

30

25

German

1

10

8

9

4

Pupils failing to complete
Pupils failing to complete either A or AS level in Spanish, French or German within the twoyear period over the last five years (NB some have subsequently continued to complete A-level
in a third year in the Sixth Form). Failure to complete may include pupils choosing to leave
school before the course is completed.

2985
2009-10

2010-11

2011-12

2012-13

2013-14

Spanish

0

0

1

7

12

French

7

0

3

9

8

German

5

8

1

4

4

School Visits
Number of pupils travelling under the auspices of DEC to countries where Spanish, French
and German are spoken in the last five school years.
2990
2009-10

2010-11

2011-12

2012-13

2013-14

Spanish

113

132

182

133

107

French

398

420

365

311

203

German

92

44

80

57

3
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48. Modern languages –
Budget
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Hall) to ask the Minister for Education:
What budget is diverted to the teaching of modern languages (excluding English) in the
current and next financial year; what proportion this represents of the overall teaching
budget; and how this compares with each of the past three years?

2995

3000

The Minister for Education (Mr Crookall): Given that the academic year 2014-15 has just
begun it is not possible to provide information on specific subject costings for the 2015-16
financial year.
The teaching of foreign languages within primary schools is undertaken by classroom
teachers and is included within studies of other countries and cultures, as such it is not possible
to provide budgets and comparisons with overall teaching costs. Many primary schools also
provide language clubs often with pupils making a small contribution to the cost.
In respect of Secondary education, the teaching budget for Modern Foreign Languages (MFL)
in the 2014-15 financial year is £1,136,700 representing 6.3% of the total secondary teaching
budget of £18,114,500.
The following table provides a comparison of the current and previous three financial years:
Financial Year

Total MFL
Teacher
Budget

Total Teacher
Salary Budget

% of Total
Teacher
Salary Budget

2014-15

£1,136,700

£18,114,500

6.3%

2013-14

£1,128,900

£17,763,500

6.4%

2012-13

£1,159,100

£17,402,900

6.7%

2011-12

£1,168,600

£17,428,900

6.7%

49. Teachers –
Number due for retirement
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Hall) to ask the Minister for Education:
What estimate he has made of the proportion of the teacher population which is likely to
retire in the next (a) three years; (b) five years; and (c) ten years?
3005

3010

The Minister for Education (Mr Crookall): Teachers can retire at any time from 55 to 65 years
of age, but the most common retirement age is 60. Based on a retirement age of 60 years it is
estimated that the cumulative proportion of the present teacher population of 808 likely to
retire will be:
(a) 6.5% (52 teachers) in the next three years;
(b) 9.4% (76 teachers) in the next five years; and
(c) 20.7% (167 teachers) in the next 10 years.
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50. Gifted and talented children –
Programmes and funding
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Hall) to ask the Minister for Education:
What programmes his Department has in place to support gifted and talented children; and
what funding has been allocated to each of these programmes in the latest period for which
figures are available?

3015

3020

3025

3030

The Minister for Education (Mr Crookall): The Department of Education and Children
produces guidelines for schools on the Isle of Man regarding provision for ‘rapid learners’. The
term ‘rapid learners’ encompasses students who are able across the curriculum as well as those
who show talent in one or more specific areas.
This guidance is influenced by research that indicates that early identification and labelling of
students as ‘gifted’ can have a detrimental effect on their life success. The Department takes the
view that good practice for rapid learners is also good practice for all students and can raise
standards throughout a school. Approaches are encouraged which challenge all students and do
not unnecessarily divide off small groups of students, based on narrow measures of
performance.
Groupings are, of course, often based on the aptitude and attainment of pupils but these
groupings need to be fluid and subject to change.
As such, the Department is not aware of specific programmes for ‘gifted children’ and would
discourage such a direction.
There are further support materials available for schools and training programmes run
annually, focused on effectively meeting the needs of rapid learners. Training is led by teachers,
headteachers and members of the Education Improvement Service and so costs would be
indirect and associated with their time.

ENVIRONMENT, FOOD AND AGRICULTURE
51. Sheep, beef and dairy cattle –
Live exports; animals processed through meat plant
The Hon. Member for Michael (Mr Cannan) to ask the Minister for Environment, Food and
Agriculture:
How many:
(a) live exports of animals;
(b) animals processed through the meat plant; and
(c) sheep, beef and dairy cattle on Island
there were in the last five years?
The Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture (Mr Ronan): Question (a) Live Export:

3035

Cattle
Figure 51A below provides a combined answer to parts (a) and (b) which shows live export of
cattle as a proportion of overall utilisation.
 The increase in live exports in 2008 corresponds to the launch of the Countryside Care
Scheme when payments ceased to be related to animals presented at the Meat Plant.
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3040



3045



3050

The step change in utilisation by Isle of Man Meats from 2012 onwards relates to the
loss of the red meat derogation which increased the proportion of meat that was
imported to the Isle of Man and was exacerbated by the Tesco’s switch to supplying
imported meat.
Exports range from a high of 30% in 2011 to a low of 4% in 2006.
Meat Plant throughput appears to have stabilised following the loss of the red meat
derogation with early indications for 2014 figures that throughput and export levels will
be similar to 2013.
Live export should not be automatically viewed as a negative activity.
o Isle of Man Meats currently estimate they require 100 cattle per week for
optimum efficiency in supplying their profitable markets (5200 per year).
o Farmers have an additional choice with the business model and can seek
alternative markets if they wish
o Not all exports are finished beef animals. The Isle of Man has an excellent
animal health status and some very good genetic stock, which is allowing the
growth of the profitable export of breeding stock.

Figure 51A

3055

Figures 51B and 51C provide a breakdown of cattle exports by beef and dairy breed and ages.
Figure 51B
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Figure 51C

3060

3065

3070

Sheep
Lamb exports (Figure 51D) rose sharply from 2009-2012, due to the commencement of CCS
and better prices being paid in UK abattoirs. Live exports of lamb reduced significantly in 2013
and early indications suggest they will be lower again for 2014, following the highly competitive
pricing adopted by IOM Meats. However, old ewes at the end of their breeding life continue to
be exported to specialist markets.
There is a significant oversupply of lamb to IOM Meats, particularly through the autumn
months and live export through this period provides a valid alternative route to market for
farmers and can ease the pressure on IOM Meats who have to intensify their operations to
process up to 3000 animals per week (compared to an 800/week average) and sell this
additional product in export markets that are flooded with similar product.
Figure 51D

3075

Question (b) Animals processed through the Meat Plant
Table 51E below details the throughput by species and subtype for the period 2009-13.
Current levels are indicative of the demands of Isle of Man Meats which are approximately 100
cattle/week and 800 sheep/week.
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3080




The period immediately before the introduction of the CCS prompted very high levels of
production, possibly stimulated by the expectation that future CCS payments would be
based on the production levels recorded during that period.
The loss of the red meat derogation in 2010 will also have impacted on total stock
numbers after this date.
Numbers have stabilised over the last three years with 2014 figures estimated to be
similar to 2013.

Table 51E: Livestock throughput at IOM Meats 2009-2013
Isle of Man Meats livestock throughput
2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

Cattle:
Steers

2,834

3,100

2,247

2,340

1,872

heifers

3,813

3,437

2,416

2,072

1,917

SYB

1,458

1,304

596

655

732

OTM

609

401

49

711

650

Other

98

87

127

198

274

8,812

8,329

5,435

5,976

5,445

Lambs

35,827

34,164

28,151

29,691

27,650

Hoggets

15,183

10,085

7,077

9,114

7,614

2,057

1,188

329

1,628

3,225

954

347

165

539

576

54,021

45,784

35,722

40,972

39,065

Pork

5,799

7,234

4,864

3,624

2,865

Sows

155

140

54

110

67

Other

15

9

108

113

51

5,969

7,383

5,026

3,847

2,983

Total
Sheep:

Ewes
Others
Total
Pigs:

Total
Table 51F

Livestock exported
Total Dairy
Total Beef

Total Sheep

2009

462

1,653

5,683

2010

733

1,283

9,489

2011

935

2,412

12,260

2012

934

1,697

15,611

2013

648

1,972

8,801

3085

Question (c) Total numbers of sheep, beef and dairy cattle on the Isle of Man 2009-13
Table 51G below has been compiled in answer to part (c) of the Question which shows the
total numbers of livestock by type in the national herd.
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Table 51G
Livestock numbers
Cattle

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

Dairy Cows and Heifers that have calved

4,627

4,422

4,163

3,655

3,696

Beef Cows and Heifers that have calved

8,576

8,234

7,845

7,111

6,834

33,989

32,160

30,290

28,789

28,884

66,762

62,315

62,105

58,241

53,607

National Herd Total
Sheep
Ewes kept for breeding inc. Loaghtans

3090

3095

I would also draw your attention to a recent survey carried out on behalf of Isle of Man
Meats (which will be on their website shortly) which indicates that the national herd is likely to
maintain in numbers over the next three years, and the principal intended destination for both
sheep and cattle is the abattoir.
This decision was caveated by many respondents stating that final destination is largely
dependent on the price paid. However as IOMM bases their price on the UK price, the
differential is unlikely to widen so much that export becomes the more financially attractive
option for the producer.

52. Fatalities in cattle –
Novelty sky lanterns
The Hon. Member for Garff (Mr Speaker) to ask the Minister for Environment, Food and
Agriculture:
What action he is taking following recent cases of fatalities in cattle following the ingestion of
material from novelty sky lanterns?

3100

3105

3110

The Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture (Mr Ronan): Thank you for giving me
the opportunity to comment further on the issue of sky lanterns.
It is clear that the issue is of widespread concern in the farming community. The metal
components can and have had lethal consequences for cattle, plus there is risk of scaring other
animal species which can then damage themselves in their panic. There is also a fire hazard if
lanterns land when still hot and especially if still alight.
With regard to the animal related issues, my Department has already commented in the
media and we recommend sky lanterns should not be released, though if they must be used, we
promote the use of non-metal lanterns, as a first step within the bounds of the current
legislation.
Because the issue is wider than DEFA’s remit, we have liaised with the Office of Fair Trading,
who have the ability to review the product’s overall safety. We will continue to assist them, and
other interested parties such as the Fire Service and Coastguard, in arriving at a solution that
meets the Island’s needs.
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HEALTH AND SOCIAL CARE
53. Local authority housing –
Empty properties
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care –
How many local authority houses were empty in each of the last 12 months, broken down by
local authority?

3115

3120

3125

3130

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Quayle): All local authority housing providers
are legally independent entities and the Department does not have direct access to any data
held by them in respect of their housing activity. Table 53A provides information, as declared by
the local authorities, with regard to void (empty) properties, the void type, and lettings to new
tenants over the last 12-month period.
Voids (empty properties) are broken down as follows;
 Voids for re-letting – standard voids for re-letting following landlord statutory checks
and general repairs and maintenance
 Voids for capital development – temporary e.g. decant properties and properties
undergoing major capital refurbishment works
 Voids pending demolition – properties due to be demolished as part of capital
redevelopment schemes
 Voids pending disposal – properties to be sold or transferred
The data is collated quarterly and is as declared by the local authorities.
Please note that some local authorities have double counted properties across the quarters
as the same property may be void across the quarter end or for longer than one month. The
total column on the right of the table provides the actual number of voids during the whole 12month period.
The lettings recorded represent the total lettings made over the same 12-month period. As
some lettings may relate to voids carried over from earlier quarters the numbers of lettings in
the prescribed period may exceed the number of voids.
Table 53A
Voids & lettings by quarter

13-14 Q3
(Oct/Nov/Dec)

13-14 Q4
(Jan/Feb/Mar)

14-15 Q1
(Apr/May/Jun)

14-15 Q2
(Jul/Aug/Sep)

TOTAL

7
0
0
9
5
4
0
0
0
4
15
0
20
1
19
38

3
0
0
10
2
6
0
0
0
5
12
0
0
1
13
52

3
0
0
10
2
4
0
0
0
4
26
0
0
0
13
72

3
0
0
10
2
1
0
0
0
1
28
0
2
1
22
76

12
0
0
10
11
15
0
0
0
14
82
0
22
3
67
121

GENERAL HOUSING

Braddan

Castletown

DHSC

Douglas

Voids for re-letting
Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition
Voids pending disposal
LETTINGS
Voids for re-letting
Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition
Voids pending disposal
LETTINGS
Voids for re-letting
Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition
Voids pending disposal
LETTINGS
Voids for re-letting
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Voids & lettings by quarter
Borough
Council

Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition

Onchan

Voids pending disposal
LETTINGS
Voids for re-letting
Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition

Peel

Port Erin

Port St
Mary

Ramsey

Total General

Voids pending disposal
LETTINGS
Voids for re-letting
Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition
Voids pending disposal
LETTINGS
Voids for re-letting
Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition
Voids pending disposal
LETTINGS
Voids for re-letting
Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition
Voids pending disposal
LETTINGS
Voids for re-letting
Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition
Voids pending disposal
LETTINGS
Voids for re-letting
Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition
Voids pending disposal
LETTINGS

13-14 Q3
(Oct/Nov/Dec)
35
0
7
50
5
0
0
0
5
21
0
0
0
21
9
0
0
0
4
1
0
0
0
1
12
0
7
0
10
112
35
27
17
119

13-14 Q4
(Jan/Feb/Mar)
37
0
7
23
3
0
0
0
5
7
0
0
0
6
8
0
0
0
4
1
0
0
0
1
8
1
10
0
6
100
38
10
18
65

14-15 Q1
(Apr/May/Jun)
58
0
7
20
5
0
0
0
3
7
0
0
0
5
6
0
0
0
3
2
0
0
0
2
7
1
11
0
5
132
59
11
17
57

14-15 Q2
(Jul/Aug/Sep)
41
0
7
26
8
0
0
0
10
7
0
0
0
6
4
0
0
0
3
2
0
0
0
1
6
1
11
0
5
135
42
13
18
76

TOTAL

1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0

1
0
0
0
1
3
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3

2
0
0
0
2
3
0
0
0
3

7
0
0
0
6
3

7
0
0
0
2
4

19
2
0
0
13
15

72
0
7
119
21
0
0
0
23
39
0
0
0
38
14
0
0
0
14
6
0
0
0
7
26
1
11
0
26
336
73
33
20
319

SHELTERED

Castletown
& Malew

Cooil Roi

Voids for re-letting
Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition
Voids pending disposal
LETTINGS
Voids for re-letting
Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition
Voids pending disposal
LETTINGS

Douglas Borough Council

Marashen
Crescent

Onchan

Voids for re-letting
Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition
Voids pending disposal
LETTINGS
Voids for re-letting

not split from general
1
4
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
4
3
5
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Voids & lettings by quarter

13-14 Q3
(Oct/Nov/Dec)
0
0
0
3
4
0
4
0
3
10
10
0
0
6
19
10
4
0
13

13-14 Q4
(Jan/Feb/Mar)
0
0
0
3
5
0
6
0
3
7
11
0
0
6
21
11
6
0
17

14-15 Q1
(Apr/May/Jun)
0
0
0
5
6
0
7
0
6
8
12
0
0
5
28
12
7
0
23

14-15 Q2
(Jul/Aug/Sep)
0
0
0
2
3
0
7
0
3
4
12
0
0
3
18
12
7
0
13

TOTAL

Voids for re-letting
Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition

131

121

160

153

410

45

49

71

54

87

31

16

18

20

40

Voids pending disposal

17

18

17

18

20

LETTINGS

132

82

80

89

385

Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition

Peel &
Western

Ramsey &
Northern

Total Sheltered

TOTAL ALL

Voids pending disposal
LETTINGS
Voids for re-letting
Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition
Voids pending disposal
LETTINGS
Voids for re-letting
Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition
Voids pending disposal
LETTINGS
Voids for re-letting
Voids for capital
redevelopment
Voids pending demolition
Voids pending disposal
LETTINGS

0
0
0
13
15
0
7
0
15
20
12
0
0
20
74
14
7
0
66

54. Suicide rate –
Policy to deal with issue
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care:
What the suicide rate has been in each of the last three years, and what policy is in place to
deal with this issue?
3135

3140

3145

3150

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Quayle): In viewing data from 2011-13, an
average of nine people die on the Isle of Man due to suicide each year. Although data indicates a
slight decline in the rate of deaths in 2013 with 8.3 deaths per 100,000 of the population, this
compares with a mean death rate of 10.5 deaths per 100,000 over the preceding three years.
These statistics do not include every suicide that has occurred during this period of time. This
is due to the time interval between the occurrence of a death, and the conclusion of an inquest.
Therefore the data collated only includes recorded suicide verdicts made by the Coroner of
Inquests and does not include open and adjourned cases.
Suicide is an important public health issue with wide ranging consequences that require
multi-agency measures to save lives.
The causes of suicide are complex and are likely to involve the interplay of psychological,
biological, social and environmental factors. There are many ways in which Services,
communities, individuals and society as a whole can help prevent suicide.
Many other countries including England, Wales, Scotland, the Republic of Ireland and
Northern Ireland have looked at their suicide rates and have taken structured steps to prevent
avoidable loss of life through suicide. This has usually been via the development and
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3155

3160

3165

implementation of a multi-agency suicide prevention strategy or plan. Whilst there is no current
suicide prevention strategy on the Isle of Man, the Public Health Directorate is currently leading
on a Mental Health and Wellbeing Strategy. This will result in the establishment of work
streams, one of which will include suicide prevention. I have also asked my new CEO to look at
ways of potentially using technology and cutting edge advances in the field to assist the
prevention of suicide. I hope to be able to provide Tynwald with some proposals in 2015-16.
Since 2006, the IOM Government has funded the provision of Applied Suicide Intervention
Skills Training (ASIST). These two day workshops held four times per year have been attended by
more than 600 people including over 300 Government staff.
Improved care pathways have been developed with the Police and Noble’s Hospital
Emergency Department whereby self-harm referrals/high risk individuals with acute mental
health problems will be referred to the Mental Health Service for assessment and appropriate
treatment and support.
Within the Mental Health Service, good risk management and continuity of care are seen as
essential components of high quality care. The Mental Health Service Care Planning Standards
Policy 2014 defines a clear process for the assessment of a person’s needs including
comprehensive risk assessment, the planning, coordination and review of care.

55. Glenside Residential Home –
Savings made due to closure
The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Henderson) to ask the Minister for Health and Social
Care:
What savings have been made by closing Glenside Residential Home?

3170

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Quayle): When the Glenside Resource Centre
was closed during 2012-13 all of its resources; its budgets, including heads, were reinvested into
Adult Social Care Services as agreed in the implementation of the Adult Services Rebalancing
Programme, including the development of the new Reablement Service.
Some savings were made from energy cost and property maintenance but, at present, these
savings are being used to offset the cost of securing the site and to keep the fabric of the
building in a reasonable condition until its future is decided.

56. Children and Families Social Services –
Details of contacts and referrals in last 12 months
The Hon. Member for Garff (Mr Speaker) to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care:
In respect of all contacts and referrals to Children and Families Social Services in the last 12
months to list, broken down by case type:
(a) how many times there was a log of a concern about a child or children from an agency or
member of the public;
(b) how many contacts resulted in a referral to Social Services; how many referrals warranted
a more detailed investigation; and
(c) how many initial assessments warranted a more detailed investigation, (using the same
criteria and format as used on page 14 of the report ‘information in support of the case for
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additional resources for Children and Families Services’ presented to Tynwald on 29th June
2011)?
3175

3180

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Quayle): The same Question was requested in
October 2013 and the response related to the year 2012-13 April to March.
For parity I have used the year 2013-14 April to March. In 2013-14 the Department received
2,198 logs of concern; 1,385 [63%] were confirmed referrals.
The answer to the second part of this Question is contained in the response to part (c).
1,012 [73%] required further investigation. See Table 56A [NB statistics prior to 2010 are
considered unreliable].
Table 56A
Case type
Contacts
Referrals
Initial assessments
Core assessments

Description
A log of concern
A contact resulting in referral
A referral warranting a more detailed investigation
A IA needing further investigation

historic
2000
150
30
20

2010-11
2403
895
498
132

2012-13
1876
729
701
329

2013-14
2198
1385
646
366

57. Children and Families Social Services –
Identification of suffering children; Child Protection Plans
The Hon. Member for Garff (Mr Speaker) to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care:
In respect of all referrals to Children and Families Social Services in the last 12 months –
(a) how many led to the identification of a child suffering, or likely to suffer, significant harm
as defined in section 23(1) of the Children and Young Persons Act 2001;
(b) how many led to the identification of a child in need as defined in section 23(2) of the
Children and Young Persons Act 2001; and
(c) of the children identified in (b) above, how many were provided with a service listed in
section 23(3) of the Children and Young Persons Act 2001;
and
of the number of children subject to a Child Protection Plan –
(a) how many children had previously been subject to a Child Protection Plan or listed on the
child protection register, or were previously known to Social Services;
() how many children were on the child protection register or subject to a Child Protection
Plan at the end of each month; and
(c) how many families with children on the child protection register or subject to a Child
Protection Plan there were at the end of each month?

3185

3190

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Quayle): (a) In the period April 2013 to March
2014, 188 child protection inquiries (where a suspicion of abuse or neglect is a concern) were
undertaken by the Children and Family Service.
(b) In the period April 2013 to March 2014 the service worked with an average of 170
children in need at any given point in time, and for a period of between six months to two years.
(c) As above at (b).
And of children subject of a child protection plan:
(a) 18 children had previously been subject of a plan
(b) Monthly numbers as follows:
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April
42

May
48

June
49

July
50

Aug
43

Sep
34

Oct
35

Nov
37

Dec
38

Jan
43

Feb
50

Mar
45

Aug
20

Sep
16

Oct
17

Nov
18

Dec
19

Jan
22

Feb
25

Mar
22

Number of families as follows:
April
19

May
21

June
21

July
19

58. Children and Families Social Services –
Recruiting and retaining social workers
The Hon. Member for Garff (Mr Speaker) to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care:
In the past 12 months:
(a) how many Children and Families social workers have been recruited;
(b) how many of these Children and Families social workers are still in post;
(c) how many of Children and Families social workers left their employment early;
(d) for each of those Children and Families social workers who left their employment early
what their stated reason was for leaving?
3195

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Quayle): This Answer refers specifically to
permanent staff recruited in the last 12 months: (a) eight ; (b) six; (c) two; (d) both were unable
to afford to remain on Island permanently with owning property off Island that remained in their
ownership.

59. Children and Families Social Services –
Locum social workers
The Hon. Member for Garff (Mr Speaker) to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care:
In the past 12 months:
(a) how many locum Children and Families social workers have been employed;
(b) how many of these locum Children and Families social workers completed their contract;
and
(c) for each of those locum Children and Families social workers who did not complete their
contract what their stated reason was for leaving; and
(d) what the total cost was of employing these locum Children and Families social workers?

3200

3205

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Quayle): For the period 1st October 2013 to
30th September 2014:
(a) 14;
(b) all have either completed their contract and left (4), become permanent staff (2) or are
still working within the Service as agency staff (8);
(c) N/A – no one did not complete;
(d) £664,374.
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60. Shared Equity Purchase Assistance Scheme –
Further details
The Hon. Member for Garff (Mr Speaker) to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care:
In respect of the Shared Equity Purchase Assistance Scheme for first time house buyers:
a) on what dates discussions took place with Isle of Man banks prior to the Scheme’s approval
by Tynwald;
b) on what dates the Department received confirmation from the banks that suitable
mortgage products would be in place by the date of the Scheme’s approval;
c) on what date Tynwald approved the Scheme;
d) on what dates after the Scheme’s approval did the availability of mortgage products
commence, and from which banks; and
e) for what period mortgage products were unavailable to applicants, and for what reasons?

3210

3215

3220

3225

3230

3235

3240

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Quayle): By way of background, I wanted to
remind Hon. Members of the policy intent to move away from the pre-existing House Purchase
Assistance provision to a Shared Equity model and that this had been discussed, and publicised
on a number of occasions over the last few years in relation to such issues as the Housing
Review and the renewal of the 2007 House Purchase Assistance Scheme in 2012, where the
term was limited expressly because of the intent to replace the provisions with Shared Equity. It
is also important to note there is no statutory requirement to provide any assistance of this
nature.
As there are a number of parts to Mr Speaker’s Question, for the purpose of clarity I will
respond to each point as raised:
(a) The dates discussions took place with Isle of Man banks prior to the Scheme’s approval by
Tynwald:
My Department initiated contact in February 2014 with the Isle of Man Banking Association,
who, as the recognised body representing all the Island banks, are key contributors to such
policy development work.
Following this contact a meeting then took place with a nominated Isle of Man Banking
Association representative and senior members of Royal Bank of Scotland (RBS) on 13th March
2014, who undertook to disseminate the information to all Isle of Man Banking Association
members.
A formal meeting and presentation of the proposed Schemes were offered by my officers to
the Banking Association and was subsequently declined by their representative due to concerns
over competition law.
On 21st March 2014 my Department commenced the formal public consultation process on
the proposed scheme which continued until 2nd May 2014.
In early April 2014 the Department received confirmation from the Association
representative that members of the Isle of Man Banking Association had been provided with an
update on the Shared Equity proposals and had been made fully aware of the formal
consultation process on the draft Schemes.
The Association confirmed that my Department’s offer to meet with Banks individually to
discuss the schemes had been passed onto their members. As a consequence of this offer two
Banks subsequently met with Department officers on 28th May 2014 and 19th June 2014.
(b) The dates the Department received confirmation from the banks that suitable mortgage
products would be in place by the date of the Scheme’s approval:
The Banks who were the main lenders on the earlier House Purchase Assistance Schemes
were generally supportive. In line with business development Banks are required to take the
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Schemes through a process of internal ratification and sign off by their Head Office, which to
some extent was outside of their direct on-Island control. Most could not with any surety
provide specific dates for approval although as the principle of shared equity is not a new
concept, they were confident that it would be a matter of weeks rather than months. RBS
subsequently confirmed their participation on 3rd September 2014.
(c) The date Tynwald approved the Scheme:
Tynwald approved the Schemes on 15th July 2014, with introduction to take place 31st July
when the previous House Purchase Assistance scheme expired.
(d) On what dates after the Scheme’s approval did the availability of mortgage products
commence, and from which banks:
RBS formally confirmed their participation in the Schemes on 3rd September 2014. A
mortgage in principle under the Schemes was agreed by HSBC on 9th September 2014, and
Lloyds formally confirmed their participation on 1st October 2014, and had been providing
potential applicants with support and assistance at branch level in the period leading up to this.
The Department are awaiting confirmation from Barclays, who have been delayed by their
internal procedures, but who have clearly indicated their support.
(e) For what period mortgage products were unavailable to applicants, and for what reasons?
Mortgage products were unavailable for a total of 23 working days from the 31st July 2014 to
3rd September 2014, for the period between the expiry of the previous House Purchase
Assistance Scheme and availability of mortgages under the new Schemes. To put this in context,
a typical property conveyance process can take in the region of eight to ten weeks and can be
subject to significant delay for a wide range of reasons.
However, the transitional arrangements provided by the Schemes allow for all applicants
who had received formal written approval for financial assistance in relation to a specific
property, before the new Schemes were implemented, can proceed on the previously agreed
terms. There were seven applications who have completed or are continuing to complete on this
basis in addition to those also now proceeding through the new Schemes.
The Department is not aware of anyone who has been disadvantaged by the transition
between Schemes.
Of the three people who have contacted the Department regarding the delay in mortgage
availability, they had either not had their assessment for approval for assistance approved due
to a failure to submit the required information, or did not have a formal offer of a property buy.
The new CEO and Director of Housing along with the CEO Treasury have met with the four
main banks in September and October to further facilitate the application of the policy.

61. Social housing –
Political meetings re rent increases and means testing
The Hon. Member for Douglas South (Mrs Beecroft) to ask the Minister for Health and Social
Care:
When political meetings have taken place since the General Election involving the
administration in respect of rent increases of social housing and means testing of social
housing; and who the political attendees of each of these meetings were?
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The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Quayle): I am a little unclear as to the extent of
the detail required by the Hon. Member in reference to ‘political meetings’ with regard to rent
increases and means testing of Social Housing.
In view of that, I propose to answer the question in two distinct sections to avoid confusion:
(1) Administration in respect of rent rises.
The process which has been followed by the Department with responsibility for Housing over
a number of years commences with consultation with all Local Housing Authorities requesting
their views and proposals for rent increases.
The Department requests that this is considered by the Local Housing Authorities politicians,
prior to a formal response being provided from them to the Department.
The responses received are collated for formal consideration to the Department’s political
members.
At this departmental meeting a formally recorded decision is taken on the proposed rent
increase for the following financial year.
This decision is then progressed through the Council of Ministers for ratification and approval
prior to informing Local Housing Authorities and announcing the annual public sector rent
increase.
Since the general election, there have been four Department meetings where the annual rent
increase was considered:
 November 2011 (Minister Robertshaw, Mr L Singer MHK and Mr R Ronan MHK)
 May 2012 (Minister Robertshaw, Mr Ronan MHK and Mr Singer MHK)
 October 2012 (Minister Robertshaw, Mr Ronan MHK and Mr Singer MHK)
 November 2013 (Minister Robertshaw, Mr Ronan MHK and Mr Singer MHK).
(2) Means testing of social housing.
The Hon. Member will be aware the policy principle of means testing forms part of the
‘Agenda for Change which this political administration brought forward in 2012.
The following Department meetings were also held where means testing was discussed:
 October 2012 (Minister Robertshaw, Mr Ronan MHK and Mr Singer MHK)
 December 2012 (Minister Robertshaw, Mr Ronan MHK and Mr Singer MHK)
 April 2013 (Minister Robertshaw, Mr Ronan MHK and Mr Singer MHK)
 May 2013 (Minister Robertshaw, Mr Michael Coleman MLC and Mr Ronan MHK),
June 2013 (Minister Robertshaw, Mr Michael Coleman, MLC and Mr Ronan MHK).
In July 2013 (Minister Robertshaw, Mr Michael Coleman MLC and Mr Ronan MHK), at a
political meeting of the Department of Social Care, officers were requested look into the matter
of means-tested rents.
In October 2013 (Minister Robertshaw, Mr Michael Coleman, MLC and Mr Ronan MHK), the
Department of Social Care considered a progress paper from officers on means testing rents.
February 2014 (Minister Robertshaw and Mr Coleman MLC).
In June 2014 the Hon. Member for Housing, Mr Cannan MHK received a briefing on meanstested rents from officers within the Housing Division.
On 18th July 2014 at the Department of Health and Social Care monthly meeting, attended
by all the Department’s political Members, it was agreed that a separate meeting would be set
up to discuss the challengers to delivering the Means-Tested Rents Proposal.
On 15th September 2014, the Department of Health and Social Care held a meeting,
attended by Hon. Members Mr Quirk, Mr Cannan and myself, to discuss the deliverability of
means-tested rents.
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INFRASTRUCTURE
62. Pleasure craft –
Insurance requirements
The Hon. Member for Douglas North (Mr Henderson) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
What plans he has to make it compulsory for pleasure craft using Isle of Man harbour
facilities to be insured; and how many such vessels are currently un-insured?

3335

3340

3345

The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Gawne): The Department, through the Ports Division, is
working on the revision of the Harbour Byelaws which will include a provision requiring
widespread boat insurance in our harbours. It is hoped that the revision work will be completed
during this financial year.
Currently, only those boats with agreements to be moored on the pontoons must have
insurance and their owners must prove that they have insurance. In addition, boats that ply for
passenger charter must have insurance.
Those boats which are on a mooring, be it a swinging or fixed mooring, or which lie alongside
a wall or another boat, do not currently have to have insurance, as is the case of those residents
who have a boat stored away from harbours or who launch their boats on an ad hoc basis. Such
owners may of course have private insurance arrangements about which the Department would
not be aware.
The Department is therefore unable to determine how many vessels are currently uninsured.

63. Marina berths –
Waiting lists
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
How many people are on the waiting lists for marina berths in (a) Douglas and (b) Peel; how
long people can expect to wait for a berth; and whether there is a shortage in the number of
places for visiting vessels?
3350
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The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Gawne):
Currently there are: (a) 77 people on the waiting list for a marina berth in Douglas; and (b)
142 people on the waiting list for a marina berth at Peel.
The size of vessel determines how quickly people can be allocated a berth. Those with a
smaller vessel average up to two to three years waiting, whereas those with much larger vessels
are waiting anything up to eight years.
With regard to visiting vessels, in general short-stay visitors are allocated suitable berths
alongside pontoons and walls, often staying overnight in berths whilst residents have gone away
(such allocation being part of the contract of the pontoon berths).There are sufficient berths for
such visitors other than at peak times of the year, for example the TT, Festival of Motorcycling
and the Peel Traditional Boat Weekend. At these times additional berths are required and the
Department is working with the Department of Economic Development to review how this need
might best be met.
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64. Douglas Promenade refurbishment –
Assessments regarding Option B
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Quirk) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
In relation to the Douglas Promenade refurbishment proposed Option B of placing the Horse
Trams on the walkway –
(a) what assessments have been undertaken in relation to the impact on the IRIS Sewerage
tanks;
(b) who has undertaken such assessments;
(c) what issues and solutions have been identified in relation to the horse trams running over
the IRIS tanks;
(d) what the costs have been of such assessments;
(e) when the Minister will publish the assessments undertaken; and
(f) what engineering techniques and estimated costs the Minister was referring to in his press
release of 3rd October 2014 as cost effective ways of resolving this issue?
3365
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The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Gawne): (a) The original loading calculations for the IRIS
tanks have recently been re-assessed and it has now been confirmed that the weight of the
horse trams and MER trams would have no adverse effect on the tanks. Following the results of
the assessment the Department’s design team held two meetings with the Manx Utility
Authority to discuss the findings and to agree to the proposals in principle. Site investigation
works were also undertaken in September 2014 to confirm the extent and depth of the IRIS
tanks below the asphalt surface on the walkway.
(b) The Department’s structural engineers undertook the assessments.
(c) Although it has been shown that the IRIS tanks are capable of supporting the tramway,
access to the tanks will still be needed in future. The proposed alignment of the tram tracks has
been positioned such that only two IRIS tank access covers are directly affected. These can both
be modified to accommodate the tram tracks.
(d) The assessments were undertaken by in-house structural engineers so there were no
external costs.
(e) The Department has undertaken the required professional assessments and has worked
with relevant stakeholders, the key one being the Manx Utilities Authority. Neither the
Department nor the Authority would wish to adversely affect the engineering integrity of the
IRIS tanks.
(f) The media release dated 3rd October 2014 could have been more explicit in terms of the
engineering techniques. In 2008 when the walkway was dismissed as being unsuitable for the
tram tracks, one of the problems identified was the position of the access covers. However
following the re-examination of the IRIS tank drawings, the structural engineers have concluded
that the tanks can easily take the weight of the horse trams and that the two potentially
affected access covers can be modified.

65. Douglas Promenade Redevelopment Phase 2 –
Costs incurred since re-evaluation
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Quirk) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
In relation to the Douglas Promenade Redevelopment Phase 2 what costs have been incurred
since the date of the current Minister’s decision to re-evaluate the scheme, broken down by:
(a) costs relating to drawing up the newly proposed scheme;
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(b) architectural fees;
(c) design fees;
(d) departmental officer time in administering the feedback consultation;
(e) total costs of drawing up the public feedback consultation, including printing and
advertising costs;
(f) storage of materials;
(g) rental of plant machinery;
(h) any financial penalties incurred in relation to plant machinery;
(i) any other financial penalties incurred broken down by type; and
(j) the total estimated cost of the delay in commencing Phase 2?
3390

3395

3400
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The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Gawne): (a) The costs relating to drawing up the newly
proposed scheme are in the region of £6,000.
(b) Architectural fees: none.
(c) The design for Phase 2 was done under a fixed fee so there were no additional fees
incurred.
(d) The Department’s officers’ time in administering the feedback from the consultation is
still ongoing but it is expected to be in the region of £5,000.
(e) The drawing element of the consultation work is not specific to the display because it will
also form a significant part of the planning submission. The printing was done in-house and
there were no advertising costs.
(f) Storage of materials: none.
(g) Rental of plant machinery: none.
(h) Any financial penalties incurred in relation to plant machinery: none.
(i) Any other financial penalties incurred broken down by type: none.
(j) There is no cost in delaying Phase 2 because all internal resources have been redeployed
on other projects and works.

66. Douglas Promenade Redevelopment Phase 2 –
Costs incurred up to the re-evaluation
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Quirk) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
In relation to Douglas Promenade Redevelopment Phase 2 what the costs were of progressing
the scheme from the start of the design phase up to and including the date of the current
Minister’s decision to re-evaluate the scheme broken down by –
(a) costs relating to the submission, creation and passing of planning application 13/91533/B;
(b) architectural fees;
(c) design fees;
(d) departmental officer time;
(e) storage of materials;
(f) purchase of materials; and
(g) rental of plant machinery?

3410

The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Gawne): (a) The costs relating to the submission,
creation and receipt of planning approval for PA 13/91533/B was done under a fixed fee of
£34,203.
(b) Architectural fees: none.
(c) Design fees are broken down as follows:
Highway Services
£34,203 (see above)
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Project Management
Cost Advisor
Planning Supervisor

£19,825
£16,036
£6,175

The above fees are pro-rata based on the fee submission for the whole of Phase 2 (rate taken
at 65% of total fee, based on Treasury Capital Procedures for Engineering input to a scheme).
(d) It is not possible to accurately identify and quantify the Departmental officer time in the
preparation of the project documents up to the time when the Minister asked for a reevaluation of the scheme.
(e) The materials which were ordered for Phase 2 have been stored at no cost to the
Department and will be used in the approved scheme.
(f) The cost for materials purchased for Phase 2 is £119,590.88. These materials will be used
in whichever option is chosen.
(g) Rental of plant machinery: none.
Of course the cost of proceeding with any scheme, when a potentially much improved
solution may be available, are significant by way of a potentially lost opportunity. The new
option offers a lot more parking spaces and the cost of providing these car parking spaces
elsewhere is significant. The cost of retrospectively designing in, to a partially complete
promenade scheme, a dwarf wall to stop overtopping from high tides are also significant. The
risk of proceeding with Phase 2 and either not getting planning permission or Tynwald approval
to complete the scheme is also significant.
It should be remembered at this stage that no decision has been made on which option will
be pursued so the costs identified in this answer will be weighed up against the benefits which
the new option offers. It may be that we proceed with Phase 2 once both options have been
thoroughly assessed against each other.
It is clear, however, that this multi-million pound, once-in-a-generation project must be
something we can be proud of. If we can leave to future generations a new promenade which
lasts as well as the previous one and encourages greater use and enjoyment of this high profile
space then it will be a job well done!

67. Douglas Promenade Redevelopment Phase 2–
Plans to proceed
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Quirk) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
In relation to the Douglas Promenade Re-development Phase 2:
(a) when the Minister intends to publish the results of the public feedback consultation;
(b) if the newly proposed plans proceed, what date Tynwald approval is expected to be
sought?
(c) what the Department’s estimated start date for Phase 2 is; and
(d) what the total timed delay between the new estimated start date and the original planned
start date is?

3445

The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Gawne): (a) The public exhibition will stay on display at
the Sea Terminal for an extended period until 24th October 2014. Written submissions and
feedback will be taken until 27th October after which they will be collated and analysed. The
results will be publicised in early November.
(b) If Option B (tram tracks on the walkway) proceeds, the Department will seek Tynwald
approval for the remainder of the entire Douglas Promenade scheme following the receipt of
Treasury concurrence and planning approval. This is likely to be in April or May 2015.
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(c) If the new proposals proceed, the start date on site for Phase 2 is subject to the above
approvals. The anticipated start date is May 2015.
(d) The original planned start date was September 2014. The total delay will not be known
until the project receives the above approvals, but is expected to be seven months. Originally
however the scheme was not due to start until spring 2015. Phase 2 was brought forward to
endeavour to get some work started before the whole scheme was designed and approved.

68. Local Government Act 1985–
Local Authority compliance
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Hall) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure :
With reference to the Local Government Act 1985 section 10(2) and schedule 2, paragraph
6(1):
(a) how many local authorities have complied with the statutory requirement under the 1985
Act to publish a report annually since the last all Island election for Local Authorities in 2012;
(b) how many authorities have as required under sub-paragraph (2) of schedule 2, sent a copy
of the report to the Department; and
(c) in the instance of a local authority being non-compliant with the requirements of schedule
2, paragraph 6 of the 1985 Act, if he will ensure that all local authorities comply with said Act
at an early date and publish such reports, covering the period since 2012 to date, by no later
than this calendar year?

3460
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The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Gawne): The Hon. Member’s Question refers to the
report that each local authority is required to provide to the Department of Infrastructure on
attendances at meetings and allowances paid to Members during any financial year.
(a) In 2013-14 all local authorities provided the Department with the required information
and all but three provided the Department with the required information the previous year.
(b) As above.
(c) The Department of Infrastructure is satisfied that the majority of local authorities are
complying with the statutory requirement under Local Government Act 1985, section 10(2) and
schedule 2, paragraph 6(2).
The three local authorities, who despite efforts on our behalf to obtain the information, have
not provided a report for the years 2012-13 under this requirement are Bride, German and
Michael. The Department will make further efforts to obtain this information and remind them
of their responsibilities under section 10(2) and schedule 2, paragraph 6(1) and (2) of the Local
Government Act 1985.

POLICY AND REFORM
69. The Big Debate–
Seeking the public’s views on pensions and services
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform:
Whether as part of The Big Debate the Cabinet Office has sought the general public’s views
regarding:
(a) the provision of public sector pension schemes on a defined benefit basis and how they
differ from most private sector pension schemes;
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(b) the means by which benefits payable for public sector pension schemes are presently
funded; and
(c) the potential impact on public services of any proposed reforms to the current funding
basis?
3470

3475

The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Robertshaw): The current series of Big Debate
meetings covers three specific areas
 Smaller Smarter Government
 Welfare Reform
 Responding to the individual and protecting the vulnerable.
However these meetings are the first in a series of many covering a wide variety of subjects
and the subject of public sector pensions maybe included in future sessions.

PUBLIC SECTOR PENSIONS AUTHORITY
70. Public sector pension schemes–
Defined contribution arrangements
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Vice-Chairman of the Public Sector
Pensions Authority:
What consideration he has given to the notional defined contribution arrangements adopted
by Sweden in the 1990s, as outlined in the Authority’s Report to Tynwald of October 2013 [GD
No 0050/13]?

3480

The Vice-Chairman of the Public Sector Pensions Authority (Mr Cannan): As the provisions
for public servants put in place in other countries is one that the Pensions Working Group has
been requested to consider and report back to Tynwald upon, it would be inappropriate to
comment on this until the report has been submitted and considered by Tynwald at its
December 2014 sitting.

71. Public sector pension schemes –
Valuation
71. The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the vice-chairman of the Public Sector
Pensions Authority:
In respect of the valuation of public sector pension schemes requested by Tynwald in January
2014:
a) whether the Authority’s actuary has been appointed to provide professional advice;
b) who approved the scope of this advice and when;
c) what fee was agreed in advance of the work;
d) what the final fee was for this work; and
e) if in advance of the December sitting he will publish in full the scope of the advice and the
advice itself?
The Vice-Chairman of the Public Sector Pensions Authority (Mr Cannan): I can confirm that
Hymans Robertson was appointed by the Public Sector Pensions Authority (PSPA) in late 2012
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via a process of competitive tender for a five-year period to provide all actuarial advice to the
Board, including production of the required formal actuarial valuations and the annual
accounting statements.
The scope of the advice was agreed by the PSPA in the normal course of its business once the
requirements of the motion in January 2014 Tynwald were known and bearing in mind the
requirements for a valuation to measure past service liabilities and the cost of future benefit
accrual as well as considering future cash flow requirements and information for the scheme
accounts.
The cost of producing the formal actuarial valuations and the preparation of the annual
accounting statements for all of the schemes administered by the PSPA was agreed as part of
the tender process referred to above. Because Hymans Robertson is a commercial organisation
which is in a competitive market with many other firms of actuarial advisers, disclosure of their
costs for specific pieces of work would place them at a commercial disadvantage and therefore
the PSPA has been requested that specific costs should not be disclosed publically. The PSPA can
however comment that the work to date has been undertaken within the agreed budget.
The full actuarial valuation report will be published as part of the Working Group’s report to
December Tynwald with the approval of the PSPA.

72. Public sector pension schemes–
Monetary value
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Vice-Chairman of the Public Sector
Pensions Authority:
In respect of all the public sector pension schemes managed by the Public Sector Pensions
Authority for the years ended 31st March 2013 and 31st March 2014, if he will state:
(a) the total monetary value of all benefits, including lump sums, pensions and transfers, paid
to the schemes’ members by the Treasury on behalf of the Authority;
(b) the total monetary value of contributions received from active members and sponsoring
employers by the Treasury on behalf of the Authority;
(c) the total pensionable pay across all schemes for both years;
(d) in respect of the difference between the answers in part (a) and part (b), how much of the
difference was funded from the Government’s (i) General Reserves and (ii) Public Sector
Employees Pension Reserve; and
(e) in respect of the difference between the answers in part (a) and part (b), to what this gap
equates as a percentage of total pensionable pay across all schemes?

3505
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The Vice-Chairman of the Public Sector Pensions Authority (Mr Cannan): With regard to the
answer to parts (a), (b) and (d) this information is in the Government Accounts each year.
With respect to part (c) (and also parts (a) and (b) I can confirm that this information will be
published in the Annual Report and Audited Accounts which will be published by the PSPA in due
course, and under section 10 of the Public Sector Pensions Act 2011 are required to be
submitted to the Council of Ministers, who in turn are required to lay these before Tynwald.
With regard to part (e) this information is not available at this time pending the production of
the accounts as at 31st March 2014.
As these are in the process of being finalised, I consider it would be more appropriate for
these to be finalised and published before seeking to respond to this Question.
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OFFICE OF FAIR TRADING
73. Novelty sky lanterns–
Consideration of banning from sale
The Hon. Member for Garff (Mr Speaker) to ask the Chairman of the Office of Fair Trading:
What consideration he is giving to the banning from sale of novelty sky lanterns which have
caused fatalities in cattle?
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The Chairman of the Office of Fair Trading (Mr Quirk): The Office of Fair Trading and the Isle
of Man Fire and Rescue Service are together considering whether or not there is any need to
ban sales of sky lanterns within the Island.
The Office of Fair Trading may introduce regulations under the consumer safety provisions of
the Consumer Protection Act 1991 (‘the consumer safety provisions’) prohibiting persons from
supplying goods to which those provisions apply.
In relation to goods to which the consumer safety provisions apply, ‘safe’ means such that
there is no risk, or no risk apart from one reduced to a minimum, that the goods or the use of
the goods will cause the death of, or any personal injury to, any person whatsoever. For the
avoidance of doubt, sky lanterns are goods to which the consumer safety provisions apply.
The significance of this definition of “safe” is that it specifically refers to “the death of, or any
personal injury to, any person whatsoever” and not to the death of livestock. This dictates that,
for the Office of Fair Trading to be able to justify the introduction of safety regulations banning
sales of sky lanterns within the Island, there must be evidence supporting the view that the use
of sky lanterns could cause the death of, or any personal injury to, any person whatsoever.
It should be noted that the introduction of safety regulations banning sales of sky lanterns
within the Island would not stop residents purchasing sky lanterns over the Internet from
suppliers based outside the Island.
As an alternative to an outright ban on sales of sky lanterns within the Island, the Office of
Fair Trading could introduce regulations under the consumer safety provisions specifying safety
requirements, e.g. construction and labelling requirements, for sky lanterns.
Safety regulations shall not have effect unless they are approved by Tynwald and, unless they
are an emergency measure, will not be introduced without an appropriate consultation exercise
having been undertaken.
In the continued absence of any safety regulations making any provision for sky lanterns,
they will continue to be subject to ‘the general safety requirement’ under the consumer safety
provisions, which means that they must be reasonably safe having regard to all the
circumstances.
In August this year, the UK’s Trading Standards Institute approved an industry code of
practice intended as guidance on good practice for those designing, manufacturing, distributing,
retailing or using sky lanterns.
If the Office of Fair Trading is not able to justify the introduction of safety regulations making
any provision for sky lanterns, the Office of Fair Trading and the Isle of Man Fire and Rescue
Service will then consider jointly promoting this code of practice as being good practice.
Going forward, the Office of Fair Trading will continue to work with the Isle of Man Fire and
Rescue Service and other interested parties to minimise the potential risks associated with the
use of sky lanterns.
The Court adjourned at 1.05 p.m.
and resumed its sitting at 2.30 p.m.
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The President: Please be seated, Hon. Members.
We turn now to our Order Paper and at Item 3 we have a Statement by the Minister for
Economic Development on energy regulation.
The Minister for Economic Development (Mr Skelly): Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
Over a number of years the Government has been considering whether a formal system of
energy regulation is appropriate on the Island. After much careful consideration, the Council of
Ministers is satisfied that a system of voluntary regulation for Manx Gas Ltd by both the OFT and
Treasury is the most appropriate way forward at this time.
As a result, the Council of Ministers recently removed both the Economy (Energy) Regulation
Bill and the Gas Regulation Bill from the legislative programme. The purpose of this Statement is
to inform this Hon. Court of these developments, such that the reasoning behind Council’s
decisions is clearly understood.
In 2008 the OFT reported to the Council of Ministers on gas prices in the Isle of Man. The
report considered what was an acceptable range on the return on capital employed for Manx
Gas. The report confirmed that during the investigation period, the profits of the company had
fallen within that range. One of its recommendations was that formal regulation of the energy
market should be considered to help ensure that this continued to be the case. As a result,
Council gave support in principle to the introduction of energy regulation and a possible Energy
Regulation Bill was included in the legislative programme.
Following further investigations, in 2011 the OFT and the Department of Economic
Development commissioned a specialist economic consultant to examine options for economic
regulation of the gas industry. The report identified a system of relatively light touch regulation
with the key measure being an acceptable range of return on capital employed for Manx Gas.
However, the cost to Government of operating a regulatory regime of the kind recommended
was estimated to be in the order of £250,000 per year and it was recognised that such a regime
would also have cost implications for Manx Gas, which would ultimately feed through into
higher consumer prices. The OFT has estimated that a system of formal regulation would add
just over £10 per year to each customer’s bill.
Both Council and Manx Gas have for some time recognised the need to address the public
and political perceptions that gas prices may be too high and Manx Gas could be exploiting its
market power. As part of its response to the OFT reports, Manx Gas decided to voluntarily adopt
the mid-point of the acceptable range of return on capital employed as their target. This
voluntary target is 10.6%.
In view of the volatility of the gas market, compliance with the target is assessed on the basis
of a five-year rolling average. This allows compensation in subsequent years to address shortterm under or over-performance. Manx Gas provides the OFT, on a commercially confidential
basis, with data, including audited accounts, which demonstrates compliance with the voluntary
target.
In parallel, Manx Gas has worked closely with the Treasury and the Manx Utilities Authority
to move away from liquid petroleum gas imported by sea to natural gas imported through the
gas interconnector.
In light of the relationships which have developed between Manx Gas and both the OFT and
the Treasury, it seemed there was potential to develop a system of voluntary regulation of the
gas market, which would provide reasonable assurance to Government and thus to consumers
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that the Company’s prices were not excessive, without incurring the costs of a more formal,
costly and potentially disproportionate regulatory system.
Officers of the Treasury and the OFT have therefore discussed in detail with Manx Gas how
such a regulatory regime might operate and in July the Council of Ministers approved in principle
the development of a system of voluntary regulation of the gas market based on an agreed
target of return on capital employed, the measure which had been identified as being the key
one in the earlier report from 2011.
It is proposed that the voluntary regulatory regime would be underpinned by a written
agreement between Manx Gas and the OFT, the final form of which will be subject to approval
by both the Treasury and Council of Ministers.
The agreement will contain mechanisms for the framework and targets to be reviewed on a
regular basis to take account of changing circumstances. As the regulatory regime will be
voluntary, either party would be able to terminate the agreement by giving appropriate notice.
The Council of Ministers has agreed the principles which will underpin the system with Manx
Gas.
Firstly, the company should provide a fair and equitable pricing structure for Manx Gas
tariffs, based on all-Island pricing which is easily understood by consumers.
Secondly, the company should also ensure transparency within the regulatory framework,
whilst accepting that much of the underlying data will be provided on a commercially
confidential basis.
Thirdly, Manx Gas should be entitled to a fair and equitable return, which will facilitate
reliable and stable long-term gas supplies and encourage necessary investment in the business.
As I have said, the key measure that the OFT will use to ensure that Manx Gas prices are fair is
the return on capital employed by Manx Gas. The Council of Ministers has set a target of a
return of less than 10% for the company.
The remaining principles are as follows: the agreement should provide assurance that Manx
Gas is operating both the distribution and purchasing arms of its business in an efficient manner,
which serves the interests of its customers and the Manx economy; the costs to both the OFT
and Manx Gas should be minimised by utilising data that is already available and lends itself to
relatively straightforward evaluation; and finally, the agreement should, as a starting point, be
fair and reasonable parameters established in the OFT report of 2011.
The Isle of Man Government will not seek to introduce statutory regulation of Manx Gas as
long as the company adheres to the voluntary regime. As the Council of Ministers has agreed in
principle to this system of voluntary regulation, the Economic (Energy) Regulation and Gas
Regulation Bills have been removed from the Government’s legislative programme.
Eaghtyrane, in light of the recent price increases by Manx Gas there are understandable
concerns about the effect on consumers. However, the data provided by Manx Gas
demonstrates that the new tariffs will not result in the profits of the company exceeding the
voluntary target.
If the OFT and Treasury are able to successfully negotiate with Manx Gas so that its return on
capital employed is less than 10%, this will be reflected in future tariffs. Government will provide
further updates on our negotiations with Manx Gas as events warrant.
I would reassure Hon. Members that the Council of Ministers will continue to monitor this
issue closely and should the voluntary system fail to achieve its aims, Government retains the
option of bringing forward legislation to regulate the gas market. However, Council believes that
if we can achieve a solution that is equitable to all parties through negotiation, rather than by
imposing costly statutory regulation, this can only benefit the public.
Gura mie eu.
The President: Questions, Hon. Members?
The Hon. Member, Mr Karran.
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Mr Karran: Could the Shirveishagh explain to us, with the thought process behind this
statement, whether he going to make the information available to the public, as far as the
rationale behind the proposals that have come up with this, as some of us are a little bit
surprised that you believe that with Manx Gas everything is hunky-dory?
Can the Shirveishagh also inform this Hon. Court on the issue of taking full advantage of any
subsidies that have come? I know we had a subsidy as far, as the MEA is concerned as far as the
supply of gas some time ago when we did the disastrous SIPS2 agreement. Has that been
allowed into it?
And thirdly, with the Statement, what safeguards have been taken, as far as looking at the
financial backing as far as Manx Gas is concerned, so that there has not been the passing on of
liabilities through Manx Gas to deter it from its profitability? What safeguards can we have that
that has been the case?
The President: Minister.
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The Minister: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
The rationale is that basically we have an option here of a light-touch voluntary system
versus, obviously, a heavier touch, with regard to a mandatory regulation, and it comes down to
one main principle here, as far as I can see, and that is cost. A voluntary regulation is going to be
much lower cost in terms of administration. I also believe this does fit in with the Government
policy, a smaller and simpler Government, because if we were to bring in a regulation in its full
form, this would actually impose a greater imposition on Government, particularly OFT, who
would have to manage through any investigations. So it is really with regard to cost, more than
anything else in terms of the rationale.
What I would point out once more, Hon. Members, is that this is a voluntary system, but this
is also set so that we can change, should this system not work in favour of the Manx economy
and the consumers.
We are going to work very closely together, between Economic Development, OFT and
Treasury, to monitor this very closely to ensure that it does perform and does meet the aims
that we have set out. I believe it will hopefully do that.

3680

The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Thomas.

3685

Mr Thomas: Thank you, Madam President.
As I rise, obviously I should make it clear that I am Vice-Chairman of the Office of Fair Trading,
so my Chairman does not have to jump up and make that point to everybody.
Mr Quirk: Not like you did in Peel.
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Mr Thomas: My first question to the Minister, after thanking him for the information he has
provided, is what is the life of this voluntary regime that is envisaged; and inside that question is
the subsidiary question, which is: when will the operations and the workings of this selfregulation regime be reviewed by the OFT, the Council of Ministers and DED?
My second question is: given that we have now come to this conclusion – at least the Council
of Ministers has – will the Oxera Report of 2011, with the recommendations and the analysis, be
published? The decision has been made based on it and I would encourage him to publish it.
My third question is that I believe the estimate of £250,000, which is now a bit larger, was
actually calculated in that Oxera Report of 2011, and has that ever been tested? Can the
Minister assure us that that is a realistic estimate? Have considerations been made of a fused
regulator and combining some of the other regulators? Has the regulation actually been
thoroughly tested by anybody?
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Gas is a fair return when, for instance, it is only earning 6% on the infrastructure that
Government has financed for the gas network?
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The President: Minister.
The Minister: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
I thank the Hon. Member for the questions.
In terms of timescale there is, as stated, that we can terminate this at an appropriate
timescale; that still is to be determined. I would suggest that it needs to measured annually,
unless other events overtake us and do need to be investigated.
He asked, with regard to the conclusion, and how we arrived at this conclusion, about the
Council of Ministers. Yes, Council of Ministers did, but this was driven through OFT, which would
certainly recognise that he is the Vice-Chairman and would hope that he contributed towards
that.
In terms of publishing the rationale, which I think the Hon. Member from Onchan stated, the
statements, we will certainly publish that, which I think gives the rationale behind that.
The point he makes with regard to regulation being tested, we will not be able to test this
until such time that we conduct it for a period, which of course needs to be, I would suggest, at
least a year.
And lastly, is 9.9% a fair return? We would suggest, yes, that is a fair return. You do need to
take into consideration with regard to the economies of scale with regard to investment into the
business, in terms of their own infrastructure and operating cost. We are a much smaller market
and I fully recognise that we have got to be very careful about comparing rates, especially with
across, as you do need to consider the economies of scale.
Gura mie eu.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mrs Beecroft.
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Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
Yes, I wonder if the Minister just has a breakdown of the £250,000 that is stated would be
required if we had a mandatory regulatory regime, because on the face of it, it just seems an
awful lot? I wonder if there is a breakdown available.
Also, he stated that it was voluntary, I think, either way, to terminate the agreement at
appropriate notice. I am just wondering what ‘appropriate’ means? What is the term of notice if
either party decides that they want to get out of this agreement?
And just a bit of rationale really of why it is a percentage of capital employed, rather than a
percentage of turnover, say. What is the industry norm? Are we benchmarking against an
average industry norm in the UK, for example? How are we arriving at that? What is the
calculation? What is the benchmarking and rationale for that figure and for that particular way
of doing it?
The President: Minister.
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The Minister: Gura mie eu.
The £250,000 is an estimate as determined by OFT. They conduct, I think, with regard to the
number of users of Manx Gas here on the Island. So that was, as I say, also translated into what
they estimated that follow-on cost would be for the consumer.
The appropriate notice is a fair question and that has still to be determined, that appropriate
notice, and I think you have to consider how long it would take us to actually introduce formal
regulation and as we know that has a certain timescale that we need to adhere to as well. So,
appropriate notice will be determined afterwards, after this voluntary regulation goes into play.
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The capital employed, in terms of the measurement, was what was recommended as being
standard for this particular industry and so we are really following a standardised model in
respect of that.
The Deputy Speaker: The Hon. Member of Council, Mr Turner.
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Mr Turner: Thank you, Madam President.
My question is on similar lines to the question of Mr Karran, which I believe the Minister did
not answer, and that is: what level of audit will go into this agreement to ensure there is no
massaging of the figures? Because we saw, when we were on the Select Committee for the
Steam Packet, that once you started to unravel the company that there were all sorts of fees
and charges being made to parent bodies and groups. What level will be going into the reviews
of this agreement to ensure that that is not going on to, as I said, massage the figures?
Would he agree that there is such a thing as light-touch regulation, but also agree that selfregulation is no regulation?
The President: Minister.
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The Minister: Gura mie eu.
I take the Hon. Member of Council’s point about light touch versus self-regulation. This we do
believe is actually a light touch.
His point with regard to audit is a valid point too, and I would suggest there that we have
access to their accounts through the OFT, and Treasury will have an opportunity to review their
audited accounts as I highlighted in the Statement.
Once more, I will say that we will publish this Statement and it will give the detail in place
there. So the full accounts will be available to OFT and therefore to Treasury, and so we will have
access to that.
Thank you.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Cretney.
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Mr Cretney: Yes, thank you, Madam President.
Could I ask: did the Council of Ministers and the Office of Fair Trading in reaching this
decision pay any regard to the present situation which is in place in relation to fuel price
regulation or monitoring as to whether that is working in the interest of the consumers?
And secondly, in terms of return of capital employed, did both bodies look to see what
similar providers are returning on capital in the adjacent isle, to compare whether this was a
reasonable return?
The President: Minister.
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The Minister: Gura mie eu.
Yes, I believe we did actually consider the fuel price issue, in terms of comparative analysis.
The capital employed, in terms of what those figures were elsewhere, again, I believe that
was taken into consideration by the OFT and then of course as it came through to Council of
Ministers.
But I would accept that I think we are all concerned with regard to any sort of pricing with
regards to… especially when we have got a monopoly case, and I would just highlight once more
that, yes, this is a voluntary system. Yes, we can be concerned about that.
However, we believe this is the least expensive option that is available for us and we do
believe it is worth a trial period, and that is what we are proposing here. It is effectively a trial
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period. Should it be successful, we will continue. Should it not be successful and we, as Tynwald
Court, decide against that, then we can bring in a formal regulation should that be unsuccessful.
Thank you.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Karran.
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Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, could the Shirveishagh just clarify that in his Statement he says the
rationale is in the public domain, as far as why the Statement has been made by CoMin?
Would the Shirveishagh explain to this Court that as the Council of Ministers think that Manx
Gas prices are okay for the consumers, as well as local businesses, does he not feel that he
needs to put more information that came about, as far as that information, for them to come up
with such a strange and bizarre statement on this case?
Would he please consider putting the full information into the public domain, because I
believe that he needs to do that if he is to have any credibility with his Statement?
Would he also make sure that he does check-up, like my friend in Council, about the issue of
the cost subsidisation and other ways of blackening and lightening your books, as far as the
company is concerned, as he described with the Steam Packet Company, so that we know we
are getting a fair appraisal of the reality? People outside this Court will be amazed that you think
it is quite happy at the present time.
The other question I would like to ask is that I think most people would agree about the light
touch, but could the Shirveishagh explain how this light touch is not just a matter of rolling over
and playing dead, like we have done over the branches of the Isle of Man Bank situation when
we had an agreement many years ago? What assurances can he give that we are not just rolling
over and playing dead on such an important issue?
Would he not also consider, as Minister of Economic Development, off-Island transport costs,
fuel costs and the situation over rental and buying a property, to set those business criteria of
getting the economy going again? This is a fundamental issue, energy costs. Is he satisfied that
this light touch or rollover and playing dead situation seems to be a reasonable position?
The President: Minister.
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The Minister: Gura mie eu.
There is certainly no question about rolling over at all. This has to work for the Manx
economy. This has to work for the Manx consumer, and it is as plain and simple as that as far as I
can see.
He asked me and we do need to ensure that this rationale is in the public domain. I fully
accept that and I think, given the history of where we are, that that does need to be put in place.
It has been a number of years, this discussion as to what we should do here with regard to
regulations, and what we have come up here with is a proposal that says that we have got a
voluntary system. We think we have got a good system and only time will tell if that proves to be
the actual case.
Am I happy about it? Really, I am accepting of this particular proposal and what we need to
do is measure it, and we will be doing that. I will give an assurance to this Court that we will be
monitoring it and monitoring it very closely, not just Economic Development, as we will be
hearing from businesses if it is not, through OFT. They play a role and Treasury play a role, and
collectively we will be monitoring this very closely to ensure that it is serving the Manx economy
and the Manx people well.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Thomas.
Mr Thomas: Thank you, Madam President.
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To go back to my first questions and to add two more, the first question is: did I understand
correctly, then, that the Council of Ministers will ask the Office of Fair Trading to publish the
report commissioned from Oxera, which recommended a new approach to regulation? It is
nothing controversial. It is a new approach to regulation. So will the Minister confirm that that
will be published?
Secondly, can the Minister confirm my understanding that in one year’s time this system of
light-touch voluntary regulation, whatever it will be called, will be reviewed and that that is clear
to the company involved and that is clear to this Hon. Court?
Coming back to the estimate of £250,000 for the regulator, I believe that was the figure
calculated by Oxera during the consultancy, and I repeat my question: has Government actually
investigated whether that is the realistic cost? For instance, can economies of scale,
consolidation of synergies be worked out looking at the other regulators and the fused regulator
approach that the Council of Ministers and the Minister for Policy and Reform, or whoever, are
investigating at the moment? I think the report due in July last year… this year, already missed.
Mr Quirk: Last year.
Mr Thomas: For instance, it costs money already for Treasury officers and OFT staff to
monitor this, so why not have proper regulatory regime? Why not look to combine with the
Communications Commission? Would the Minister please comment and –
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The President: That is quite a lot of questions, Hon. Member.
Mr Thomas: Thank you very much, Madam President.
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The President: Minister.
The Minister: Seven that I counted. Thank you, gura mie eu.
I think most of these questions should be directed at the OFT, of which he is the Vice-Chair
(Laughter) (Mr Gawne: Hear, hear!) because he is asking the question, should this report be
published? It is a question really for OFT, if they want to publish it. Within that report, I would
expect that they have investigated the £250,000 and put the rationale behind that.
The main point that I really pick up is about considering options about amalgamating some
regulatory bodies, it is a fair question to ask. Again, it really needs to be driven by OFT to ask the
question who else do they have any synergies with, and whether they could find a way to share
costs. As part of the Scope of Government work, we all have a responsibility, I would suggest,
with regard to that, that we need to drive those potential investigations and inquiries to find out
if we can save money.
What we have before us today is a voluntary system that will be reviewed. It will be
monitored closely. That assurance I can give this Court. If it does not work, then we can go down
the route of putting formal regulation in place. However, there is a price attached to that. Quite
clearly, Mr Thomas does point out, yes there is time involved with regard to Treasury. That is
valuable time, because they are going to be going over the audited report, audited accounts of
this business, to ensure that they are adhering to this.
However, if you went down a formal route, I can guarantee you, that cost will escalate and it
will escalate to the detriment of the consumer and this economy. So we need to think very
carefully, if we want to go down that particular route, which is why I support this voluntary
regulation to try and test this system, if it will work.
The President: Mr Thomas.

3905

Mr Thomas: One very quick last question, Madam President.
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So given that the Communications Commission has managed recently to increase the number
of licenceholders, can the Minister comment on whether there is a gas network code, and that
elements of competition could be introduced into the gas supply network as an alternative to
regulation?
The President: Minister.

3915
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The Minister: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
An interesting question from the Vice-Chair of the OFT, asking about the Communications
Commission. I believe he is also a Member of DHA.
I think the question needs to go between those two entities. I am not qualified to answer
that question.
Mr Karran: But it is an important fact for your economy.

Announcement of Royal Assent
The President: Hon. Members, I can announce that Royal Assent has been given to the
Cabinet Office (Legislative Amendments) Act 2014; and to the Control of Employment Act 2014.

4. Petition of Redress of Michael Geoffrey Speers –
Hospital Complaints –
Statement by the Minister for Health and Social Care
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The President: We turn now to Item 4. Petition of Redress of Michael Geoffrey Speers –
Hospital Complaints, and a Statement by the Minister for Health and Social Care.
I call on Mr Quayle.
The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Quayle): Thank you, Madam President.
As hon. colleagues will remember, a lengthy debate took place during December Tynwald
2013 regarding the petition for redress of Michael Geoffrey Speers concerning the handling of
complaints at Noble’s Hospital and the independent review of complaints by the Health Service’s
Independent Review Body (IRB).
In adjourning the debate, it was agreed that the Department would report back to Tynwald
this month and advise on the outcome of external reviews of the complaints service, in
particular the recommendations of the West Midlands Quality Review Service inspection of
governance.
The West Midlands Quality Review Service inspection visit took place in July this year and is
the third inspection in a three-year programme of work looking at Health Service areas. The
Department has only just received the finalised report yesterday, Monday 20th October, and
therefore we are in the process of reviewing the recommendations regarding the current
complaints processes including any recommendations about the role of the Independent Review
Body.
I would like to take this opportunity, Madam President, to reassure the Court that the issue
of complaints and how they are managed and resolved is an area I am particularly keen to see
improved within my Department. Since my appointment as Minister in March this year, my
focus has been on securing a new leadership team for the Health and Social Care services with
the appropriate skills and experiences to improve the quality for patients and users.
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The new Chief Executive, Mr Mark Charters, took up post on 1st July and the new Executive
Director of Health, Mrs Michaela Morris, commenced in her role on 1st September. Both
officers, I am pleased to say, bring with them significant experience of health and social care
services and have a focus on the patient and customer experience.
Using the findings of external review and inspection, I am confident that our services and the
manner in which the Department manages and resolves complaints will be improved. I am more
than happy to make a commitment to return to Tynwald Court, once the Department has had
sufficient time to consider the recommendations of the West Midlands Quality Review Service
inspection of governance and to implement any changes that are necessary. I hope to be able to
do this by April 2015.
With regard to the role of the Independent Review Body, it is important to understand the
IRB becomes part of the complaints process when all other attempts at local resolution have
failed.
Thank you.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Thomas.
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Mr Thomas: Thank you very much, indeed, Madam President, and to the Minister for
remembering, from this May, to report back in October Tynwald.
I think that debate was only actually four pages of Hansard. I think it was quite a short
debate, as debates go.
The first question for the Minister, as a businessman, is whether or not he agrees with me
that the customer might be wrong but what the customer thinks is always important, and
listening to consultants talking management –
The President: Hon. Member, the question should be about the content of the Statement,
not about opinions.
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Mr Thomas: So, therefore, would the Minister agree with me that, alongside the consultancy
report… does he think it would be valuable to have a Select Committee consider with the
Petition for Redress petitioner and also the other complainants who have been in touch with me
and my colleague from West Douglas – some of whom now can no longer speak to us because
they are subject to gagging orders; some of whom have had excellent developments at the
Hospital…?
Indeed, one guy wrote to me today. I promised not to divulge what I said but I left the
meeting certainly feeling that Noble’s is now in the hands of a very accomplished… and most of
all someone who feels care, empathy and compassion, which is now a vital part of –

3985

The President: Hon. Member, would you confine your remarks to questions on the
Statement, please? (Interjection)
A Member: Hear, hear.
3990

Mr Thomas: Does the Minister agree, then, that it would be helpful to bring back a Petition
for Redress Select Committee proposal?
A Member: No. (Laughter)
3995

The President: Minister.
The Minister: Thank you, Madam President.
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I suppose no is the answer. (Laughter) If I give a rationale, we in the Department are
committed – I have made a public statement to say I am committed – to making changes for the
benefit of all concerned. We have had the review into it and we will be coming back to this
Hon. Court to let you know what we are doing to amend it.
If Hon. Members decide that they are not happy with what I say in the statement, you have
the right then to decide whether you want it to go to a select inquiry, but my answer, Madam
President, would be no.

5. Construction Industry –
Statement by the Minister for Economic Development
The President: With no further questions, we move on to Item 5. Construction Industry – a
Statement by the Minister for Economic Development.
I call on Mr Skelly.
4010

4015

4020

4025

4030

4035

4040

Mr Houghton: Don’t make it as long as the last one. (Laughter)
The Minister for Economic Development (Mr Skelly): Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
At the May Tynwald, I agreed, as the Minister for Infrastructure, to report back to the
October Tynwald outlining proposals for the development of a strategic plan for sites within
Government ownership.
Having since moved to the role of Minister for Economic Development, and after discussion
with the present Minister for Infrastructure, I make this Statement on behalf of the Department
of Economic Development, the Department with responsibility for supporting the construction
sector.
My Statement will also acknowledge contributions of other Departments which have worked
and co-operated with my Department to advance the development of Government-owned land.
The motion made at May’s Tynwald referred to the level of reliance placed by the
construction sector on Government and stated that Government accounted for 70% of the
sector’s current workload.
That figure is not supported by Treasury’s National Income Statistics which suggest that the
reliance upon Government, as a client of the sector, is less than 40%. The aforementioned 70%
dependency level appears to have stemmed from well-intended but unsubstantiated claims
made by the construction sector addressing a reduced demand from its private clients.
In preparing a plan for the use of land within Government ownership, it should be recognised
that the Island already has a strategic plan – the Isle of Man Strategic Plan, which was approved
by Tynwald in 2007.
In 2010, a Strategic Sites Officer Working Group, chaired by my Department, was formed to
monitor strategic sites to establish, prioritise, review and agree actions on major development
sites in both the public and private sectors, which can help achieve the objectives of
Government and, in particular, the priority to grow the economy.
As a result of the work already undertaken, there are a number of developments underway
or in the pipeline. These include part of the Albert Road site in Ramsey, a major development at
Jurby, another large hangar under construction at Ronaldsway Airport and the Mill Road Food
Park development in Peel. A new industrial development is also probable on part of the old
abattoir site in Tromode.
A draft Central Douglas Masterplan has been produced in order to unlock key sites in Douglas
and is currently out for consultation. Expressions of interest will shortly be invited from parties
interested in developing the Quay area of Douglas, encouraged by the vision contained within
the Central Douglas Masterplan. The Department of Infrastructure has also recently approved a
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planning brief for the former Victoria Road prison site which is coming to the market as we
speak.
My Department and the Department of Infrastructure have jointly commissioned an
Employment Land Review which will report upon identified land availability and demand for land
and premises for business, and be used for future decision-making in planning and development
matters for both the private and public sectors.
My Department recognises the importance of the Employment Land Review as a key strand
to the development of the Area Plan for the East, which will be delivered in draft form during
2016.
In 2010, the Strategic Asset Management Unit (SAMU) was formed within the Department of
Infrastructure. This was transferred to Treasury in January 2014. The Unit has already mapped
the majority of land within Government ownership and has commenced a programme of
bringing surplus land and property to the market for development.
Over £7.5 million of sales have been completed since the establishment of SAMU and over
£8 million of land is currently on the market or is subject of agreements to sell. Sites currently
being actively marketed, or shortly to come forward, include Lord Street and Parade Street in
Lower Douglas; land at Ronaldsway Airport, including the Airport Technology Park; land at Jurby
Industrial Estate and the former Glen Maye Pumping House.
A significant new development on Government-owned land at Jurby has recently been
announced, which will result in the private construction of a new 70,000 square feet property
with a construction cost estimated at £5 million. This project has involved the co-operation of
the Department of Infrastructure, Treasury and my Department.
In 2013, the National Strategy Group (NSG), comprising the Chief Minister, Treasury Minister
and the Minister for Economic Development, noted that new developments on the Island
typically required co-ordinated action across many parts of Government, and such
developments could be delivered more effectively if co-ordination of efforts could be improved.
Given the senior and specialist roles involved and the ad hoc nature of the work, a large team of
permanent officers was not deemed to be a practical option; rather, NSG agreed to the creation
of a ‘virtual development team’.
This team will be tasked with working corporately on development opportunities, providing a
timely, knowledgeable welcome to individuals and companies seeking to undertake such
development on the Island, particularly ones that lead to significant job creation.
The team will be formed from some of Government’s existing resources from my
Department, the Department of Infrastructure, Treasury, the Cabinet Office and the Attorney
General’s Chambers. My Department will co-ordinate the virtual development team.
The team will also support my Department in its work with high-net-worth individuals who
wish to explore new developments, whether they be residential or employment related. The
team will meet regularly to drive forward development sites, whether the opportunity comes
from the private sector or in developing Government-owned land assets.
The team will be led by a new post of ‘co-ordinator for development opportunities’. I have
directed the creation of the post within my Department and the associated salary budget
through internal savings, so no additional funding is required at this stage.
I believe this new initiative will enable Government to build upon the existing achievements
and improve the effectiveness and efficiency of future new developments.
Whilst it is important that Government land is made available for new development, it is also
important that Government receives an appropriate return in respect of the land’s value. It is
also important not to undermine the private market for land or property, or to negatively impact
upon the market by a mass-release of land.
The prime concern expressed in the May Tynwald motion was the overreliance placed on
Government by the construction sector to require new development. Throughout recent years,
when the Island has shared the economic difficulties common to the majority of the world, and
also faced with the peculiar difficulties presented by the need to rebalance the budget,
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Government has strived to maintain its construction capital expenditure, in recognition of the
need to provide a supply of work to the all-important construction sector.
During recent years, the construction capital programme has altered significantly to focus
upon areas where expenditure is more likely to result in local economic benefit. The programme
has concentrated on the refurbishment or redevelopment of public sector housing stock and
town and village regeneration schemes, which are designed to be delivered by local construction
business and to employ a relatively larger number of workers than some of the larger
construction projects.
I am pleased to say the levels of unemployment among those seeking construction work are
currently at a much lower rate than in recent times. In August 2014, the unemployment
statistics recorded that there were 117 individuals looking for construction work. During 2009
and 2010, comparable statistics fluctuated between 250 and 300.
While stressing the commitment of Government to deliver projects to the construction
sector, it must be recognised that Government cannot fund capital development at a high level
indefinitely, and private sector expenditure must be encouraged and made to compensate for
less reliance on Government.
My Department works tirelessly to attract and to encourage new businesses to locate to the
Island, and to assist existing businesses to grow. The objective translates into demand for new
and improved businesses and residential premises and development land.
The past few years have been difficult for many businesses. Confidence has been low and,
understandably, there has been a reluctance to invest in significant new properties. Additionally,
financial institutions have been reluctant to lend to new development. My Department
continues to work closely with all local lenders to ensure a competitive choice of both residential
and commercial mortgages are available to local residents and companies alike.
I believe the corner has been turned, with new properties beginning to be developed. Ebusiness firms are demanding new high quality buildings. Examples of existing constructions in
this specific area are those of Microgaming and Celton Manx. My Department is aware of other
proposed developments to cater for this rapidly growing and significant sector of the economy.
Further, potential inward investment opportunities are being investigated to aid the resurgence
of the visitor economy. The ability to deliver suitable properties will have a great bearing upon
the decisions of businesses to choose the Island as a business base.
My Department is currently in discussions with two well-established manufacturing
businesses who wish to expand their factories, or develop new ones, to address the demands for
manufacturing space needed to satisfy their ongoing order books. If plans come to fruition,
significant building projects will result.
As mentioned earlier, my Department continues to work to attract high-net-worth individuals
to the Island. Typically, these people will wish to make a significant investment in property. The
opportunities for the construction sector are also significant. This year, the Planning Division
approved eight applications for high-net-worth housing with a total value of £54 million.
At the other end of the housing market, new large developments have recently commenced
or been approved. These include 155 new houses in Port Erin, 23 in Port St Mary, 60 in Colby
and 30 in Ramsey.
I am very pleased that the Department of Health and Social Care has recently introduced two
shared equity schemes to provide assistance to eligible first-time buyers.
A Member: They don’t work!

4145

The Minister: I believe that the new schemes will encourage new home purchases and have a
knock-on effect that will stimulate other areas of the housing market with a consequential
benefit for the construction sector.
A Member: They don’t work!
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The Minister: In summary, I am pleased to confirm the construction sector is not as heavily
reliant on Government as a client, as it is claimed. I am also pleased to confirm that I am
satisfied that Government is working well to make sites in its ownership available for new
developments as and when appropriate, and there are indications that the demand for new
construction projects from the private sector are showing positive signs.
Gura mie eu.

4155

The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Karran.

4160

4165

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I would like to thank the Shirveishagh as far as the response is
concerned and thank him for not having the usual thing of the block [Inaudible] stopping this
Statement happening, where you work more maturely as far as the sitting of May is concerned –
moving the original motion.
Could the Shirveishagh just explain to us the situation of… Does he feel he needs to actually
do more of a presentation to Members as far as this utilisation of Government land is
concerned? (Mr Quirk: Hear, hear.) Would he consider the problem is that it seems to not be
out in the open domain, as far as the sale of these public assets… making sure that people know
that there is the potential there to try and create more business opportunities that we could
start with?
The President: The Minister.

4170

4175

The Minister: Gura mie eu.
I would be very happy to have a presentation for Members once we have got this team and
the process in place, in conjunction with the construction industry.
As I say, I think we are at a turning point here with regard to the industry, but I do believe this
directive that we have established, this virtual development team, will be a positive move, not
just for the industry but I think for the wider economic benefit. So I will happily organise a
presentation.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Houghton.

4180

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Madam President.
A question for the Minister: he mentions the shared equity scheme and how well it is doing –
can he inform this Court of how many first-time buyers have already signed up to this and when
did the scheme actually commence?
4185

The President: Minister.

4190

The Minister: Gura mie eu.
I am sure the question could be answered by my colleague, the Minister for Health and Social
Care, Mr Quayle.
What I would suggest is that the shared equity scheme is now introduced – it is now working
– and the interest level is significant, without a doubt. I know this Court supported it – the
majority at least – and I do think it will have a positive effect in terms of the construction
industry because of the knock-on effect that it will have for the industry.

4195

Mr Houghton: How many have signed up to it?
The Minister: That is a question, I think, for my hon. colleague.
4200

Mr Houghton: None. None have.
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4210

4215

4220

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President. (Mr Houghton: None have.) (Interjection)
If I could ask the Minister, on his Statement… I am sure he will pass copies out because there
is a lot in there. Would the Minister not agree with me, the same as I with Mr Karran on this…
would require a briefing to Members, because if there is a partnership here the biggest
partnership you have missed out is Members, on this?
We have a virtual reality team. I just wondered what that actually is – a virtual reality team?
Virtual reality, to me, is ‘nothing exists’.
You comment about the Eastern Plan, that we have to wait until 2016 – I wonder why we
have to wait until 2016 before we can get a… Sorry. That was the Eastern Plan. The Strategic
Plan: in his Statement he said he put a team together in 2010. I just quickly scribbled some notes
down and said ‘By 2014. Here we are now: four years. What has happened to the Island’s
Strategic Plan?’ Nothing. I have seen nothing at all coming out of that – and probably that is a
criticism.
I would like to know what you want to do on the Tromode site because, certainly, if you are
going to put a depot on it to replace DoI’s depot, the answer, as far as I am concerned, has been
for a long time, ‘No, there are other deposits of lands in the Isle of Man’. I do not know why we
are not moving it on land we have already got permission for. It was a shame really that the
Minister, in my opinion, just could not come to –
The President: No opinions, sir. Can we just have some questions?
Mr Quirk: I know it is not a question; it is more like a statement from me.

4225

Mr Houghton: So don’t ask it.
Mr Quirk: So I would appreciate it if the Minister would have some meetings with Members
and engage more fully.
4230

The President: Minister.

4235

4240

4245

The Minister: Gura mie eu.
I think that makes the point with regard to a presentation.
The Statement was really an announcement of the virtual development team and the idea of
it is – the very basic principle is – ‘virtual’ means that it can pull from various different sources
within Government. It is not just in DED; it is DoI; there is the Cabinet Office, the Attorney
General’s Chambers – as and when needed for specific projects.
What we are trying to do is to pull those forward. 2010 was the creation of SAMU – the
Strategic Asset Management Unit – and I believe the principle of that has worked well. This is
now, I think, an involvement of SAMU to be a more effective way of going forward.
The Area Plan for the East, in 2016, is in terms of the draft form. You may have noticed I said
there with regards to the number of developments already underway in the south. The reason
why that is because we have completed the Southern Area Plan (A Member: Hear, hear.) and
what the Southern Area Plan does, as in any area plan, is it definitely gives certainty – certainty
to the construction industry, certainty to the investment and development industry, who can
actually come forward and actually make those investments that will be a key benefit for our
construction industry.
So, yes, I will happily facilitate a presentation to Members.

4250

The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Quayle.
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Mr Quayle: Thank you, Madam President.
Does the Minister agree with me that it is, in fact, good news that three banks are offering
the new shared equity scheme to members of the public, with a fourth one –
The President: Hon. Member, this is –
Mr Quirk: Are you listening, John?

4260

The President: It is not a question about the Statement. If you want to ask a question…

4265

Mr Quayle: Thank you, Madam President. (Interjection by Mr Quirk)
Would the Minister be delighted to know, then, that four banks (Laughter) will be onstream –
Mr Crowe: ‘Would he agree with me’!

4270

Mr Quayle: – on the shared equity scheme?
Further, I am sure he was not able to have the figures because it is not his Department.
Offers have been made to people who have applied for the shared equity scheme. So I am sure
you are more than happy with that.
Several Members: Hear, hear.

4275

The Minister: More than delighted to know that! (Laughter)
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Karran.
4280

4285

4290

Mr Karran: Could the Shirveishagh inform this Hon. Court, who is actually on this body? Can
we afford the luxury to be not really getting on with this before 2016?
Would he also not agree that even if his figures are right about there only being a 40%
dependency on the taxpayer for the construction industry, which must equate to something like
15% of the employment field as far as the Isle of Man is concerned, with subsequent other
things like retailers?
Does he not agree that that still is very heavy as far as the taxpayer to have to keep those
people who are effectively in public service because they are dependent on the taxpayer for that
money?
So would he make known to us who is on this body, how often does it meet, how do we get it
over to people who are considering potential investment on the Island as far as these sites are
concerned?
The President: Minister.

4295

4300

The Minister: Gura mie eu.
It will be a team spanning a number of different Departments but led by Economic
Development, so any interest in this area, please direct them to me and the Department of
Economic Development – and of course, my colleague, Mr Cregeen, who has the responsibility
for construction.
2016: that is the Area Plan for the East, that is the draft plan. This does not preclude any
development actually happening right now. We have a huge body of work that has happened
with regard to the Central Douglas Masterplan, and I hope you do welcome that vision.
But we are looking now at being able to go beyond the consultation, to move toward
expressions of interest and I will tell you, again, as I highlighted earlier: once you have certainty
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of a plan, you invite the interest of the investment and the developers to come forward, and I
can tell you that there is already significant interest.
I would just point out, yes, the Hon. Member for Onchan pointed out the capital budget, how
important this is to the industry. We fully accept that: they have been in transition for the last
few years, but it is a very vital part of the sustainability of this industry. That is exactly what we
are trying to do: we recognise this industry is important, but we as a government have to have a
capital budget that is sustainable, and that is important, I think, to the construction industry.
The President: Hon. Member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.

4315

4320

4325

4330

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Madam President.
There is no doubt about it, the construction industry is the bread-and-butter industry of the
Isle of Man and we could not do without them. If they begin to suffer, then we all begin to
suffer.
Can I just ask the Minister about this virtual development team – I guess this is going to be
the ‘in word’, is it, for this parliamentary session – ‘virtual’? What is its remit? Is it to provide a
one-stop shop, where investors or would-be people who want to develop would go and get all of
the information and have it all dealt with by the one group of people? What is the concept
behind the virtual development team? What is its remit?
The Minister has said… He has been a little bit vague about the membership, Madam
President, other than it covers across all sorts of Departments. He also said earlier on in his
Statement, it would also include the Attorney General’s… Is it up and working yet? If not, when
will it be up and working, and please, what is its remit?
And further, Madam President, just very briefly, can I suggest to the Hon. Minister that gets
written proof about the shared equity uptake, before he believes it on the floor of Tynwald.
Thank you.
The President: Minister.

4335

4340

4345

The Minister: Gura mie eu.
I am glad to hear Mrs Cannell agrees about this being a bread-and-butter industry on the Isle
of Man. It certainly is. It is very much the backbone of the Isle of Man economy. It always has
been and I hope it will continue to be so.
She said it in her own statement – it is exactly that: a one-stop shop. That is the issue: if you
are an investor, or you are a developer, you may come to a number of Departments – you may
go to planning, you may go to another part of DoI, you may go to DED, you may go to the
Treasury – asking a lot of questions, but what we have tried to do is take the good work that
SAMU has actually done, and the intention that SAMU has actually done – the Strategic Asset
Management Unit – and now create this team.
The idea of this team is that it is not rigid. This is the departure from a normal Government
process. A normal Government process is that we have a rigid committee, but here we have the
opportunity to call in, as and when services are needed – and it will be on an ad hoc basis, based
on the individual needs of an enquiry.
What we are looking at here is to be able to improve efficiency, so that we may be able to
develop what will be projects that will be beneficial to our construction industry.

4350

The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Houghton.

4355

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Madam President.
I am quite sure the Minister for Economic Development would not intentionally mislead this
Court. I am quite satisfied of that. But, Madam President, I have to return back to his opening
speech and what he had to say about the shared equity scheme and houses being built all over
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the place and new people moving in and it is all absolutely wonderful – when that is not the
case.
Not one person has signed up to this scheme yet, because it is fraught with difficulties, and
that has been helpfully confirmed by the Minister for Health and Social Care, this afternoon, by
saying he has managed to get four banks on board, involved. (A Member: Three.) Three banks, I
do apologise. Three banks – so it is only in its embryonic stage.
Yet we were told, ‘Oh, the builders are building all these houses, and everybody –
The President: What is your question, sir?
Mr Houghton: – …people are moving in and other… etc, etc, etc, etc…
Mr Watterson: Sold, sir! (Laughter)

4370

Mr Houghton: Thank you!
Mr Cretney: Translate that, Hansard!
4375

4380

The President: It is not sold to me, sir! (Laughter)
Mr Houghton: Thank you. It is not sold to me either.
Now, on a point… This is a Statement from the Department of Economic Development,
Madam President, and this Court – not by the Minister. He has just read out and told us what he
has been given to read out, but it is wrong. I invite the Minister for Home Affairs to review what
he said, check it out, (Interjections) come back to this Court tomorrow –
The President: Hon. Member.

4385

Mr Houghton: – and apologise –
The President: Hon. Member!
Mr Houghton: – for misleading this Court –

4390

The President: Hon. Member! Do not talk over the Chair!
You have just commented on the Home Affairs Minister, who has no matter in this
Statement. (Several Members: Hear, hear.) So if you cannot think straight while you are on your
feet, just slow down a little.
4395

Mr Houghton: I do apologise, Madam President, but the point is made and I would ask the
Minister if he would agree to review what he is told us this afternoon, check it out, like he
should check everything out – not just read all the blurb that he gets given –
4400

The President: Your point is made. The Minister can reply.
Mr Houghton: Thank you, Madam President. Let us get somewhere this afternoon.

4405

The Minister: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
I will just repeat what I actually said in my Statement: I am very pleased that the Department
of Health and Social Care has recently introduced two new shared equity schemes to provide
assistance to eligible first-time buyers. I stand by that statement.
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I also go on further: I believe that the new schemes will encourage new home purchases and
have a knock-on effect that will stimulate other areas of the housing market, with a
consequential benefit for the construction sector.
My feedback with the construction sector about this has been positive. I fully recognise there
have been issues getting it off the ground. However, I do stand by that statement.
The President: The Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Quirk.

4415

4420

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
Can I ask the Minister, then, this virtual reality team, did they look at where the most
development land was to be on the Island, and could you tell us what that was?
Also, can I ask the Minister, would that permit also special development orders for areas
which are not covered – for example, the east?
The President: Minister.

4425

The Minister: Gura mie eu.
Planning issues again. Each and every one will be dealt with on its own individual merits.
I will just highlight once more, this virtual development team really is an evolvement from
SAMU, the Strategic Asset Management Unit. So that is what it is meant to be. It is an ad hoc
team and it will be brought in with regard to the expertise as and when it is needed for the
individual projects.

4430

The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Karran.

4435

4440

4445

4450

4455

Mr Karran: The Shirveishagh obviously has great confidence as far as the Strategic Asset
Management Team. I think there is an element of rewriting history, as far as that is concerned.
(Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.)
But would the Shirveishagh consider, allowing for the fact of the maturity of the Council of
Ministers to take on the motion that I asked you to do, and you have reported back, would you
consider the input of myself, that what I was looking for was a special planning order of
Government land? Let us go out to an open and transparent process, in order to see whether we
can get people interested in developing things, such as one of the issues that I have tried for
nearly 20 years to get, which is a distillery on the Island, and every time we get somebody, they
get tied up with something.
Would he consider the proposal in his Statement of maybe doing a strategic planning order,
that would take Government land assets, and see whether there is a way forward of creating a
special planning process, that goes to Council of Ministers, it comes here and says, ‘We will have
this here, that there, and the other somewhere else’?
This is what I would have preferred to have seen with this proposal – thanking him for the
volume of the input, but really it is the substance that we need to sort out.
The President: Minister.
The Minister: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
‘Would I support a special planning order?’, I think is the main principle of the question that
Mr Karran is asking. I think that falls under planning reform more than anything else. I would
also come back to… I know my hon. colleague and friend, Mr Gawne, and also Mr Thomas have a
strong desire to address that issue. I as the Minister for Economic Development would support
that to an appropriate level.
What we do have to do, as always… Planning, as we all know, is extremely emotive, and sat in
as Chair of the Planning Committee, I know exactly what it is like. Obviously, when we look at
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planning, what is the economic benefit? But we also must consider the environment and we
must consider our community.
The Area Plans are absolutely crucial to that. I know, the Department of Infrastructure and
the Planning Division are working very hard to bring forward the Eastern Area Plan – absolutely
vital for our economy in the future. The Central Douglas Masterplan is also very vital in that.
So we will progress these as much as we can, and I will work with my colleagues to ensure
that we can bring that order as quickly as we possibly can, but as I am sure the Court will fully
recognise, the process here is quite complex and involves a lot of issues.
But it does not preclude us moving forward with individual developments as we speak, and
that is what SAMU is doing right now. They have already sold £7½ million worth of Government
property. They have got £8 million worth for sale or coming up in the pipeline. So they are
actually doing a very good job in bringing that forward. What we are trying to do with the virtual
development team is to take it forward even further and more efficiently, more effectively for
the future.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Thomas
Mr Thomas: Thank you, Madam President.
The Minister made several statements about planning, and I have got questions about two of
those statements.
The first one is that the huge body of work called the Central Douglas Masterplan would
provide certainty. Can the Minister amplify, does that mean land use? What does he mean by
certainty with the Central Douglas Masterplan?
The second point is that he said that there were mechanisms in place so that the public
sector did not have favouritism over the private sector in planning terms. Can he describe what
he meant by that part of his statement as well?
The President: Minister.

4490

Mr Teare: Madam President, a point of order.
I understand that the hon. gentleman who has just received his seat is the Chair of the
Planning Committee. Is it appropriate that he should be asking these questions?
Mr Gawne: He is not the Chair.

4495

4500

4505

4510

The President: He is entitled to ask a question in relation to the Statement made by the
Minister. (Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear.) The Minister referred to planning, then he can ask the
Minister’s –
The Minister: The question about certainty is really for developers and investments, really.
Once you have the plan set, whether it be an area plan or a master plan, that actually gives the
opportunity, that actually creates the certainty.
As I said, going back to the Central Douglas Masterplan, which is out for consultation at the
moment, we will be moving towards expressions of interest. I am receiving the phone calls
already, and the meetings, asking me when that is actually going to happen, because they have
been waiting for this for a very, very long time. So that is what I mean by certainty, with regard
to the planning issue.
The Member asked me with regard to public versus private sector, in terms of any
preferential: no, I do not believe there is any preferential with regard to that. There is a process,
which he will know exactly what it is like with regard to planning, that must be adhered to and
we must go through and follow that process, if we are to be successful with developments.
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The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Quirk.

4515

4520

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President. This is the last one from me.
Can I ask the Minister, who is in charge of this all-powerful organisation and who is
responsible? Does it have to have sanction then from the Council of Ministers? You think the
idea up and then the Council of Ministers sanction them – is that the way it is going to work, on
this virtual reality team?
Mr Watterson: Development team. (Interjection)
The President: Minister.

4525

The Minister: Gura mie eu.
Led by Department of Economic Development, but with contribution from wider
Government. It is not an issue of thinking up the ideas. This is collective and I will just highlight
once more, this really is an evolvement of what SAMU was set out to do in 2010. I believe it has
done a good job up to now. It is now about moving this forward in a more proactive manner.

6. Sewerage Charge –
Statement by Chairman of the Manx Utilities Authority
4530

4535

4540

4545

4550

4555

The President: We move on to Item 6, Hon. Members. Sewerage charge – Statement by the
Chairman of the Manx Utilities Authority.
The Chairman of the Manx Utilities Authority (Mr Cannan): Thank you, Madam President.
Manx Utilities Authority is a Statutory Board of Tynwald and is responsible for, amongst other
essential services, sewage treatment and sewerage systems. The purpose of my Statement is to
inform Members that the Authority intends to introduce a more equitable method of charging
for its sewerage operations.
As part of the Government’s rebalancing strategy from 2013-2014 there has been a reduction
in sewerage grants provided by Treasury to Manx Utilities. It is planned to eliminate this revenue
grant completely, ramping down to a final support payment in 2017-2018. In addition, Treasury
now requires the Authority to meet the full cost of its sewerage capital loan repayments and,
further, Manx Utilities will also have to pay increasing interest charges to Treasury on these
debts. In combination, the three budget rebalancing changes will require Manx Utilities to
secure an additional income of £10 million per annum by 2021.
In order to avoid going into deficit the Council of Ministers agreed, and Tynwald approved,
the introduction of sewerage charges from 1st April 2014. As Members of Tynwald will be
aware, this was set at £50 per property for the current financial year and that it would be
necessary to increase this to £100 per property for 2015-16 in order to meet the increasing
shortfall in Treasury contributions, as I have just highlighted.
The Authority recognises that the sewerage charge has been controversial and is perceived
by many as inequitable and unfair. The Manx Utilities Authority board have subsequently been
working with Treasury to identify a more reasonable charging mechanism to take effect from
1st April 2015. The most practical option is to introduce a sewerage rate. The sewerage rate
would replace the sewerage charge for properties served by the public sewerage system from
the start of the next financial year. However, in order to achieve this it will be necessary to
amend the Sewerage Act.
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4565

The proposal will be that the new sewerage rate will be set at approximately 62p in the
pound for the year 2015-16, and it is considered that this approach will achieve a more equitable
spread of the burden, rather than an equivalent £100 flat sewerage charge.
I would ask and encourage Members to support the implementation of this sewerage rate
within this very short timeframe in order to avoid the use of the sewerage charge in the future.
As previously stated in this Hon. Court, it is proposed that the charge for emptying septic
tanks will rise to £100 per empty from 1st April 2015. In addition the Authority will consult on
the proposed implementation of a consenting and charging regime at the reception and
treatment of trade effluents at the sewerage treatment works.
Thank you, Madam President.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Cretney.

4570

4575

4580

4585

4590

Mr Cretney: I just wonder if the Chairman would like to respond to how he considers that a
sewerage rate would be more equitable, (A Member: Yes.) on the basis that a rating revaluation
is so long overdue already (Several Members: Hear, hear.) and plainly it would not be more
equitable to those people who reside, certainly, in the constituency I represent.
The President: Chairman.
The Chairman: As the Hon. Member knows, there is a recommendation from a Tynwald
Select Committee that a re-evaluation does take place. I accept that there are various examples
where the Hon. Member for Douglas might argue that rates were unfair, but we have been
through very complex arguments on that front. As far as the Authority was concerned, the board
of the Authority, we found that the mean average to achieve the £100 flat fee was set at £160
for a property, or a rates valuation. Any property below that would not be paying the full £100,
and I think a lot of the Hon. Member’s constituents will find that they actually benefit from the
fact that it is being set against rates.
It is really up to the Court to decide, because clearly I do not think the Treasury Minister,
unless I am wrong, is going to tell the Court this afternoon there will be a re-evaluation by
1st April next year. It is clearly going to be up to the Court to decide therefore, as long as they
are accepting that the strategy continues, whether to put the charge as a flat £100 charge or
whether the next best option is to put it on to the rates. But I do accept there are anomalies on
that basis.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Braidwood.

4595

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Madam President.
Does the Chairman of the Manx Utilities Authority honestly believe that it is more fair and
equitable to revert to a sewerage rate based on rateable values which were based on rental
values of 1971 (Several Members: Hear, hear.) and those values which were based on 1968
antecedent rental values? Also, on a rating value system which is totally unfit for purpose and he
knows, following –

4600

The President: Hon. Member, this point has already been made –

4605

Mr Braidwood: Yes, Madam President, I am just going to revert to a 2004 report which shows
there are big differences between urban areas and rural areas, particularly when there was a
pilot study of Onchan and also Kirk Michael when it was proven (Interjections) that the rateable
values were lower in Michael than they were in Onchan! (Interjection)
The President: Chairman.
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The Chairman: I appreciate that, but let’s get some facts here, shall we? There is a lot of
myth going around on this issue, Madam President, and in fact it is because I would suggest
Members really have not got a full grasp of the facts.
Number 14 Brisbane Street, Douglas: a four-bedroomed house for sale on a local estate
agents, £265,000. Their rateable value would mean that they would have to pay the sewerage
charge at the new rate of £52! But obviously Mr Braidwood, who lives pretty close, I would
suggest to that, would like them to pay £100.
Mr Braidwood: I do not live anywhere near it!

4620

Mr Cannan: Number 11 Eastfield, Douglas, also on Chrystals’ site: £74! He would rather they
pay £100. And that property is valued at £269,000.
A £350,000 property in Kirk Michael, £116. That is almost double the rate of a Douglas
property for the new sewerage charge. So, what you are saying is completely wrong.
And let’s just have a look here at Ballasalla, because that is doubtless going to be the next
one on the list –

4625

Mr Cregeen: You know it is –
Mr Quirk: Followed by Onchan!
4630

4635

4640

4645

4650

Mr Cannan: A cottage – I will try not to say the names of properties – on Douglas Road,
Ballasalla, £47 they will be charged because their rateable value is £76.
A four-bedroomed semi in Ballasalla, £74 – not the £100.
A two-bedroomed cottage, Crossag Road, Ballasalla, £52 – not the £100.
Friary Park in Ballabeg, they will pay £62.
Springfield Rise, Foxdale, £86 – but that is for a three-bedroomed house at £250,000.
A property in Westminster Drive, a four-bedroomed property at £350,000 will pay £121.
There are going to be some anomalies: a property in Ramsey, £850,000 is going to pay
approximately £178. But then again, that property is £850,000 in value. Is that not fairer, when
we expect the person in that property to be extensively more asset and capital-rich than
somebody in a Douglas property valued at £269,000?
So, I will leave it up to Members, but I have to say, you have got to be clear about the facts
here, and the facts are, even though some people disagree with the rating system, if you are
going to find a fairer way to do it and more equitable way to do it, then this is the most obvious
and practical way to do it – otherwise it is a flat charge of £100 and a lot of the population have
been against that and have stated that right from the word go.
I think it is important that we listen, Madam President, to what people have to say. And yes,
this is not a perfect system. Yes, this is not exactly good news for the population. Yes, I agree
that there is a lot of work still to be done, but it is a better system in our view. We have looked
at it closely: 70% of the properties which are going to be rated will be rated below effectively
paying £100, and the burden will fall on those properties and businesses whose rating is above
£160.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Quirk.

4655

Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
Can I ask the Chairman of the Water and Sewerage Authority then, could he actually put a
briefing on for Members, and let us know the information? I am not too pleased, really – and we
are friends, until today (Laughter) – that we get slipped a little note. I just wondered whether
the Member could also comment too about houses in multiple occupation, what will happen to
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them? What will happen to hotels in and around the Island, in the countryside as well – they
have multiple toilets? What is happening there?
And also too, the consenting charges for businesses. Would he not agree with me this is an
issue really that the Council of Ministers on the business side never gripped at all in the last
parliament, and is still not gripping it? I just wondered what sort of charges these businesses are
going to have because they pour stuff down the sewer like billy-o.
The President: Chairman.

4670

4675

4680

4685

4690

The Chairman: Well, Madam President, I cannot make it any clearer. The charge is assessed
against the rateable value of the property. I have no idea how that is going to affect a house in
multiple occupancy, because I guess that will be how they have decided to pay the charges –
whether that is rented or whether they have purchased it.
From a business perspective, yes there will be a heavier burden on business rates. A lot of the
business rates that I have been given and have received information for – particularly in the
Douglas area, or in fact across the Island – vary, from a £2,000 up to about £3,000 or £4,000,
£5,000 on average. And so businesses will be affected, and it is going to be a big issue. But then
we are talking, Madam President, about trying to find an equitable solution, as I said, and part of
the arguments last time were that hotels for example were being charged exactly the same as a
one-bedroomed flat in Douglas or wherever, across the Island. So we are trying to find a more
equitable and fairer solution.
There may be a case, as this goes through its process, that one or two areas might need to be
refined; if we feel that and if the Court feels that, then clearly we will have to accept those
opinions. And I would say also, Madam President, this is a political issue really. This is not just an
issue about the Manx Utilities Authority. If the Court wishes to carry on with the Treasury
Minister’s and Council of Ministers’ plan, and indeed the plan that Tynwald has approved, then
basically we have to find up to £10 million, and we are going to have to do that year-on-year.
And this process is going to happen year-on-year until 2017-18.
So Tynwald really needs to be aware of that fact, because it is not going to be any good in a
year’s time or two years’ time standing here – when this process is going on – standing up and
disagreeing, because at that stage we are going to be getting into a lot of complicated difficulty.
So there are bigger issues here, but primarily whilst we are following this plan that is being
approved, then we have to find a way of distributing these charges on a fairer basis; and at
present our assessment is the rateable values at least provide some equality across the board in
terms of fairness and ability to pay.

4695

The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Cregeen.

4700

Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Madam President.
I would hate to be cynical enough to say that it was an election campaign on behalf of the
Member for Michael, when you look at the rateable values of Kirk Michael. And figures supplied
to me which I have had circulated round the Court –
The President: Hon. Member –

4705

Mr Cregeen: I am just referring to –
The President: – my understanding was that this document was to be circulated in relation to
the rates debate. However, you can refer to it, but really you should be addressing questions to
the Statement.

4710
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Mr Cregeen: On his Statement, Madam President, he did state about rateable values. And if I
can counter what he said, can he confirm that figures supplied to me from the Water and
Sewerage Authority when the sewerage charge came in, that a Kirk Michael rate on a random
property was £130, which meant that they would pay £399. A similar property in Ballasalla, the
rateable value was £260, and they paid £799.
How is that equitable? And when you look through Douglas, Colby and across the Isle of Man
it is not equitable. Is he not aware that the Water and Sewerage Authority at the time when they
were looking at the sewerage charge were in consultation with Treasury because, under the
previous Act, there was the ability for the Authority to introduce a sewerage charge, and it was
deemed – sorry, a sewerage rate – that it would be totally unfair.
We are all aware about the unfairness of the sewerage charge, but do you not consider that
in your Statement you should have actually said that you would be pressurising the Treasury to
re-do the rating system? By bringing a new system in, you are taking the pressure off the
Treasury and the Treasury Minister did commit to re-do the rating system.

4725

A Member: Hear, hear.
The President: Hon. Member –
4730

4735

4740

Mr Cregeen: Will he please ensure that it happens?
The President: Hon. Member, I am getting rather concerned that this is turning into
something of a debate, and it is not appropriate for it to do so. However, it may have been more
sensible to have tabled it as a debate subject. (Several Members: Hear, hear.)
Please, Hon. Members, try and confine your questions to the content of the Statement
without going into opinion and straying into a lot of other different subjects.
Chairman to reply.
The Chairman: If I may just quickly… First of all, these figures that have been chosen at
random, we have no idea whether these are four-bedroomed properties or –
Mr Cregeen: It says four-bedroomed –

4745

The Chairman: Yes, but are they brand new, are they 150 years old, are they standing half
derelict? You just do not know that.
Mr Cregeen: They were selected by your Department.

4750

The Chairman: I am afraid that basically what you have done is just picked a random
selection of properties and added no sort of context to that because – (Interjections) So that is
just not the right and equitable way to do that. And in fact I have a four-bedroomed bungalow
that I picked at random here of which the rateable value is £188, so I am afraid your figure –
Mr Cregeen: No, your figure, from your Authority! (Interjections)

4755

The Chairman: – is completely, absolutely wrong, or misguided. And as far as the –
Mr Cregeen: Madam President, the figures were supplied by the Water and Sewerage
Authority, which the Member is actually in charge of – Manx Utilities now.
4760

The Chairman: Madam President, I have no idea what random properties he has been
looking at, but if he asked for random properties he probably found them.
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4775

4780

4785

4790

4795

The other thing that I want to say is that of course on the Order Paper today there is a
recommendation from a Committee that rateable values be reassessed and revalued. I was fully
conscious that that was on the Order Paper because I am actually on that Committee, so telling
the Treasury Minister to get on with it I am afraid is not something that is within my remit; really
that is for Tynwald to be able to decide. As I say that Committee’s report is there and it will be
for Tynwald to decide whether or not that process should be gone through.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Thomas.
Mr Thomas: Thank you, Madam President.
The first question is one about the legislative change. Can the Chairman advise whether we
are talking about the nine stages of a Bill, or is this a very simple legislative amendment? Can it
just be done by order, like it was done wrongly 12 months ago?
Secondly – not to frighten people – are we talking about charging sewerage rates, Chairman,
just to the people who are paying the sewerage charge? Obviously 45,000 people pay water
rates, but only 38,000 people paid the sewerage charge. Are we putting these sewerage rates
only on people who paid the sewerage charge?
And the third question is about the interest that is going to be charged to the MUA next year,
we learn. Is that going to be charged to all Government Departments next year, because I had
not heard in this Hon. Court yet that a decision had been taken about charging interest on all
borrowings? Is it just MUA, or is it across Government?
The President: Chairman.
The Chairman: Thank you, I will just deal with that last question first. I am not sure about
how that is applying to all Government Departments, but I can confirm that it is applying to the
Manx Utilities Authority.
You ask about the legislative process: this will be brought through the Keys, it will be a Bill
and we hope to have the First Reading in the very near future. I think the date is scheduled for
early November, but we will be looking to complete the process by the end of January. So there
will be a request coming that Members allow it to be read in good time.
And I think you asked me a third question which I did not quite catch because I could not
hear, on –?
Mr Thomas: Madam President?
The President: Yes.

4800

Mr Thomas: There are 45,000 ratepayers who pay the water rates; there are only 38,500
people who paid the sewerage charge. Presumably you will not have to pay the sewerage rate if
you are not paying… if you are only paying the sewerage charge? Not all 45,000?
4805

The Chairman: In terms of the charging, basically if you are connected to the sewer and do
not have a septic tank, then you will pay. If you have a septic tank, you will pay £100 when you
have that tank emptied.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Anderson.

4810

Mr Anderson: Thank you, Madam President.
One of the points has just been covered in the Hon. Member for West Douglas’s question
about the legislation.
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But secondly, can the Chairman confirm this change in policy has been ratified by the Council
of Ministers?
The President: Chairman.

4820

The Chairman: I can confirm that approval has been given by the Council of Ministers. A
paper was presented to the Council of Ministers, and I understand that the Council of Ministers
have approved this as a way forward for the sewerage rate.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Cretney.

4825

Mr Cretney: I just wondered if part of the exercise that the Manx Utilities Authority has done
in getting thus far, whether they had any estimation as to whether the charging mechanism by
this form would produce more revenue or less revenue for the Manx Utilities Authority at the
end.
Is this going to be revenue neutral or will you get more money in as a result of this?

4830

The Chairman: I can confirm that the charging exercise has been on a revenue-neutral basis,
so we expect it to achieve approximately £1.8 million in additional revenue that is raised – but
that is what we would have raised had the £100 flat fee charge been also brought in.
4835

4840

4845

4850

4855

4860

4865

The President: The Hon. Member, Mrs Cannell.
Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Madam President.
Well I, first of all, want to congratulate the Chairman and the board for coming up with a
more equitable and reasonable solution. But can I ask him, when he looked at this – when his
board looked at this – was he surprised to learn that perhaps the previous board, together with
the Council of Ministers and Treasury, had not considered it? Or had they considered it? That is
my first question, because it seems an obvious solution to me that you have provision within law
to apply a sewerage rate, and that all that needs is some amendment to actually bring it in, and
that it would be applied more even-handedly than just a blanket charge, £50 a year rising to
£100 and beyond for everybody irrespective of their means.
So, had it been considered before? And if it was not, was he surprised that it had not been?
In terms of amending the Sewerage Act, the Hon. Chairman has said it will require a Bill:
could he let the Court know whether or not there is a draft Bill to hand, pending it being
introduced into the Branches, which would expedite the process somewhat, I would suggest?
He said that the Council of Ministers support it, but then agree with me the Council of
Ministers also supported the other ridiculous notion that everybody was charged a blanket
charge rising up to… at one point, it said in one debate, Madam President, rising to £300 a year,
in order to cover any kind of deficit. So, is he confident that he truly does have the Council of
Ministers’ support for this?
Would he also agree with me that in fact those who bemoaned what he is suggesting here
today have got an opportunity to support another report coming before this Hon. Court with
some very sound recommendations, which will remove the anomalies that are presently being
criticised in the current rating and valuation system?
The President: Chairman.
The Chairman: Thank you, Madam President.
Whilst I know there has been substantial debate in the past about water rates, the fairness –
indeed potentially metering, I think, at one point – I am not clear on the facts of why at the last
stage Council of Ministers and the team at the Water Authority settled on the charging option.
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As far as the Council of Ministers’ support: at present I understand there is full support for
this measure; and I do have a draft Bill and I will endeavour to ensure that Members get to see
that draft Bill as early as possible. Indeed, I will see whether we can present that before the
relevant sitting, or relevant First Reading, so that Members fully understand exactly what is
being asked of the general public at this stage.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Karran.

4875

4880

4885

4890

4895

4900

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, the Caairliagh, is he aware there is an amendment to Item 14 on
recommendation 1, by myself, as far as the revaluation to be carried out by October 2015?
Maybe this would be an opportunity for this Court to get off the fence and actually get the job
done, allowing for the fact that, from my brief period within CoMin, this was one of the major
issues that concerned me then, and before that as Chairman of the Water Authority –
The President: Hon. Member that is irrelevant at this point –
Mr Karran: Is the Chairman also aware that whilst I was not around here in 1971, my
constituent Mr Moore was the chief valuer, in Middle Begoade and he actually said there was
discounted arrangements for different areas – (Mr Braidwood: Still is.) and I do believe there
was a discount of 50% as far as Michael is concerned. I believe 40%, because in Maughold and
other areas had different discounts. So would this augment his support for my amendment on
the Item 14 and get on with the job –
The President: Hon. Member, your amendment is not before the Court yet, so please let us
not refer to it.
Mr Karran: The next thing is, Eaghtyrane, allowing for the fact of the seriousness as far as the
Statement is concerned over the financing, and the fact that the financing for the IRIS project is
longer than the assets will work, has he taken this into account as far as the costings and us
having to bite this bullet… allowing for the fact that what we have got here is, he has got the sins
of the father have been put on to the son, as far as this issue is concerned, because of previous
administrations.
Can he give us the timescale of when he is going to come back with this issue, allowing for
the stupidity of previous administrations not being prepared to put some accountability into the
IRIS project, which has cost us millions more than it should have done?
The President: Chairman.

4905

4910

4915

The Chairman: Thank you, Madam President.
I have no idea about the Hon. Member’s amendment, but I look forward to reading it.
I am not aware that there are any discounts applied across constituencies or applied across
postcodes – to the very best of my knowledge… well, if there are, then somebody will need to
produce the evidence please, because to the very best of my knowledge, the water rate is
charged across all constituencies and the sewerage rate will be charged across all rateable
valued properties at exactly the same rate. (A Member: No, that’s wrong.)
The final point, he asked about financing. As the Hon. Member knows there was a financial
plan put together at the merger of both the Electricity and the Water Authority, and that
financial plan showed that under the approved financial model that was given to Tynwald and to
Members, that we would rebalance finally in terms of debt management in 2032.
So there is a substantial period of challenge in front of us, but providing we can stick with the
plan, then we will eventually get to a stage where the large and excessive debts are paid off and
they go back to a neutral position.
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The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Cregeen.
4920

4925

Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Madam President.
I think the Hon. Member for Onchan had a good point regarding discount, and I think the
Chairman of the MUA was possibly confused: the discount was on the rateable value, not the
rates paid for the water. So it is a property rateable value, not the water rate.
And is in his paper to Council of Ministers, he did say that he had gone through Council of
Ministers: how will this affect Departments, because they have rateable values and, say, for the
Department of Education, they will have to find – and the Hospital and the Health – a substantial
amount of money (Mr Quirk: And Housing.) if it has gone on the water rate. Has that been
factored in? And also has there been any consideration of the effect that this will have on some
of the business on the Isle of Man?

4930

The President: Chairman.

4935

4940

The Chairman: Thank you, Madam President.
Clearly, there is going to be impact on a wide range of individuals and businesses and indeed
publicly-owned buildings and premises. The bottom line is that what we have set out to do was
to bring in an equitable system. Clearly we recognise that some businesses, some hotels, some
leisure businesses, other business-operating premises will be paying quite substantially more,
particularly when you think the rateable values are £4,000 or £5,00 – and of course across
Government land and buildings, there are going to be some significant charges as well.
But the point is to the Hon. Member, and I would say again: what we have done is to try and
make this equitable, really, for the residents of the Island and to do so in a way that is fair and
acceptable, we think, to the population. As we develop and go forward, as I said, there may well
be some cases for further adjustments.
But really our primary focus has been making this as equitable as possible.

4945

The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Wild.

4950

Mr Wild: Thank you, Madam President.
Just for clarification, please, from the Hon. Member for Michael: can he confirm that this
financial model will be more efficient in terms of improved collection of funds under the
scheme. So, in other words, there are cost savings to be generated in terms of the collection of
the funds?
Mr Braidwood: Same.

4955

The President: Chairman.
The Chairman: There will be no change to the cost of the funds – they will be collected with
the rates as normal. There are no extra resources required, but the costs will remain as neutral.
4960

The President: Hon. Deputy Speaker.

4965

The Deputy Speaker: Thank you, Madam President.
Just to take up a point that was made by Mr Cregeen, and the comment by the Chairman that
70% of properties will be paying under the rate but 30% will be paying above the rate.
How great is this problem going to be? Are they likely to be at a level where you are actually
going to get the viability of existing businesses challenged, discouraging possibly new businesses
coming to the Island, and also therefore reducing employment opportunities for people of the
Island?
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Have you got any examples of average businesses and how much they will be paying –
certainly businesses that employ people?
The President: Chairman.

4975

4980

4985

4990

4995

5000

5005

5010

5015

The Chairman: Thank you, Madam President.
Clearly this is the first time that I have had the opportunity to bring this forward into the
public arena. It is impossible to go round testing the water on this, (Laughter) we have to make a
judgement based on what has gone on before from the tested public reaction, from the 6,000 or
so people who signed an e-petition, from the Members of Tynwald who have been strongly
against this, the members of the public for whatever reason have been against this.
There will be an impact on businesses, I have no doubt about that. Some businesses may
have to find £1,000 plus a year to deal with this. I hope that it is not going to send them under,
but I think that clearly there is an impact. Whenever you do anything like this there is a broader
impact, whether it is businesses having to raise prices potentially, or seek new efficiencies, or
alternatively if you put the charge on to the members of the public then perhaps they are going
to spend less with those businesses. Either way, it is swings and roundabouts.
I cannot stand here and say this is totally equitable and totally fair and everybody has been
fairly addressed. What I can say to this Court, I think this is – out of the two systems that we
have currently got before us either the flat rate or rateable values – the least worst option,
(A Member: Hear, hear.) and that we will have to push forward and deal with it. And if we
cannot deal with it, then we are going to have to go back to the table and reassess as I have said
before, whether we should carry on reducing the Treasury funding. And that is something that
Tynwald itself can decide.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Karran.
Mr Karran: Can the Caairliagh inform this Court: have there been any negotiations with the
Department of Health and Social Care about these increases, as far as those on low wages… If
there is, can we see what actions have been done as far as that is concerned, in order to help
the people who are really getting hit at the present time. Has any action been taken over that?
Could the Chairman also inform this Court that the reality is that this issue has been put off
and put off, and unfortunately he has just ended up holding the baby for unaccountable
governments in the past not holding people to account over the IRIS project?
The President: Chairman.
The Chairman: I will address the relevant question, I think, in that statement, which is a fair
question which was about, I think, vulnerability.
Properties with a rateable value of less than £160 which are likely to include a much higher
proportion of vulnerable customers, will all pay less under the sewerage rate than the £100
charge. However, Manx Utilities Authority is not in a position to necessarily determine who is a
vulnerable customer – a question that has been troubling to this Court for the last three years.
There was a working party report in 2010 which stated that payments towards the cost of
rates were also included in income-related state benefits, but essentially whilst of course the
Utilities Authority will do everything possible to help vulnerable customers we have not taken a
step forward to defining exactly who those vulnerable customers might be.
The President: I think we will move on, Hon. Members.
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Procedural –
Re Question 53 for Written Answer
5020

The President: Before we turn to Item 7, can I just clarify in respect of Written Question 53:
that was in fact answered by the DHSC Minister and not the Hon. Member, Mr Gawne. There is a
mistake on the Answer Paper. Question 53 has been answered by the Minister for the DHSC.

7. TETRA Communications System –
Replacement; associated maintenance and support programme –
Motion adjourned for one month
The Minister for Home Affairs to move:
That Tynwald –
(1) approves the Department of Home Affairs incurring expenditure not exceeding £4,930,400
in respect of the replacement TETRA Communications System and associated maintenance
and support programme;
(2) authorises the Treasury to spend out of the Capital Transactions Account during the
financial year ending 31st March 2015, a sum not exceeding £1,976,000; and
(3) approves of and sanctions borrowings not exceeding £4,930,400 being made by
Government, such borrowings to be repaid within a period of 10 years.
[Ref: G14-012 Item 11 under the heading Department of Home Affairs on page 26 of the Isle
of Man Budget 2014-15 and as detailed in the Capital Estimates on page 66 of the Isle of Man
Budget 2014-15.]
The President: Item 7, Hon. Members, replacement of the TETRA Communications System. I
call on the Minister for Home Affairs.
5025

5030

5035

5040

5045

The Minister for Home Affairs (Mr Watterson): Madam President, under the Government’s
strategic priorities is the protection of the vulnerable, with the provision of secure and reliable
radio communications being a vital component in enabling the Government to deliver this
priority.
The Department of Home Affairs holds the statutory responsibility for the provision of
Government radio communications, and one of the key objectives in the Department’s 2014-17
Business Plan is the replacement of the existing Terrestrial Trunked Radio System, commonly
referred to as TETRA. As noted in the explanatory memorandum to Hon. Members, the current
system was installed in 2003. It has been used on a continuous basis since, and has now reached
the end of its operational and maintainable lifecycle. (A Member: Rubbish.)
Over the last 11 years, the system has handled nearly 15 million calls and has met all of the
performance requirements. It plays a vital role during major incidents, events and periods of
severe weather. The TETRA system is integral to the operation of the Emergency Services Joint
Control Room, and vital for the three emergency services and 18 other user organisations who
utilise the system. An example of these user organisations includes the Department of
Infrastructure, Manx Utilities Authority, and Customs and Excise. The other major user is the
Department of Economic Development, where the TETRA system is used for the provision of
critical communications during the TT and Festival of Motorcycling.
The current system is comprised of two major elements: firstly, the TETRA system consisting
of transmission sites, network management equipment and the terminals; and secondly, the
digital microwave network which is used to connect the transmission sites.
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5060

5065

5070

The Department proposes to replace the TETRA system with the latest generation equipment
and to replace the digital microwave network by utilising the Government’s Connect Mann
system provided by Manx Telecom, under the control and management of Government
Technology Services. The user terminal and handsets will, however, be re-used. The Department
submitted an initial business case to Treasury in 2012 and since then a project board was
established, a revised system design and specification developed, the project submitted to
competitive tender and contractors selected.
By working in partnership with Treasury, we have been able to reduce the funding
requirements by over £1 million from that envisaged in the original business case and at this
point I would like to acknowledge the assistance and valuable import from colleagues in the
Government Technology Services, Treasury Procurement Division, the Attorney General’s
Chambers, members of my Department and the ESJCR, and the Member responsible for this
area, Mr Thomas. The two main contractors selected for the project are Motorola Solutions UK
Limited for the TETRA system, and Manx Telecom Ltd under the management of the
Government Technology Services to provide the Connect Mann network connectivity.
Details of the overall project costs and spend profile have been included in the explanatory
memorandum circulated to Tynwald Members. Essentially, £4.9 million is an upfront cost for five
years and secure, resilient, hardware and software which is essential to the emergency services
on the Isle of Man. We also have a guarantee that support will be available for the next 15 years.
In closing, I would note the Department is conscious of the expenditure involved in this
project and has made every effort to minimise the costs incurred. However, I would reiterate
that the provision of secure and reliable communications is vital for the emergency services and
other organisations of Government, and contributes to the Government’s strategic priority of
protecting the vulnerable.
Madam President, I beg to move the motion set out at Item 7 in the Order Paper.
The President: The Hon. Member for Douglas West, Mr Thomas.

5075

Mr Thomas: Thank you, Madam President.
I beg to second, but reserve my remarks.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Karran.

5080

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I move an amendment:
That after the words ‘That Tynwald’ to leave out the rest of the motion and add ‘refers the
matter of the replacement TETRA Communications System and associated Maintenance and
Support programme to the Social Affairs Policy Review Committee for report by April 2015’.

5085

5090

I think everyone in this Hon. Court actually would support the issue that we need good
communications for our emergency services. I would ask the Shirveishagh son Cooishyn Sthie,
the Minister for Home Affairs, to justify in this Court why we are in such crisis that we have to do
this issue at this moment and why we cannot have some common sense and refer this to have a
fresh pair of eyes, as far as this issue is concerned.
This proposal does not add any extra services – if the Shirveishagh son Cooishyn Sthie could
tell us. He gives the impression that once again Government has been taken in by the salesman
as far as this issue is concerned.
Mr Turner: They certainly have.
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Mr Karran: In the services that we have already got, I believe it is only once a year that the
data is backed up, because we do not even need what it is; that the reality is that there is a
possibility of it being not needed for another 10 years.
I think these are concerning situations as far as this issue is concerned. I am not going to say
‘because I am the former Member for Communications Commission’ or anything like that; but
what I am going to say is the fact that I believe that there needs to be more scrutiny as far as this
proposal is concerned. And unless the Shirveishagh son Cooishyn Sthie, the Minister for Home
Affairs, can come to us and say, ‘Right, there is a life-and-death situation that we should spend
this money’, I would hope that this Hon. Court will actually support the amendment in front of
us today.
If there is a reason through a life-and-death situation that he needs this implemented like
that, then give that to us, and then assess what is fact and what is fiction. I might not have been
up there every month having cups of tea with people as far as the Communications Commission
is concerned, but I do have people who do actually respect and trust me for my integrity, as far
as being a Member of this Hon. Court. I just feel that this exercise needs to be done. And I hope
that if the Social Affairs Policy Review Committee find that there is nothing wrong, then I think
that at least one thing is that we, as the parliamentary assembly of this Hon. Court, have done
our job right.
We are told on a regular basis of how we have not got money for this, we have not got
money for that, we have not got money for the other, especially when it comes to things that
are not in vogue as far as the in-crowd is concerned within Government.
I think the Minister needs to seriously tell us why we have got to have this implemented now,
why it cannot be checked out – because I think it needs to be checked out. We are talking about
a lot of money here. We have got major problems on financing and it saddens me when I look at
the new boys on the block, that you are ending up having to pick up the hard decisions that
unfortunately some of us were left on our own and rubbished for decades trying to get the good
systems of government involved. But we are where we are, and I hope that we will see Council
of Ministers supporting this amendment because I think it is a lot of money and unless there is
that urgency, that dire need at the present time, then I think we should support my amendment.
I think I have raised a number of issues that legitimises it to be investigated. And I hope the
Council of Ministers with this new dawn, with the new intake of the Council of Ministers, sees
that we are not just here to knock; we are an important function in this Court. It is because
maybe there has not been the opposition in the past that ridiculous things have been allowed to
go through.
So I do hope that the Hon. Members will support this. Unless there is an urgent operational
reason for this to be voted for, I believe it should go to that Committee and I hope somebody
will second it.
The President: The Hon. Mr Deputy Speaker.

5135

5140

The Deputy Speaker: Thank you, Madam President, I am very happy to second Mr Karran’s
motion.
I can remember, 10 years or so ago, the introduction to the TETRA system and at that time it
was considered to be shall we say ‘the bee’s knees’, and it would do everything that was
needed. We are now told that it has reached the end of its operational and maintainable life
cycle, and this I query. I would ask what cannot be done now that could be done before? And
the Minister actually in his presentation did not say one bad thing about the operation of the
system as it is now. (A Member: Hear, hear.) In fact he did not present any case at all for its
replacement.
The memorandum says that the system is said to be unreliable and not resilient: it was
working well for 10 years, and what has happened that it is suddenly obsolete and in need of
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urgent replacement, and needs to utilise their Connect Mann system involving a cost of millions
of pounds? What extra services will this upgrade provide, and are they needed?
The lack of positiveness in the briefing paper appears to say to me that this is unnecessary
spending. I certainly have not heard of any severe problems in the system as it is. Just because it
was given a life of 10 years does not mean that it is no longer suitable to do the job it was
designed for. (Mr Turner: Hear, hear.)
Could any necessary upgrades – and I stress the word necessary – be undertaken at less than
£4 million? I am sure that it could.
How much of the Island is not covered? I believe most of the Island is covered.
It does not say why the feeder cables and antenna are now unsuitable in this small Island. It
does not say what is wrong with the interface equipment, that it needs upgrading. There is no
explanation of any of this.
So I believe this is a Rolls-Royce proposal on which a £5 million spend is not justified at this
time because, as I say, I have not heard one word to say that it is not working and that people
are being put in danger with the present system.
I certainly could not support the proposal but I am happy to support the amendment of Mr
Karran, that the whole situation is looked into properly, independently and neutrally.
The President: The Hon. Member of Council, Mr Turner.

5165

5170

5175

5180

5185

5190

5195

Mr Turner: Thank you, Madam President. It is good to see from the last two speakers that
the wool has not been totally pulled over the eyes of this Court today.
There are a number of reasons why I will not support this proposal today, and I will go
through them.
First of all, we were told that the money was running out for some of these things. Well,
clearly it has not run out if we can spend this amount of money on a system which, at some
stage in the not-too-distant-future, will be replaced by something different again. And we will
come to that a little bit later on. But I would like to know why the Department did not look at
the option which just about every other police force and emergency service in the United
Kingdom does, and that is contract the provision out.
We seem to still have the obsession here with wanting to run, operate, manage and own
everything ourselves when the rest of the world is in fact contracting this out. In the UK it is
currently managed by Airwave. It is commercially-run, the system is owned and operated by
them on behalf of the services. Has that been done? The last time I asked that question we were
told, ‘No, we want to own all our own strategic assets.’ Well, why is the Isle of Man so different
to everyone else? Why is that?
The benefits, of course, would be that the maintenance, the staffing, the pensions, the
administration, the training for all the operation of these systems would be with that private
company. Again, if it is good enough for other countries, why is it not good enough for the Isle of
Man, and why do we have the obsession? I feel that yet again we are identifying sacred cows
within the system.
TETRA was an overpriced system then; it is an overpriced system now. We were promised at
the time, if you go back through the Hansards, that it could handle data, it would handle the
sending of fingerprints over the system, videos, pictures and all these things it was going to do. It
is quite simply an overpriced voice system. It has been overtaken by phone technology – just
about every Member of this Court has got a mobile phone that does far more than what TETRA
does. So I think it is a complete nonsense we are looking down this particular route.
Mobile phone technology is moving so fast, its reliability, there are provisions in there where
mobile operators can give preference to the emergency services; and if I go back to the debate
we had in 2009, which will be long forgotten now, and that was where they wanted another
£4 million just to keep it going. I asked the question, ‘We are issuing TETRA radios to people but
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we are also issuing Government mobile phones to people, what is the duplication? Are we giving
police officers mobile phones and TETRA radios? Why?’ And that was all part of the debate.
So, if I rewind back from that debate, we spent just over £7 million on the system prior to its
launch in 2004. The company providing it went bust, the Minister came back and wanted an
extra £750,000 to pick up the pieces and get the thing going because the contract collapsed – so
we had a nigh on £8 million system there which we were told, as Mr Singer has just said, was
going to be ‘the bee’s knees’. This was it.
Then in 2009 the Minister of Home Affairs, Mr Earnshaw, came back to this place – and I was
in the Court at that time – for another £4.24 million of money to keep the system going; to keep
up with the advances of technology, he said. And again it was a two-page document, and that
was in May 2009 we approved the funds of £4.24 million. So you can see where this system is
going.
Again, we never did get the answers about the duplication of the mobile phones.
Government has special contracts with Manx Telecom at the moment for the phones and all the
telephony and really, the way mobile data is going, that seems to be the direction of travel.
So here we are today being asked to spend millions of pounds – nearly £5 million – on this
system which has already had millions and millions thrown at it. Would it not have been cheaper
to have gone out to the operators who are doing this across the UK?
I think the amendment by the Hon. Member, Mr Karran, really does point us in the right
direction, that this should be independently scrutinised by the Social Affairs Policy Review
Committee – that is what we establish these committees for, to answer all these questions. But I
think if we are spending this money today and the direction of travel does change in a couple of
years’ time with the rest of the United Kingdom opting for a different platform, this will be
money down the drain. And who is going to carry the can for that? Who is going to be
responsible for putting this system through?
So I hope that we do not get the wool pulled over our eyes today, it is properly investigated
and we get some answers, because this is not the direction of travel I understand the rest of the
world is going.
Thank you, Madam President.

5225

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

5230

5235

5240

5245

Mr Houghton: Yes, thank you Madam President.
I have very little further to add – I am sure you would be quite surprised at that. The case has
been made by the Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Karran, the Hon. Deputy Speaker, Mr Singer,
and now Mr Turner.
The case is made to Members, the situation is that there is an awful lot of doubt put in mind.
The TETRA system is good: what is wrong with the equipment now other than the replacement
of handsets and those things that are breakable, that are carried by our emergency service
personnel?
Other than that, I would have thought for £5 million, the Department of Home Affairs really
should have put a presentation on and briefed us properly about this. But no, it just appeared on
the agenda paper. The Hon. Member, Mr Hall, did ask for a presentation: that was completely
ignored. (Interjection) The Department now is in some distress with this matter because there is
doubt. I supported TETRA, I do support it; but I am now seeing and hearing what other people
say, and the few enquiries I have made, I am uncertain too. So I am certainly minded for
supporting the Hon. Member, Mr Karran’s amendment to refer it to the appropriate Standing
Committee for them to look at it; for them to be satisfied themselves, and report back to this
Court exactly and precisely whether this is value for money or otherwise.
Thank you.
The President: The Hon. Member for Glenfaba, Mr Anderson.
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Mr Anderson: Thank you, Madam President.
Like the previous speakers, I have concerns about this and am a bit disappointed like the Hon.
Member who has just resumed his seat that we have not had a presentation. We have three
Items that follow this with significantly less money involved and yet we had three very good
presentations, and as a result of those presentations I have been convinced to support those
three Items. However, I remain to be convinced by the mover of this. It is a lot of money and we
are in difficult times and I have to be convinced by the hon. mover’s winding up that we should
be supporting this today.
I have not heard the system is terminally ill; if that is the case let us hear about it in the
Member’s winding-up speech.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mrs Cannell.

5260

5265

5270

5275

5280

5285

5290

5295

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Madam President.
I rise to my feet as an independent backbencher, not as the Chair of the Social Affairs
Committee, just to say that I remember all the debates in connection with this, and the
Ministers coming back wanting more and more. Actually when you look at it, it is working out on
average £1 million a year to have the TETRA system. It has worked out £1 million, approximately,
a year.
The question surely the Department ought to have asked is, if they were to put it out to
private contractor as was suggested by the Member of the Legislative Council, how much would
it cost them? Would it cost them £1 million a year? I doubt it would cost in the region of that.
But I would have thought, because of the economic situation the Island is in, that a comparison
would have been looked at, at this particular opportunity.
Whilst, as Chair of the Social Affairs Policy Review Committee I have no objection if the Court
wishes to refer the matter to it; what I can say though, is that it is not largely dependent on Mr
Karran’s amendment carrying or not that a matter can be referred to one of the policy review
committees – or indeed the PAC, the Public Accounts Committee – if a Member, or Members,
feel that a matter requires further scrutiny. Although, having said that, I expect in this regard
there might be some comfort, in that the amendment actually says that we would have to
report back by April next year. So, meanwhile, the motion and the request for more money
would stand on a shelf until after we had reported back – so there is a degree of security there.
I think in view of the level of concern, and those particular Members who have voiced that
opinion thus far, I think the Court should take that concern seriously. I would agree on behalf of
our Committee to seriously look at it and do our best to scrutinise it, to see whether or not in
fact it is value for money for the Island in these times of economic crisis.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Thomas.
Mr Thomas: Thank you very much, Madam President.
As the Minister mentioned, I am responsible for the Communications Division, which has
TETRA in it and the Joint Control Room. I have said in public before this debate that in actual fact
I was sceptical back in March, but was convinced discovering the intensity of the process led by
Treasury Procurement, by Government Technology Services and by the Attorney General’s office
working with the technical project team put in place from the Department of Home Affairs.
I just wanted to deal with some of the issues raised by some of the people who have kindly
contributed to this debate.
Starting with Mrs Cannell’s comment about testing the idea of actually having a contract: I
wanted to make sure that everybody understood that we actually have had a formal tender for
this process; and indeed I think I can reveal that one of the people who participated in that
formal tender was actually the provider of the contract to the UK systems earlier referred to by
the Hon. Member of Legislative Council, Mr Turner.
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Mr Turner: It wasn’t to run it.
Mr Thomas: So Airwave, he mentioned, was actually one of the tenderers in our process.
Before that, we had 16 expressions of interest in the process, and so I think that is the sort of
information that convinced me.
This project started in 2009. There has been plenty of time for Public Accounts Committee,
for Internal Audit to look at that list, their project process, during that time. It has been in the
last couple of years, first of all Mr Karran’s responsibility, and now with my responsibility, I
believe the Department has been made to jump through hoops to actually pare back technical
specifications to make sure we are getting a system that works, to make sure that we are getting
a system that is actually working somewhere else, which this system is. And as the Minister said
in his opening remarks the budget has gone down from £6.1 million to the amount requested
today, £4.9 million –
Mr Turner: Oh, that’s okay then!

5315

5320

5325

Mr Thomas: – through that process of procurement.
The other point I wanted to address is that the mobile phones suggestion by the Hon.
Member of Council, Mr Turner, because obviously when you run a procurement you specify the
requirements, the functionality of the system you want to procure, and any provider of any
mobile phone system could have taken part in the tender process.
And as long as you could demonstrate the security, the resilience, the group calling, all of
those factors that were in the technical specification, run properly by Treasury Procurement
Services –
Mr Turner: That’s not what I was talking about.
Mr Thomas: – that system could have been victorious.
There were a great number of expressions of interest –

5330

5335

5340

Mr Turner: Completely missed the point!
Mr Thomas: – that were put down to a shortlist, and then a proper tender was run between
competing systems and of different prices.
I also wanted to say that the comment was made that we were getting a very expensive
ground system: in actual fact Connect Mann is a Government system, run through Government
Technology Services that costs £80,000 a year to run, and that is included in this contract
specification for the coming five years. So that is another important myth to debunk.
The other point is to begin to describe how that is not a sacred cow, but this is a critical
decision for this Court. Do we want our policeman, our firemen, walking around with a mobile
phone system that has become unreliable because it is no longer maintained, it is no longer
supported? (Interjection by Mr Turner) Obviously, we will be able to go and buy secondhand
equipment –
Mr Turner and another Member: Disgraceful!

5345

The Deputy Speaker: Where has that come from?

5350

Mr Thomas: Obviously we will go along to be able to try and get it maintained but, at the end
of the day, the support contract has already been extended by one year, to allow this tender to
take place, that Treasury forced on the Department of Home Affairs – and that was a good thing
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because it has made the Home Affairs process very rigorous in terms of testing the possibilities
to deal with other possibilities and opportunities.
Finally, the other theme that was developed by Mr Turner was the idea that somehow
technology was coming in and we ought to wait somehow. We will have an unreliable system. As
I understand it, the sorts of technology that Mr Turner was suggesting are things that would not
be used, and usable, by the police forces and fire services and other people that are vital for
protecting the vulnerable in the coming years, for quite a few years.
Northern Ireland is already installing the system that we are advocating. And it is more than
just advocating: it has been a process since 2009, considering all these issues that have been
raised, and I have every confidence in the project team and in the procurement process to have
actually properly come up with correct technical specifications that have actually been handled
properly in the market, and market forces have been used to get the best value possible.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Cregeen.

5365

5370

5375

Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Madam President.
I, myself, have asked some questions regarding the TETRA system and I understand about the
system not being supported any more, it is very similar to Microsoft when they have XP, it goes
out of date and they will not support it anymore – and we have heard the systems regarding the
Hospital being not supported any more.
But what I would propose is that we adjourn the debate for a month, which would give the
Minister the opportunity to discuss this with the Members and I would hope that, rather than it
go to the Social Affairs Committee and then delay it for some time, it would give the Minister
that opportunity to convince Members why the system is needed, rather than lose possibly
months at a committee.
So I would beg to move that we adjourn this until November Tynwald:
That this debate be adjourned by one month.

5380

Mr Anderson: Madam President, I am happy to second that if I am allowed to.
The President: You have already spoken, Hon. Member.
Mr Corkish: I am happy to second that motion, Madam President.

5385

The President: Seconded by Mr Corkish, Hon. Members. We are now into an adjournment.
A Member: Vote.
5390

5395

5400

The Minister: Madam President, I am not particularly minded to go for an adjournment, but
if there is an overwhelming view within the Court that they need more time to consider the facts
that have been put before them – and most of the facts have been put before Hon. Members.
Mr Thomas has given a very compelling resumé of lot of the points that have been put forward.
Without going into a winding-up speech, the dangers are quite obvious: you do not run
critical systems on software and hardware that is not supported. So, it is all very well… the
analogy is, as Mr Cregeen says, you can sit at home with your Windows XP churning away and it
will probably still work even if it is not supported, or even for Windows 95, it will still run
Notepad and other things. But you do not run things that you are absolutely dependent on; the
critical safety of our emergency services that are absolutely essential in terms of underpinning
the TT – and we could not run the TT without this system.
Mobile technology is not the way forward, it most definitely is not. It is not as secure as
TETRA, it is not recorded, it is not backed up, it is not as resilient in terms of the coverage issues;
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if there was a massive demand on the network, the mobile phone network is more likely to fall
over than the TETRA network which has got a 99% resilience rate.
I do not want to get into a winding-up speech, but I do not think an adjournment is going to
add an awful lot to this, Madam President. I will be in front of the Social Affairs Policy Review
Committee next month and I am happy to answer the questions that they may have on it, but I
am very conscious that we need to have all this hardware upgraded for next September, and the
longer we delay that, the more risk we put into the system. So I am very conscious and very
concerned about putting in a delay.
If Members have fundamental objections and criticisms of the project, then I would like to
know about them, but what I have heard is ‘we have not had a presentation’. One person asked
for a presentation and Mr Thomas went down and spoke to that Member, and talked to them.
Nobody else has even approached me to ask, so I presumed – wrongly, it would appear – that
the information that we provided for Members which you have had two weeks to consider, has
been adequate for their purposes. And if that is not the case, then I apologise, but nobody has
fed that back to me, Madam President.
So I am certainly happy to put my case more fully at the winding-up. (Interjection and
laughter) If people feel that there is more they need to know, then they can have another
month and find it – (Interjection by Mr Cregeen) Not if it is adjourned, no. But I am not convinced
that there is going to be an awful lot more that can be added. I think I have set out the case
clearly –
Mr Turner: I am certainly not convinced.

5425

The Minister: – and I am happy to set it out more fully, when I do not have to restrict my
remarks to five minutes.
And again I think the amendment is slightly irrelevant, on the basis that I will be before that
Committee answering questions next month anyway.
5430

The President: Hon. Member, Mrs Beecroft. Speaking to the adjournment debate.

5435

5440

5445

5450

Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
Strangely enough I found myself in agreement with the previous speaker, the Minister for
Home Affairs. I think just adjourning it to next month would not suffice. It certainly would not
suffice for me because I have just heard too many points being raised that we do not have the
answers for, that we do not have the rationale for. I do not think Mr Turner’s point about
actually not buying it, and just contracting it out, was answered satisfactorily. (Mr Turner: It
wasn’t.)
I must admit I am getting rather alarmed that, again, it is a bit like the Hospital IT system, we
are told it is critical now, we have got to do it now. Why wasn’t it brought to us earlier then,
Madam President? It is not right that things are brought to us at supposedly the last minute all
the time for these large sums of money – and it is almost like blackmail, ‘Well you have got to do
it otherwise it is going to fall down,’ and our health service, our policemen, our whatever they
want to trot out next, are not going to be supported by the relevant IT. I do not find it
acceptable, and quite honestly I am not sure I actually believe it anymore. It seems to be a
standard phrase that is being trotted out.
So I will be definitely voting against an adjournment and for it going to a committee, because
I would really like a committee to look at this and tell me what they think after having had time
to look at it in depth.
The President: The Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Hall.
Mr Hall: Thank you, Madam President.

________________________________________________________________________

145 T132

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 21st OCTOBER 2014
5455

To be honest I am a bit amazed at what is coming out from Home Affairs today, and surprised
as well. (A Member: Hear, hear.)
I will give the Court just two reasons why not to accept what is being put down by Home
Affairs. The first reason –
The President: Hon. Member, you are to speak to the adjournment.

5460
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Mr Hall: I am speaking why it should be adjourned – this is adjournment.
There are two reasons why we need more information than what we have today, and this is
just from some research that I have done.
The first reason is that the UK Home Office is currently looking at replacing TETRA altogether
with a new technology, and the UK Home Office set up the Emergency Services Mobile
Communications Programme to look into this. And that replacement – because the contract
with Airwave that has been suggested and already alluded to by the Hon. Member of Council,
Mr Turner – Airwave, their contract ends from the end of 2016. So they are looking at replacing
it with what they call LTE 4G technology – Long-Term Evolution – because that is where the
future actually lies, and so they are… well, it appears that it is looking likely that the whole
TETRA system is going to be replaced.
So I am not quite sure what we are doing here, trying to spend millions of pounds, when we
have got this new technology that the UK are looking at.
Another reason which I do have concerns about, about TETRA as a whole, is about the health
impacts, and that has been widely acknowledged and there have been many reports about the
health aspects of it. There is currently a research programme on delayed by the Imperial College
in London examining the possible health impacts of Airwave, what that has on police officers. It
is a 12-year study which commenced in 2005. So that means we do not know what the outcome
of that is –

5480

A Member: That is Airwave, not TETRA.
Mr Turner: That is TETRA.
5485

5490

5495

5500

5505

Mr Hall: They are the provider, but it is a TETRA system.
So we need some more information because it seems to me that we just do not have enough
information coming from Home Affairs, and I would certainly support an adjournment or a
committee. But those are just two things that I would have to add to it. And I think that the
TETRA network is not suitable for hosting data, and I think that has been acknowledged by the
UK Home Office as well.
So I am going to limit my comments to that really, but I do have concerns that we are almost
spending millions of pounds of money… and people talk about on a technical point, about
‘upgrade’, but what it actually says on the paper is ‘replacement’ which is actually different from
an upgrade to me – we are actually replacing the whole TETRA system. Then we have got,
obviously, developments looking at it elsewhere, going to replace it very soon.
So, Hon. Members, I would just suggest that you do not accept the motion and I think some
more thought needs to go into this and more answers need to be provided, and in more time
than what we have here today.
The President: The Hon. Member of Council, Mr Crowe.
Mr Crowe: Thank you, Madame President.
I have listened to the debate with great interest because I think I kicked this proposal off
about two years ago when I was in charge of the Emergency Joint Control System, and with
Robert Williamson we were looking at TETRA and it was decided at that time that the technology
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was changing, the current system of TETRA was almost time expired – and it has taken almost
two years through the process with Treasury, with Central Procurement, with Home Affairs, to
get to this stage.
I would support this, but the mood of the Court seems to be that it goes to a committee, or it
goes to for an adjournment.
What I would like to reinforce is how important it is for our emergency services, and
especially the TT. The Minister mentioned the TT. The TT Race is in revenue terms for the Island
about £21 million a year. I would not like to put the TT at risk. I am not saying that it would be at
risk – no, I am not saying that in any way at all. But I think we are here to make decisions so I
think if the feeling is that we need more time, I think to give it a month’s adjournment would
probably allow the Department of Home Affairs to come back and have a meeting for all
Members, and to thrash out all the issues so that Members are completely satisfied.
I think I would be happy for it to go through because I feel it is right for the Island, but
whether a month’s delay might be beneficial for everybody… I think if it goes to a committee,
well, I am on that Committee anyway and we are meeting… And I would look at that impartially
if it goes to Committee, so you know my fairness in all things (A Member: Hear, hear.) with
Tynwald. I would look at it impartially, but it may not report until next April and this is quite a
lengthy delay.
So, as I say, I believe in the TETRA system, I believe the case has almost been argued for
replacement, but if a month’s delay is felt appropriate… and I think if the Minister would be
happy for this month delay, the whole thing can be thrashed out and talked about, and the
options available could be talked about. (A Member: Hear, hear.)
So I will leave it to Members –
The Minister: Madam President, with your indulgence I will support a month’s delay, having
gathered the mood of the Court.
Several Members: Hear, hear.

5535
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The President: The Hon. Deputy Speaker.
The Deputy Speaker: I will not support the adjournment for two reasons. First of all, the
Minister said to us he did not think a presentation was needed. He is obviously very happy with
it. He then said if we did have a presentation… I think his words were, he had ‘nothing more to
add.’ If he has got nothing more to add, then there is not much point in having an adjournment,
and I think we should go with the amendment.
The President: The Hon. Mr Cregeen to reply to the motion for adjournment.

5545
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A Member: Hear, hear.
Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Madam President.
I think the Minister will have taken away that there are many questions he has got to answer
– he has got a list here. So counting Mr Deputy Speaker saying he has got no further input, I
think he has, and I think it would be beneficial… I think the delay that possibly, like the Member
of Council Mr Crowe said, to May would be very detrimental to our emergency services. (Two
Members: Hear, hear.)
Given that opportunity to present and bring it back here next month, I think would be very
beneficial.

5555

The President: We move to a vote, Hon. Members.
Yes, Hon. Members, you are voting whether or not to adjourn this for one month.
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A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
In the Keys – Ayes 19, Noes 4
FOR
Mr Anderson
Mr Bell
Mr Cannan
Mr Cregeen
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mr Gawne
Mr Hall
Mr Henderson
Mr Houghton
Mr Quayle
Mr Quirk
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Ronan
Mr Shimmin
Mr Skelly
Mr Teare
Mr Thomas
Mr Watterson

AGAINST
Mrs Beecroft
Mrs Cannell
Mr Karran
The Deputy Speaker

The Deputy Speaker: Madam President, in the Keys 19 votes for, and 4 against.
In the Council – Ayes 8, Noes 0
FOR
Mr Braidwood
Mr Butt
Mr Coleman
Mr Corkish
Mr Crowe
The Lord Bishop
Mr Turner
Mr Wild

5560

AGAINST
None

The President: In the Council, 8 votes for, no votes against. The motion is therefore
adjourned for one month, Hon. Members.
Mr Turner: Madam President?
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Turner.

5565

Mr Turner: With that adjournment, would it then resume and the amendment that is before
us also still stand?
The President: Yes it would, it would be as it is today.
5570

Mr Turner: Thank you.
The President: Hon. Members, we now move on then to… tea, I think! (Laughter)
5575

Mr Turner: Good idea!
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The President: Hon. Members, we will now take a break, and the break will be until 25 past
five by the Court clock.
The Court adjourned at 4.57 p.m.
and resumed its sitting at 5.25 p.m.

8. Hazardous Waste Transfer and Treatment Facility –
Expenditure approved
The Minister for Infrastructure to move:
That Tynwald approves the Department of Infrastructure incurring expenditure not exceeding
the sum of £330,000 in respect of the Hazardous Waste Transfer and Treatment Facility.
[Ref: G18-090 Item 30 under the heading Department of Infrastructure on page 27 of the Isle
of Man Budget 2014-15 and under the Estimates of Capital Payments 2014-15 to 2018-19 on
page 68 of the 2014-15 Budget.]
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The President: Please be seated, Hon. Members.
We turn now to Item 8. I call on the Minister for Infrastructure.
The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Gawne): Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
Over the last 10 years, the Isle of Man has sought greater self-sufficiency and sustainability in
the way it manages the waste it produces. As well as significantly reducing our reliance on
landfill as a principal waste management route, we have supported, where practicable, the
development of facilities and schemes for reuse and recycling. The Energy from Waste Plant is
the principal disposal option for all residual combustible waste. However, there are certain
wastes, which because of their nature and/or chemical composition cannot be safely managed
through that Plant or within the small land-fill site that we maintain for those hazardous
materials that can safely be land-filled. These wastes are hazardous wastes that the Isle of Man
is permitted to export to the UK for disposal.
We are currently permitted to export 11,249 tonnes of hazardous waste each year and about
9,000 tons of this relates to air pollution control residues from the Energy from Waste Plant. Of
the remaining 2,000 or so tonnes, the majority is produced by our aerospace and precision
engineering sectors, with smaller amounts produced by laboratories – Noble’s Hospital and the
like. The cost of exporting and treating hazardous waste in UK is high. Costs can be upwards of
£2,000 per tonne. In order to ensure export and treatment costs remain as low as possible, the
hazardous waste must be bulked-up prior to shipment. Due to the quantities of hazardous waste
involved, it can take several months for an economic load to be generated. However, it is
imperative that we store these hazardous wastes safely during the intervening period.
Currently, because of the absence of a central transfer facility, most hazardous wastes are
stored where they are produced. These sites tend to be located close to other employment sites
or to highly sensitive developments, such as residential areas and schools. These sites are not
therefore suitable for bulk storage of hazardous wastes. While the adoption of very careful
waste management practices has avoided incidents thus far, the storage of hazardous wastes in
large quantities for long periods of time increases the risk, likelihood and severity of an accident
occurring. It is clear to me that we need a bespoke facility that is designed and located to
provide for the safe management of hazardous wastes.
Planning permission for the development of the Hazardous Waste Transfer Facility has been
granted. The facility will be located adjacent to the Department’s Animal Waste Processing Plant
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and Energy from Waste Plant at Middle Park in Braddan. Using existing infrastructure has
reduced the cost of the development. The facility will not be open to the public. Hazardous
wastes will either be collected by the site operator or delivered directly by manufacturing
personnel, who have the expertise needed to handle and transport hazardous wastes.
At the site, the waste will be assessed, identified and stored in designed storage bays until an
economic export load is available. The wastes will then be packaged for export and shipped to
the UK for treatment or disposal. It is anticipated that the facility will add less than 1% to the
amount of traffic currently generated by the Animal Waste Processing Plant and Energy from
Waste Plant.
The facility has been designed in conjunction with the Isle of Man’s primary hazardous waste
producers through the Manufacturing and Technical Industry Waste Sustainability Committee,
the Isle of Man Fire Service and the Health and Safety at Work Inspectorate. It will consist of a
light industrial building, approximately 26m x 24m. This will be subdivided into fully-bonded and
walled storage lanes and include a covered area from waste delivery. The facility will be secured
around its perimeter.
The Department will in the next few months be inviting expressions of interest to operate the
facility, followed by a competitive tender process. The successful tenderer will operate the
facility and the operational cost of the facility will be met in full by the producers of the waste.
This means that although the capital costs will be met by Government, the revenue cost will be
met by the charges paid by the users. The total anticipated capital cost for the Hazardous Waste
Transfer and Treatment Facility is £480,000, which is significantly less than the initial £700,000
budget for this project. These savings have been achieved through early involvement of the
developer in the design stage of the project.
Following completion of a competitive tender process, JCK Ltd has been awarded the
contract and the construction, with a completion date in March 2015. Of the £480,000 required,
Tynwald already approved, in 2011-12, expenditure of £150,000 for preconstruction costs. This
request to Tynwald is for approval for expenditure of the balance of £330,000.
Eaghtyrane, the Isle of Man is not in a position to develop the specialist treatment and
disposal facilities required for hazardous wastes. The risks to our communities, if this facility is
not developed, are potentially significant. The cost to our specialist manufacturing sector of
complying with licence regulations and health and safety requirements will become increasingly
prohibitive. Manufacturers will have to carry the cost of uneconomically exporting single items,
rather than bulking up to give full loads of waste.
In addition, there will be no safe storage areas for materials washed up on our beaches,
produced by laboratories and radiographers or uncovered by householders. Due to the relatively
low tonnage of waste and the high cost involved in its management, this is not a commercially
viable development. It is, however, one that is essential if we are to retain manufacturing
business here.
This facility will provide for the storage and transfer of our hazardous wastes for at least the
next 20 years. It will ensure that our manufacturing sector, in particular, can continue to manage
its waste economically and in accordance with its regulatory obligations. Its development is
supported by the Department of Economic Development, which advises that the facility is an
important improvement to the infrastructure that supports the viability and sustainability of the
manufacturing sector and its ability to grow and provide economic benefits in the future.
My Department's role is to provide the foundations that we need to support the social and
economic well-being of the Isle of Man. This facility will allow us to protect and encourage our
successful manufacturing sector and it is therefore very much part of our plans to grow the
economy.
Eaghtyrane, I beg to move.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Houghton.
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Mr Houghton: I beg to second.
Thank you.

5665

The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Quirk.
Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
I am in a quandary whether to actually support this particular motion here today in front of
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us.
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First of all, if I could say, on the presentation from the Department some time ago, I asked for
the business case and was refused that. I did ask for some other documents that went to… I
think it was the Council of Ministers. I asked the Minister and was refused that, and so once
again we have the scenario where Members are not kept fully up to date with the scheme.
The Minister said in his presentation, just before the Court here now, that the building is
26 metres long by 24 metres, but if you look at the scale of that plan, it is not scaled up at the
minute as it definitely looks more than... if one of its length is 26 metres, then the other one is
definitely not 24 metres, and so there is a question mark on that.
I would like to know who is likely to tender for this operation. My concern on this is having an
ongoing liability to Government, and if we are there just to… we will put a manager in. I do not
know what we are doing with this, whether we are going to manage it remotely or if all services
are going to be done there. How is this particular building going to be regulated and checked?
How is it going to be open and transparent to us, to the population and to the local authority
that is in that particular area? Like we did for the Energy from Waste Plant, there was the
Richmond Hill Consultative Committee, which actually monitors that particular site and probably
extends to the animal waste product place which is close to that as well.
Hopefully, in the future we will have diminishing quantities of asbestos. We are not finding
asbestos any more. We are not growing it any more. It is diminishing all the time, except when
we find a building site and it suddenly appears when a scheme is overrunning, but that is
something for the future.
What I would like to know from the Minister, really, is how are we going to do the
documentation on this site? How is it going to be open and transparent for people to check to
make sure that if it is left with one contractor and that they are not bulking-up themselves? They
are not increasing the weight capacity that was brought in for that particular site from the
businesses that have paid for it, at so much a tonne. I would like to know the model of where
that is coming from and how the charges are going to be balanced up.
We just heard the one about the sewerage rate on that and so will this have a similar
mechanism? How does industry…? When you say you do have Economic Development on board
with this, will there be a limit on companies that will probably supply stuff to this particular
facility and what is going to happen with consultation with them to find out whether they are
getting value for money?
If I was running a business on the Isle of Man, a hazardous waste, or Government which runs
a facility too that has hazardous waste, how is that fair when Government is not charged for
sending the material across?
I agree with the idea about bulking-up. I was disappointed that the Department itself did not
exercise its view on other facilities that are on the Isle of Man. I would have thought we would
have run a contract with some of the other bulking-up sites. There is one down at Balthane –
sorry, Graham, about that – and there is one just further up the road that bought land from
Government and is providing its own facility.
My concern is the ongoing costs of this particular site. It is great if we have a nice contract
and how far that contract is going to be extended. It is like the Energy from Waste Plant: it was
built for the future, but at the end of the day you have got to recover the costs if that is going to
carry on. I would like to see some figures regarding that or some promises given to Members
and I will then, maybe, make a decision as to whether I support the contract or not.
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The President: Hon. Members, it is very warm. If you wish to remove coats, you may do so.
The Hon. Member, Mr Karran.
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Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I would just like to ask the Shirveishagh a couple of points.
I think the issue of the proposal is something that is needed and I think we do understand
that. With joined-up Government, have we done a round robin, as far as other Departments are
concerned? Have the… (A Member: Materials.) materials that have got problems, have we
thought of whether we need to join it all up together and have one place that is secure?
I know, as the former Chairman of the Water Authority, we had major problems with certain
stuff that we had to use in the purification of the water, which was very, very seriously noxious. I
do not know whether there are any proposals that by doing this job we broaden it out to see if
there are things so that we do not end up duplicating now that we are being more efficient.
With the exception of the issue, maybe, with some substances, you might need to have some
sort of filtration system and basically I would imagine this development would be a glorified hut
really, as far as the proposal is concerned.
It is slightly concerning about the fact that it is over 15%, as far as professional fees are
concerned, and I would just like the Shirveishagh to justify, if we are going to really put up what
would be almost certainly a glorified agricultural building with little else, why we have got 15%plus in professional fees?
And the third thing that I would like to ask about – and I know that maybe it is rather
concerning that I am raising this subject –is the fact of who is going to actually run it. Is it going
to run by Government, when we have got to make decisions of whether we employ doctors,
teachers, nurses etc, or waste handling facility people, as far as this is concerned? Who will
ultimately run this facility, as far as the proposal in front of us today?
I do hope that the Shirveishagh can answer these things, as I think they are important,
particularly about the issue of having one place that is secure so that it is almost a secure dump
for all noxious… not just for hazardous waste, but things that maybe are needed for operational
purposes for Government.
The final thing that I would be interested in, and obviously things like mercury could not be
burnt off, but when we were given this fantastic scenario of how the incinerator was going to
sort out everything and it was going to burn at such a level that we were not going to have any
waste in the Isle of Man because everything was going to be reduced to ash and any noxious
chemicals, but has anybody been held to account as far as those proposals are concerned? Is
one of the reasons why we have got this here in front of us today the fact of the design
capabilities of what we have got at the bottom of Richmond Hill, and that we are having to do
this because it cannot take the heat up? Was that just a complete fiction, as far as the Waste
from Energy Plant was concerned, because that was originally going to address the issue that we
could burn all hazardous waste and everything, with the exception of a very, very little amount?
The President: The Hon. Member of Council, Mr Braidwood.
Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Madam President.
Madam President, I am very supportive of this scheme. It is a pragmatic solution to a problem
which has been around for too many years.
Madam President, I think the Minister has explained in the memorandum that hazardous
waste is stored at companies and it is not well quarantined. It is not protected as well as it
should be –
A Member: That is right.

5765

Mr Braidwood: – and what we are trying to do is put everything into one area, which when it
goes out to contract will be a proper procurement method for a tenderer to run this facility. It
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says that the polluters will be paying for the contract and to send all the hazardous waste across.
We are talking about 11,500 tonnes in all probability.
The Minister has explained that there are some facilities, and we know that. If we look at
Onchan, there is one facility there where there is hazardous material very near to a school. I
would rather see it taken away. You never know what children get up to in investigating what is
in this area and what is in that.
Mr Quirk: It is treated off-site.
Mr Braidwood: But it is better to have it all stored on one site in a safe environment, which
then can be transferred to the UK.
Thank you, Madam President.

5780

The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Teare.
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5795

The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Teare): Thank you, Madam President.
I think what we need to recognise here is that the industry wants it and the industry is paying
for it through charges. (A Member: Hear, hear.) Why would they pay for it? Because it is cost
effective.
At the moment they are shipping out small lots and so they do not get the benefit of the unit
costs; in fact, it works against them. So by it moving down to this new site, under the Minister’s
proposal, they will be able to bulk-up and ship out more frequently as well.
It will support, in my opinion – and this has been an opinion fed back me by the industry –
the expansion of the industry, job creation and it ties in well with our apprenticeship drive for
engineering. It moves, as my colleague in Treasury, the Hon. Member of Council, Mr Braidwood,
said, hazardous waste to a more appropriate area where it can be better controlled and better
monitored.
The final thing I would mention is that my understanding of it is, at the moment, that the
management of this facility will be outsourced.
Thank you, Madam President.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mrs Cannell.
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Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Madam President.
Yes, I remember this being a problem when I was on DEFA, with delegated responsibility for
Environmental Health.
It is not said in the memorandum, but I have to say that the incineration facility has been
allowing people, or certain Departments, to actually store hazardous waste on their site without
the proper equipment or facilities to do it, and they have been doing it, in part, as a gentleman’s
agreement. Equally, Noble’s Hospital have been keeping bits and pieces on site, because there
was nowhere else to put it – again, in inappropriate, unsafe and rather challenging areas.
Just knowing where the hazardous waste is accumulating in certain areas and the fact that it
has been accumulating for some considerable time is a big cause for concern, and so it makes
sense. I am pleased, in fact, because at the time when I was on DEFA, the Minister at that time
was the Member moving this motion today, and our biggest worry was that the Department, of
which he is now Minister, did not seem to be overly keen on trying to get finance for anything to
do with waste. There were problems and so it is reassuring to actually see that it has come
forward now. It does make sense, because it is under the Basel Convention that we export
hazardous waste, and it does make common sense to ensure that it goes across in bulk and
therefore will cost even less. I am very supportive of the motion and I think it will help to tidy up
these toxic pockets in and around the Island where waste like this is being stored by companies
or individuals.
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The only thing I would caution, though, is that there is not anything in here, other than on the
last page, where it says that the cost of the facility and the operations of it will be met by the
producers of the waste, which means that there will be charges imposed. Now, we all know
what happens when charges come in, especially when it is to do with rubbish or refuse: people
start fly tipping. So I am just wondering whether or not the Minister is thinking of bringing
forward legislation, or regulations under current legislation, to make it an obligation that
anybody who produces waste like this has to offload it at this new facility and has to budget for
the charges? Because otherwise the responsible people, especially in the private industry, the
engineering and manufacturing industries, will use it and be responsible, but there are lots of
small businesses and practices out there that will try and fly tip it, or if it is of a liquid form, they
will try and put it down the drain. This sort of thing has happened in the past.
So I am just wondering how this new facility will be backed up, in terms of making sure that it
does work and everybody uses it and everybody takes a responsible role, but I will be supporting
it.
The President: The Hon. Member for Malew and Santon, Mr Cregeen.
Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Madam President.
As a past Member of the Department of Infrastructure, it was on part of my remit in waste to
have a look at the hazardous waste site and it was in conjunction with a lot of the industries that
are actually producing this waste. So they all acknowledge that they have this waste. They
already have a disposal route and this is going to be a more efficient disposal route. I do not
think it is going to be a situation where people are pouring it down the pipes. I think these are
companies that are acting responsibly now. They are now looking for a proper disposal route
and I think it will be going out to tender, for the operators of it, and of course DEFA will no doubt
be monitoring to make sure that everything is carried out the way it should be.
The President: Minister to reply.
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The Minister for Infrastructure: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
I would like to thank all the Members who have taken part in the debate. Obviously, I thank
my seconder, Mr Houghton, for his supportive remarks… well, supportive remarks in seconding
it. (Laughter) Apologies… sorry, but I am sure, had he been called upon, he would have gone
much further.
In relation to Mr Quirk, I think there are lots of very important issues that he has raised there.
Who will tender? Well, obviously, I do not know, but what I can say is it is going to be an open
exercise and we are going to make sure that whoever gets it will have the most competitive
price that we can get.
He was looking for promises. What I can promise him is that we will ensure that there will be
no abusive charging by whoever is the successful tenderer, in terms of the rates that people will
use. So apologies that I have not been able to supply him with as much information as he would
like. There is a policy, which has been a long-standing policy, which is that business cases are not
shared outside of Departments who develop them, and I think that is primarily because the
business cases often involve the various issues in relation to commercially sensitive information
from people who have tendered to do certain bits of work. So I can understand why that would
not be available, but the vast majority of the rest of the information has been provided to the
Member anyway. So apologies if he does not feel that we have provided enough.
Mr Karran asks about duplication in relation to other Departments and I can confirm that we
have talked to the different Departments of Government that produce hazardous waste. The
MUA, I understand we have had discussions with them and they are content that the facility we
are providing will provide them with the solution they are looking for.
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Addressing both Mr Karran’s and Mr Quirk’s concerns, the Hon. Members for Onchan, there
will of course be a waste disposal licence required, which will be issued by DEFA, as the Hon.
Member for Malew and Santon, soon to be Arbory, Castletown and Malew, has confirmed, as
indeed Mrs Cannell has also confirmed this. The Department of Environment, Food and
Agriculture will regulate, as they currently do, the way in which any of this hazardous waste is
disposed and so it is pretty clear it is there already and I do not really thing that there should be
too much of a problem with that.
In relation to the other points that were raised by Mr Karran, it is not a glorified agricultural
shed, although it will look like that from the outside. I know there is a touch of the emperor’s
new clothes, perhaps, about what I have just said, but inside there is going to be appropriate
bunding to ensure that the hazardous waste cannot leak out. The sort of wastes that we are
talking about when we describe them as hazardous… and ‘hazardous’ almost sounds like there is
a bit of ice on the road. This sort of ‘hazardous’ is the sort of hazardous that can blow up, that
can create huge fires and cause toxic gases and that sort of thing, and so it is very, very
hazardous and it does need to be very carefully stored. I am sure that part of the reason for the
extra professional fees is assessing the risks and the potential problems associated with dealing
with very hazardous wastes.
In relation to the Energy from Waste Plant, I would be surprised – and I was not around at
the time and so I cannot be absolutely sure what was promised back then – if it was ever said
that the burning of the waste in the Energy from Waste Plant, the general domestic waste would
have been… the temperatures involved would have been anywhere near significant enough to
destroy the hazardous wastes that we are talking about. I do not know, because I was not there
at the time, but I would have been surprised if that kind of commitment had been given.
Certainly, the advice that I have been given is that to build an incinerator with sufficient
capacity to burn at sufficiently high temperatures to destroy this stuff is wholly cost prohibitive.
It is far better to build a glorified agricultural shed with lots of really good facilities inside of it,
than to try and build a facility as described by the Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Karran.
I would like to thank Mr Braidwood, the Treasury Minister, Mrs Cannell and Mr Cregeen for
their supportive remarks. I think I have dealt with the only concern that Mrs Cannell, the Hon.
Member for Douglas East, raised in relation to charges being excessive. I do think this is a good
scheme. Like all Ministers, bearing in mind the difficult financial times we are in, more than ever
we are rigorously assessing every single scheme that comes forward. I know my good friend, the
Hon. Member for Douglas West, Mr Thomas, has had a particular interest, as indeed have all
Members of the Department, in going through, with some rigour, all the costs associated with
this scheme.
If I could just end, in moving the motion, by quoting from Chris Allen, who is the Chairman, I
think, of the Manufacturing Committee of the Isle of Man Chamber of Commerce, he says:
‘This showcases the Isle of Man at its best – a wide variety of public and private ventures working together to
enable a “best practice” facility for everyone on the Island.’

I beg to move.
5910

The President: The motion before the Court is set out at Item 8 on your Order Paper. Those
in favour, please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it.
A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
In the Keys – Ayes 20, Noes 0
FOR
Mr Anderson
Mrs Beecroft

AGAINST
None
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Mr Bell
Mr Cannan
Mrs Cannell
Mr Cregeen
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mr Gawne
Mr Henderson
Mr Houghton
Mr Karran
Mr Quayle
Mr Quirk
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Shimmin
Mr Skelly
Mr Teare
The Deputy Speaker
Mr Watterson

The Speaker: Madam President, the vote is 20 for, in the Keys, and none against.
5915

In the Council – Ayes 8, Noes 0
FOR
Mr Braidwood
Mr Butt
Mr Coleman
Mr Corkish
Mr Crowe
The Lord Bishop
Mr Turner
Mr Wild

AGAINST
None

The President: With 9 votes for and none against in the Council, the motion therefore carries.
5920

Mr Braidwood: We have only got eight.
The President: Turning to Item 9 –
5925

Mr Braidwood: We have only got eight Members.
Mr Corkish: Excuse me – it is registering twice.
The President: Sorry?

5930

Mr Corkish: It is registering my name and Mr Downie’s –
Mr Crookall: Mr Downie’s name is on there, Madam President.
5935

5940

Mr Singer: He has just phoned in! (Laughter)
The President: Right, well, can we amend that? Are we clear that everybody else’s vote was
recorded properly? (Several Members: Yes.) We will amend that to eight votes in the Council,
Hon. Members.
The motion still carries.
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9. Ballure Bridge Remedial Works –
Expenditure approved
The Minister for Infrastructure to move:
That Tynwald –
(1) approves the Department of Infrastructure incurring expenditure not exceeding
£1,275,000 in respect of the Ballure Bridge Remedial Works
(2) authorises the Treasury to spend out of the Capital Transactions Account during the
financial year ending 31st March 2015, a sum not exceeding £1,275,000; and
(3) approves of and sanctions borrowings not exceeding £1,275,000 being made by
Government, such borrowings to be repaid within a period of 30 years.
[Ref: G16-047 Item 33 under the heading ‘Department of Infrastructure’ on page 27 of the Isle
of Man Budget 2014-15 and under the Estimates of Capital Payments 2014-15 to 2018-19 on
page 67 of the 2014-15 Budget.]
The President: We will move on to Item 9, Ballure Bridge Remedial Works. I call on the
Minister for Infrastructure.
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The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Gawne): Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
I knew Mr Downie was so eager to support the last motion that he found a way! (Laughter)
The construction of the Manx Electric Railway track to Ramsey was completed in 1899. It is
one of the Isle of Man’s historic transport systems and one of our main tourist attractions. The
railway still operates with some of its original cars from March to November each year, and
carried approximately 65,000 passengers to and from Ramsey each year in both the years 2012
and 2013. It appears to be on target for delivering the same number this year.
These passenger figures represent a significant increase from previous years and reflect the
effort which has gone into marketing of both timetabled and special event services. The three
sections of the Electric Railway – Douglas to Laxey, Laxey to Ramsey, and the Snaefell Mountain
Railway – are interdependent, and the increase in passengers is reflected in corresponding
increases in the other sectors.
I am sure that Hon. Members will share my view that our historic, and in some cases unique,
railways are national treasures, and we must do everything we can to preserve them for future
generations. Clearly our support for our heritage cannot, though, be at any cost, which is why
the Department is developing plans to bring in altered working methods to reduce operating
costs, while at the same time marketing the services even more effectively to increase the
numbers of fare-paying passengers.
A report in 2011 conducted by the then Department of Community, Culture and Leisure by
Ecorys estimated that, in total, our heritage railways contribute in excess of £11 million to our
GDP per annum, which demonstrates I feel that they warrant the support we give them.
Of course Hon. Members will be aware that the railways have suffered from a lack of
investment over a number of decades and we are now well advanced in addressing this underinvestment.
A new substation for the supply of electricity was opened at Laxey in 2013 and the station
track work was also renewed in 2014. This followed some critical track renewals along the line in
2008 and 2009. Inspections have been undertaken to establish the condition of principal
structures and overhead equipment; regular inspections take place to assure the safe condition
of the railways track and other infrastructure. This gives an almost complete picture of the
condition of the major elements of our railways and allows an improved and planned approach
to future projects and schemes.
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The motion before us today proposes that Tynwald approves the Department of
Infrastructure incurring expenditure not exceeding one thousand, two hundred and seventy-five
thousand pounds in respect of the Ballure Bridge Remedial Works. It authorises the Treasury
to –
5980

Several Members: One million.
The Minister: What?
5985

Several Members: One million!
The Minister: Is that what I…?
A Member: That is cheap!
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The Minister: Well, one million, two hundred and seventy-five thousand – no, I am sure I said
that, didn’t I? Well, anyway, we’ll see!
It authorises the Treasury to spend out of the Capital Transactions Account during the
financial year ending 31st March 2015, a sum not exceeding – wait for it! – £1,275,000; approves
of and sanctions borrowings not exceeding £1,275,000 being made by Government, such
borrowings to be repaid within a period of 30 years.
The main contractor is a Manx company and if this motion is approved, they will undertake
the following work: the replacement of a number of corroded metal sections of the bridge;
replacement of a significant number of ineffective rivets, possibly 300 or more, with bolts; and
the modification of the timber-supporting steel beams, a number of which are badly in need of
replacing; complete removal of the existing failed paint, and repainting with a high integrity
marine standard coating; and replace all the rail-carrying timbers, new rails and safety guard
rails.
Hon. Members, subject to your approval, the works will commence immediately following
the end of the season and the tram service will commence again in March 2015. Some lower
section works will continue into the spring.
I know, as well as you do, how stretched the public finances are and I have rigorously
reviewed, as indeed have all the Members of the Department, and questioned all aspects of this
work to ensure that the work is absolutely necessary. Indeed, I would not otherwise be
supporting it at this time of financial difficulty.
The need for this work was identified in 2011, the structural surveys and reports issued in
2012 gave the bridge a continuing safe life of three years at that time. Clearly, we have to ensure
the safety of our staff and passengers and we have now reached the point where the
Department’s chief engineer is not prepared to authorise the use of this bridge by trams for the
next season.
It is almost unthinkable to imagine our beautiful landscape without the magnificent spectacle
of our railways in full operation. (A Member: Hear, hear.) We have invested significant sums of
money in our heritage railways in recent years, but the need for such big capital projects is now
drawing to an end.
Today, Hon. Members, I seek your support to complete the job and ensure that the Manx
Electric Railway continues to allow residents and visitors alike the truly unique experience of
travelling on our Island’s heritage through the beautiful Manx countryside.
Eaghtyrane, I beg to move the motion standing in my name.
The President: Hon. Deputy Speaker.
The Deputy Speaker: Thank you, Madam President.
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I rise to second the motion and I hope Members will support the proposal, and it is very true
what the Minister has said. It is very hard to think that perhaps that line would not be used in
the future because it is exactly 40 years ago that there was a proposal to close the Laxey to
Ramsey section of the Manx Electric Railway, and that was successful. There were no trams then
until it was re-opened three or four years later.
There has been inaction and negligence on the part of the Government, as the Tomlinson
Report pointed out there were 40 years of underinvestment in the railways – maybe not
deliberate, but certainly incompetent policy and management has resulted in the lack of
treatment, particularly on this Laxey to Ramsey section of the line – thus the deterioration of
one of our greatest historical assets.
The bridge itself: the failure there is that it has not been painted since 1981. The railsupporting timbers have not been replaced for 34 years – and the most shocking fact is that
there is no evidence of any structural repairs on the Ballure viaduct for 116 years.
So I am sure I speak on behalf of many rail enthusiasts, the people of Ramsey and the North,
visitors to the Island, and much of our general population when I acknowledge the Department
bringing forward this proposal not only to properly repair the bridge, but also their commitment
to ensure, and simplify, and minimise future maintenance.
We really have to appreciate the value of our unique assets and that not everything can be
judged solely on the business case, but in this case I believe there is a business case which
boosts the argument for this spend.
In the early 2000s, just short of 90,000 passengers crossed the Ballure viaduct annually; this
fell to 25,000 at the time of the 2008 to 2009 closure and during the time of that closure the
businesses in Ramsey experienced a serious downturn. Once the line was fully reopened the
passenger numbers rose to 53,000 and, as we heard from the Minister, are now approaching
70,000. This 70,000 compares with just under 50,000 travelling to the top of Snaefell. There is
therefore I believe a business case to justify this expenditure as demonstrated by these
increasing passenger numbers, and added to this is that tour operators are offering holidays
now on the basis of railway interest as opposed to outright enthusiasm. To have the whole
network open is a definite advantage to the tourism in the Isle of Man and, because of these
holiday offerings, the season has started earlier and is finishing later; and there is every
confidence therefore that these passenger numbers will continue to improve.
I am sure we are all supportive of our history and tradition and support these attractions that
have a positive effect in bringing people to the Island; but of one thing we can be sure, and that
is rejecting this proposal is supporting the long-term closure of the Laxey to Ramsey MER line
and the serious consequences it will have on the economy of the North of the Island.
So Madam President, I hope that Hon. Members will be fully supportive of this project and I
give my thanks to the Department for coming forward with this proposal.

6065

A Member: Hear, hear.
The President: The Hon. Member for Douglas South, Mrs Beecroft.
6070

6075

Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
To be honest with this Hon. Court, I had severe difficulty coming to a decision on whether to
support this or not, because as everybody has said, we are in financially difficult times; and as
much as everybody values our heritage you have to think, ‘Is this our priority? Is there a sensible
case to argue?’
I must have driven the officers nuts with all the questions that I asked, and I was still hesitant.
And funnily enough it was… I echo Mr Singer’s words, it was the business case, the final piece,
because I was still wavering, I was still on a knife edge. And I would like to thank the officers in
Economic Development for providing me answers to questions that I asked in a very speedy
manner – they have been absolutely excellent – and it was about, again, these coach tours.
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I knew from officers within the Department of Infrastructure that if we cannot make the full
offering for coach tours that are just for transport supporters, the enthusiasts, coming to the Isle
of Man, that they might not come because we would not have the full offering; and Economic
Development provided me with some figures which I would like to share, because to me they
were very important. These enthusiasts actually are 18% of all the coach tours that come to the
Isle of Man and because of that – this is conservatively – there are over 9,000 bed nights
generated by this sector; and that is growing.
That is a very conservative estimate because it is on purely the ones that come solely for that
reason – there are others that will come that will have that as part of the package, as part of
their interests, but this is just the ones that are dedicated to that. And obviously the other areas
that both the Minister and the seconder touched on as the reasons why we needed to support
it, is because it is growing and because I have been convinced there is a business case for this
that I do feel it is worth spending this money and keeping this section of the track going.
Thank you, Madam President.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Cregeen.
Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Madam President.
I hope the Minister can just answer a couple of the questions for me, please. As the previous
Minister for the Department of Community Culture and Leisure, I was aware of a number of
schemes between Laxey and Ramsey. My concern is that if we have this scheme, has he got
further funding which will be required to keep the rest of the railway open into the future?
There are a number of schemes which will be required to keep the track going, and I would hate
to see us in the situation like we were with the Queen’s Pier where we spent over £1 million on
it and there is no foreseeable money coming to that in the future. I would hate to see us spend
£1.2 million on this scheme and then in three or four years’ time we cannot afford the other part
of it.
So I would like a bit of commitment from him that these have been coming.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Corkish.
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Mr Corkish: Thank you, Madam President.
In a debate in this Hon. Court on 12th April 2011 a sum of £1.7 million was voted towards the
stabilisation and protection of the Queen’s Pier in Ramsey by a majority of Members. It was not
a unanimous vote; in some part it was felt that as a registered building it had to be safeguarded.
This money was voted to it in the certain knowledge that hard times were coming through the
door, let alone knocking on it.
Here we have in this motion a part of our Island’s infrastructure that is famous, historical,
cultural, visitor number generating and a contributor to the visitor economy being used by about
– as we have heard from the Hon. Minister – around 70,000 people annually; and an iconic part
of our unique passenger transport system that has not seen any structural repairs since it was
built in 1898.
The Queen’s Pier at Ramsey will never earn money, but will eat it up; it will never attract a
visitor to our shores, and remain a drain on our resources until a decision is made to deregister it
and save a significant amount of money. And perhaps it is only a matter of time before we will
have to spend another million or so, probably to replace the £1.7 million wasted – sorry, spent –
on it in 2011, three years ago.
However, the Manx Electric Railway like any other business undertaking will require ongoing
investment – albeit perhaps every 116 years – but in return will contribute to the visitor
economy, remain a transport link, remain famous, remain unique and continue to attract
visitors.
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Madam President, Hon. Members, the motion before us to spend £1.2 million on the Ballure
Bridge is money well spent in my opinion, and in the interests of the Island and the people while
we support the operation of the MER in our Island.
Madam President, I support the motion.
6135

The President: The Hon. Member of Council, Mr Turner.
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Mr Turner: Thank you, Madam President.
As a Member of the Department who is bringing this, I can assure Members that this motion
was given a very rough ride through the Department. I can certainly vouch for Mrs Beecroft who
took an awful lot of convincing about this and certainly did not leave any stone unturned. But
the fact is we did invest considerable amounts in the railway. I was here in this place in 2008
when we were faced with the potential closure of the Ramsey section; a very lengthy debate, we
discussed all sorts of things about going single-track and various things. We decided to renew
that infrastructure, I think it was over £5 million of investment, and that work was done together
with renewing some of the overhead lines.
We were well aware then that further investment was going to be required to keep the
railway operating. There was to be a programme of bringing up to date some of these structures
and an infrastructure that is needed to run the railway, because they had been operating quite
impressively for a considerable amount of time. There will always be those who would suggest
that spending this amount of money on a bridge is not good value for money, but we are talking
about major structural engineering here, and with that it does not come cheap. Without the
bridge, which is the final link into Ramsey it does render the rest of the service pretty pointless if
you cannot get people into the town.
So I can assure Hon. Members of this Court that the Members assigned to the Department of
infrastructure gave this particular – and indeed the other motions that come to this place
through the Department – it was given substantial attention by the Members, and some quite
robust debates in the Department meetings; and I hope Members will support this.
Somebody said about, ‘Will there be future schemes?’ Running any railway, there are bound
to be future schemes, but hopefully we have seen the last of the really major expenditure. But
let us not forget running these things is not cheap, it is something we have debated fairly
recently and decided we would like to continue to do it; because although we are in a period in
the moment where we are looking to rebalance our budget in terms of the operational costs of
Departments, we hope that better times will eventually come back. If we were to have a kneejerk reaction and get rid of all these things now – or even mothball them – I truly believe that to
bring them back out again it would just be cost prohibitive.
So I think we have to pursue this, I think this is a good investment in this structure which has
stood the test of time. The engineers that gave us the presentation in the Department, and
indeed to Hon. Members, gave detail about how the work was going to be undertaken, what
was involved in the work, and its expected life. I think we have to take comfort from the
professionalism of those engineers, and take on board the predictions they have given. I think
they were talking that providing we do proper maintenance on the structure we could be
looking at this bridge giving 50 years plus of life.
The President: The Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Quirk.
Mr Quirk: Thank you, Madam President.
I can say at the outset to the Minister I will be supporting this scheme, but there are some
caveats, as there is in everything that goes along in life.
One of the caveats I want to put on is, with every scheme that goes forward – and we are
spending quite a substantial bit of money on here, and I have not had anybody outside this
particular parliament building criticise this particular scheme coming forward, although there is
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quite a bit of money. But what I need to come from the Department, and from the Member
responsible to for this: do we have a maintenance plan for this structure? That is crucial. At the
end of the day we do not want there to be another 50 years of somebody else, when we are all
gone, having to pick up the tab.
There is no good redoing something and not having a good maintenance plan for inspection
purposes – painting or whatever. I do not think it was just paint that they had to put on it, it was
probably the metalwork and the rivets we were told about, and stuff like that.
Can I also too… and I am backtracking, it is an opportunity to criticise slightly, but it is good
criticism, it is always good criticism – when the Laxey station was done. I just thought it was a
great little scheme when my Minister at the time was Mr Cregeen, we pulled the scheme
through with the support of the Speaker, but for a ha’porth of tar it was not finished properly –
there were grassed areas which were done, it was…
So I am looking for, in the future: who is going to supervise this particular project? Who is
going to be accountable to you as the Minister and to us in parliament to make sure this scheme
pushes through?
My other one to do with the Laxey station was, the ha’porth of tar you wasted: you replaced
some columns for lamps, but then you left some others, and they were all blistered – they were
absolutely terrible. I remember at the time, the Minister was Mr Skelly –
Mr Corkish: This is about Ballure Bridge.

6205

Mr Quirk: I sent him the photographs, I did not blame him because he had just taken over
the job, but there was criticism there that whoever was paid to look after the job did not do it
properly, as far as I am concerned. And people were… I remember going out one night to meet
some people from Laxey –
The President: Hon. Member, could you come back to Ballure, please? (Interjections)

6210

Mr Quirk: I am giving you the flavour, Madam President, of the whole scheme.
Mr Turner: We have got the flavour, we do not like the taste!
6215

Mr Quirk: That is why I need to support this scheme.
The President: You might drive support away if you continue. (Laughter)
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Mr Quirk: As I said, Madam President, to every scheme there is criticism and support, and we
never learn from the lessons we have already done and wasting our time in here, aren’t we? And
that is the thing.
What we need to be looking at is to the future. To the Minister, and to the Member, you
need to make a decision: railways, trams, horse cars (Two Members: ‘Horse cars’?) (A Member:
Trams!) – one of them you do not need in the future because we cannot spend all this money,
we can only spend it once.
So the other criticism I have got is, I would like the Member to really go from the Howstrake
towards Laxey and Lonan and just look at all those poles out there, which are just blistered and
are half painted, because nobody has had any thought to look at them; and save ourselves a bit
of money in the future.
So I will be supporting the scheme, because I know now, I have had my little whinge and it is
recorded and if it is not done I am back to the Minister and the Member responsible.
The President: The Hon. Member of Council, Mr Wild.
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Mr Wild: Thank you, Madam President.
I will just declare an interest because I am the Company Secretary and Director of the Great
Laxey Mines Railway Company Ltd, which is wholly owned by the Laxey and Lonan Heritage
Trust as a charity.
I will just make the point that all three railways on the Isle of Man – Isle of Man Railways, the
Groudle Glen Railway, and Laxey – are members of the Heritage Railway Association which is the
governing body for unique railways across the British Isles, and is respected internationally. It
produces an annual report and I am sure last year it was saying that a heritage railway system
can contribute at least 10% to a local economy in terms of bringing these enthusiasts in. And
certainly when I went to the Snowdonia National Railway a couple of weeks ago, everybody
there knew about the Isle of Man and said what a unique transport system we have, and it is
evidenced by the visitors who come to the Laxey Railway.
So, it has my full support.
The President: The Hon. Chief Minister, Mr Bell.
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The Chief Minister (Mr Bell): Thank you, Madam President.
Madam President, there are just one or two points I would like to add. First of all to agree
with the majority of comments which have been made in support of the railway and highlighting
its historical importance. I would just like to broaden out slightly though just to put it in context.
A statistic which we do boast about, but I think we sometimes underplay in this Hon.
Chamber, is the economic success that the Isle of Man has enjoyed over the last 30 years, and
the growth that we have achieved through the most challenging period for probably the best
part of 100 years. A lot of that, Madam President, has been down to the diversification of the
Manx economy – not just financial services – and important in the middle of that has been the
role that tourism has played, both in bringing traditional tourists here and in underpinning the
strength and support for the financial services industry at the same time.
Tourism is absolutely vital (A Member: Hear, hear.) and still has great potential to grow for
the future as well – it is one of the areas to which perhaps I think it is time we paid a bit more
attention, (Several Members: Hear, hear.) because in many ways it has been neglected over the
last decade or so because we have really been spoilt with success in other parts of the economy.
Central to this administration’s priority, Madam President, is growing the economy. Tourism
is very much part of that. But it is not just economic diversification we are focused on; it is also
regional economic diversification, that all the economic growth that we generate on the Island
must not just be focused on Douglas – it must be focused right around the Island for the whole
of the Island to benefit from this.
Tourism – and in particular, heritage tourism – is one very effective way of doing that. We
have seen success in other parts of the Island with the developments in the South, Laxey and
Snaefell, all generating greater and greater interest; as these facilities become, in effect, more
and more unique, the tourist interest in this is going to increase. Alongside of that we embarked
some three or four years ago on a parallel development scheme of the regeneration of the town
centres. We have already spent substantial amounts of money in Ramsey and Douglas, there is
work going on in other parts of the Island now. This investment, Madam President, is specifically
to revitalise the commercial centres of the regions of the Island – and in particular for those
people who have been to Ramsey, you can see already the huge improvement there has been in
the commercial centre, and according to Ramsey commissioners we have already attracted a
further 20-odd new businesses into the town.
It would be totally contradictory, surely, after spending the money in Ramsey and
successfully making this concept work, then to cut off the lifeline of the MER which brings in
some 60,000 to 70,000 paying customers on the back of it. It would be a slap in the face for the
businesses in Ramsey which have now started to invest in those businesses on the back of the
regeneration scheme; and, as I say, would completely contradict the Island’s overall policy.
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So, Madam President, I would urge for all the reasons which have been quite ably enunciated
tonight from a heritage point of view also to look at the broader economic benefits which it is
going to bring to Ramsey and the North of the Island, and give this proposal full support.
6290

The President: The Hon. Member for Douglas West, Mr Thomas.
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Mr Thomas: Thank you, Madam President.
I am in the Department and I just have one question for the Minister, and one suggestion for
my Minister.
The question is: can he assure me and all of this Hon. Court that the remaining 95
infrastructure assets on the railways are safe and reliable if maintained properly, and we will not
need other capital investments in the near future?
My suggestion is for the Minister to revisit the Scope of Government independent report to
the Council of Ministers 2012 document about heritage railways, which basically concluded that,
as is the case with other heritage railways in the UK, consideration should be given as to how
heritage railways could work with the voluntary railway enthusiast sectors, possibly via a form of
partnership to define the services in the future.
Very specifically, I would encourage the Minister to think about forming a working group to
consider both the recent successes with the Government-led revitalisation of the heritage
railway use, and also going back and revisiting when volunteers were involved perhaps in 1993,
with the Year of the Railways marketing campaign. I would also encourage that working group to
look at how the assets could be made available perhaps outside Government, so people outside
Government could use this very valuable heritage railway that we have, to actually raise money
to take this responsibility away from Government.
So in other words, what I am advocating that the Minister considers in the Department is the
exploration of the possibilities of producing a cost-effective solution running our wonderful
railways outside Government, in a structure which can assure the survival of our railway
heritage for future generations.

6315

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

6320

6325

6330
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Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I am a bit alarmed that the Ard-shirveishagh thinks that this railway is
the lifeline for Ramsey, as I say. I think most people actually go to Ramsey not on the railway.
But I think the point is that if he is really concerned about the tourism side, he needs to get his
Council of Ministers to sort out the off-Island transport service, and that will do more to help
tourism on this Island.
What I would like from the Shirveishagh… and I actually think the points that the Hon.
Member from Doolish Shiar, Douglas West, has raised are points that need to be raised. One of
the things I would like to ask the Shirveishagh is, can we have a hit list of what else needs to be
done as far as this railway is concerned? Some of us who have been in here a long time – I think
it was Mr Earnshaw who started this, my junior colleague in Onchan, who actually initiated this
proposal – and I said then if we vote for this we have got to look at the long term as far as that is
concerned. And us Members who have been in here long term were assured that it was the
minimum of cost, but we seem to end up with more and more cost; and I just think it is
important, especially now that we are going to have to start learning to govern in a totally
different environment than the Alice in Wonderland that we have had for the last 15 to 20 years,
if not a bit longer… Maybe the Shirveishagh can consider and bring back to the Council of
Ministers that when we start looking at these refurbishment things, we have a full picture of
what we have got. At that time – if I remember rightly – the Shirveishagh said, ‘Oh no, this is not
a Pandora’s Box; we only need to do this bit…’
As far as I am concerned, I will support this because it would be absolutely insanity to stop
this, especially if you are telling us that the safety requirements meant that they would have to
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walk from Ballure Bridge into Ramsey in order to facilitate the ones who do go to Ramsey. But I
do think he does need to give that hit list, and get that principle addressed now that we have got
a Government that is actually listening to the few backbenchers [Inaudible] for the last decade
or so.
Also what I would like him to do is just reassure us that… When other Members have talked
about Laxey station, I actually view Laxey station as a disaster! I think it has absolutely been a
liability. It is particularly dangerous for disabled people and, as I say, we do need to realise that
Government money is real money and these professional people, like I just said with the
previous debate, where we spent over 15% of the capital cost on that, these people need to
realise that we will hold them to account – just like the rubbish that we had about the £1 million
on the Queen’s Pier. If it was anywhere else, people would be in jail or sacked, as far as that is
concerned! This is total and utter rubbish as far as £1 million that has been spent on Queen’s
Pier. That was quite obvious, as a former Chairman of the Select Committee of the Queen’s Pier,
as far as that is concerned.
So we are on a new dawn, we are in a different situation, everybody is starting to smell the
coffee now – I do hope that we will look at a better process as far as that is concerned.
But can I just say that we heard about the situation of the closure call years ago, and the then
Hon. Member for Ayre paid the price for that, with Norman Radcliffe getting in if I remember
rightly, the late John Clucas.
What I would say is that the arguments that he was putting for the Ramsey electric railway
are the same arguments that we hear today from the Hon. Member of Council, Mr Corkish, as
far as the Queen’s Pier is concerned. Dealt with properly that could be an asset as far as tourism
is concerned. The problem we have got is that we missed the boat when we did not support the
Select Report as far as the Queen’s Pier is concerned. But I do feel that we do need to save… and
if we are going to start these new infrastructure renewals, that we have more of a true picture
of what we are letting ourselves in for.
We longer-serving Members in this House voted for this; it is only the newer Members who
have any right to renege on seeing this through.
The President: The Hon. Member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.
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Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Madam President.
I will be very brief. I do have a concern, to be honest with you, because of the amount of
money that has been spent fairly recently over the stabilisation of Ballure Cliff, and that ran into
hundreds of tens of thousands of pounds because the weather kept affecting it and taking it
away – and that was an engineering solution. It got to the point when I was on the Department,
that I recommended that no further money be thrown at the project, because clearly the sea
wanted to take that area and no amount of stabilisation to ensure that this railway stayed open
to Ramsey was going to work.
Of course the Department at that time, the Minister, did not agree with me and felt they had
an obligation at least to the homeowners within the vicinity, but particularly to the MER to
ensure that they could still get to their track. So it concerns me that we are now going to spend
money on Ballure Bridge without any kind of assurance that it is not going to be good money
after bad, to be honest with you.
Can the Minister give us a guarantee that the work that was done to stabilise Ballure Cliff –
and there were three or four attempts to try and do this, and each time an engineer would
change course, ‘We will try this; we will try that.’ Can he give a guarantee that that was value for
money, and that is going to stay where it is before we then start to invest money further on
along that line? That is the only thing that concerns me: that everybody is very affectionate
towards the railways.
Quite frankly I have a respect for heritage, and a high regard for heritage, but I do not have
the same passion that other Members have in this Court for the railways, or for buses, quite
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frankly – or for horse trams. I adore the horses but not necessarily the service, because all of it
costs money, all of it needs to be heavily subsidised; and yes we hear that there is a turnover,
there is a business case, so many people use it, and so many people are estimated to spend this,
but what we do not have is a comparative of cost. What it costs us to keep these facilities going,
vis-à-vis what we can expect to get back and over what period of time. We never do the
comparables to see whether or not it is in the medium long-term interest of this economy.
So I am like that, Madam President, I do not know whether to support it or not but I want
some reassurance that the good money that was spent on trying to stabilise the cliff in order for
this facility to continue into Ramsey is good, and will hold, before a vote is taken on actually
renewing the bridge.
Thank you.
The President: The Minister to reply.

6405

6410

The Minister: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane – and on this occasion I can thank my seconder for his
supportive remarks. I do thank Mr Singer, Hon. Member for Ramsey, for what he had to say; I
will not go through everything that he said because it was all supportive. But, specifically in
relation to railway tours, coach tours to the Isle of Man, what we know is this year alone there
were 52 coaches came specifically for heritage railway tours; that is not to say that is the only
coach or people that came to the Isle of Man for that, but specifically just for the railways there
were 52 coaches – and that on its own represents something like £680,000 worth of visitor
spend. So that in itself is quite positive story.
Obviously other people come to the Isle of Man for the castles and the heritage railway, or to
go and… (Interjection) the TT races, indeed! Or the horse cars as well, which is another thing…

6415

Mr Cretney: Long live the horse cars!
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6425

6430

6435

6440

The Minister: Long live the horse cars.
I do also thank… well, all the Members of my Department who have spoken. Mrs Beecroft, I
know has spent an awful lot of time going through this, and rightly so. As I pointed out in the last
motion we are asking for lots of money here and the money does not grow on trees. We know
that we are all very hard-pressed at the moment in all the Departments, and we have to be very
careful that what we spend money on now is absolutely necessary – and certainly I have been
convinced, and I know all the Hon. Members of the Department are convinced, that this is
absolutely necessary.
In relation to the comments made by Mr Thomas, specifically in relation to… where are we
now…? Well, first of all, I would say that what he had to say demonstrates the rigour with which
we have considered this within the Department, let alone today in Tynwald. This could be a
beefburger moment for me – remember the occasion where the Minister was feeding
beefburgers to his daughter and saying, ‘Don’t worry, beefburgers are safe!’
What I can tell you, is that, of the 95 structures we are – I am told anyway – confident that
this is the last one that needed significant works undertaken. The words I can read out so the
chief engineer is also pinned down on this one: ‘Fortunately Ballure was the only one of the
railway structures which, when examined, exhibited such a poor condition. All structures are
now on a cyclic examination programme with a few being reviewed annually to confirm their
ongoing condition.’
So, I have pinned down the chief engineer, as well as myself on that one and I just hope that
next year there is not some great terrible problem with part of the infrastructure that we had
not foreseen. But you can only inspect, and you can only see what you actually see. I would say
that I can give us as strong a guarantee as is reasonable, but there are always occasions where
things are missed and we cannot go into giving absolute assurances on everything.
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So again I do thank the Members of the Department. In relation to the heritage railways
groups, I have already had conversations with Mrs Beecroft about that, about how we can work
more with the heritage railways supporters and also the possibility and engaging them more in
terms of the whole operation of the heritage railways. And I know the team in public transport
are very supportive of trying to be more embracing of that.
In relation to the previous Minister, the DCCL Minister, the Hon. Member for Malew and
Santon, Mr Cregeen, there is an ongoing maintenance budget; the significant works, extra works
above and beyond sort of works, have been now done, but there is a maintenance budget now
which the officers tell me is of sufficient scale to be able to maintain the railways now to the
level that they need to be maintained.
I will thank Mr Corkish for his support.
Mr Quirk again raises some very important questions. First of all I would like to thank him for
his support. As I said, no more major structural expenses planned; track and overheads will be
addressed as ongoing maintenance. There are in terms of the track, two-weekly inspections
during the season – two-weekly, that is fortnightly is it? Yes, fortnightly inspections during the
season and, as I said, the main structures are inspected each year.
In relation to the Laxey scheme – and this is certainly not the Department passing the buck in
any way – but it is a little unfortunates I think sometimes, the Department is always seen as the
agency which progresses all these schemes, but of course the regeneration committees in
particular areas actually have a very significant say in designing what actually happens and
actually providing the brief for what should be done. So, whilst I was not there at the time so I
do not know exactly how all this went on, I do know that some of the works were railways
works, other parts of the works were regeneration works, and I understand that some of the
problem areas are more to do with the regeneration works which were undertaken by my
Department, but to the spec given to us by the regeneration committee. And in relation to all
the poles, I appreciate what the Hon. Member is saying and certainly if we can, we will get them
all painted up, but we are told that they are all inspected and they are safe.
Who have I got left? Mr Wild and Mr Bell: I would like to thank them both for their support. It
is particularly pleasing to note that we should be expecting not just Douglas, but the whole of
the Isle of Man to benefit from the money that is available, so we can expect another
roundabout in the south of the Island, I would imagine!
Mr Karran – I do like the new husky voice. (Laughter) In relation to the hit list of what else
needs to be done, I think I have clarified that it is now about ongoing appropriate maintenance
that we do not have, as far as we are aware, any significant extra new projects, new big amounts
of money that need to be spent. It is purely an ongoing maintenance issue.
Finally, Mrs Cannell, the Hon. Member for Douglas East, the subsidy for the railway on an
annual basis is in the region of £4 million – that is the whole of the railways infrastructure. That
should be considered against the £11 million benefit to GDP from the operations of the railway. I
can assure you that in relation to the Ballure Bridge, this is not good money after bad.
I cannot, though, give you cast-iron guarantees that the cliff will not slip further because that
is a matter for the DEFA engineers to be able to make clear decisions on that. All I can say is that
as the former DEFA Minister, the information given to me about the Ballure works was that they
had been successful this time and it was unlikely that they were going to let it slip any further –
but bearing in mind the extreme weather that we have experienced over the last decade, you
cannot be absolutely sure, you cannot give absolutely cast-iron guarantees.
So I think I have covered all the questions and concerns that Hon. Members have raised, and I
beg to move.
The President: The motion before the Court is set out at Item 9, Hon. Members. Those in
favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it.
A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
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In the Keys – Ayes 22, Noes 1
FOR
Mr Anderson
Mrs Beecroft
Mr Bell
Mr Cannan
Mr Cregeen
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mr Gawne
Mr Hall
Mr Henderson
Mr Houghton
Mr Karran
Mr Quayle
Mr Quirk
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Ronan
Mr Shimmin
Mr Skelly
Mr Teare
The Deputy Speaker
Mr Thomas
Mr Watterson

AGAINST
Mrs Cannell

The Deputy Speaker: Madam President, in the Keys the vote is 22 votes for, and 1 against.
The President: in the Council, 8 votes for, no votes against. The motion therefore –
6495

Mr Corkish: Sorry Madam President, I do not think my vote has registered.
The Clerk: You are down as Mr Downie.
6500

Mr Corkish: Ah! (Interjections) Sorry, we are trying to fix it.
The President: Could we have some advice from the Clerk here? What is happening with this
system at the moment?

6505

The Clerk: We do not quite understand but we are trying to swap round Mr Downie to Mr
Corkish’s name.
Mr Watterson: We are literally getting our wires crossed!

6510

The President: The record will be corrected so that Mr Corkish’s vote is recorded, and not Mr
Downie’s.
In the Council – Ayes 8, Noes 0
FOR
Mr Braidwood
Mr Butt
Mr Coleman
Mr Corkish
Mr Crowe
The Lord Bishop
Mr Turner
Mr Wild

AGAINST
None
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Mr Corkish: Thank you, Madam President.

6515

The President: However, it is 8 for, and no votes against. The motion therefore carries Hon.
Members.

10. Ballasalla, Clagh Vane –
Project 6 –
Motion carried
The Minister for Health and Social Care to move:
That Tynwald approves of the Department of Health and Social Care incurring expenditure not
exceeding £1,171,000 in respect of ‘Clagh Vane 6 Redevelopment’.
[Reference: Scheme code G13-042 Item No 30 on page 26 under the heading ‘Detailed
Estimates of Government Departments and other Bodies 2014-15 – Housing Reserve – Clagh
Vane 6 Redevelopment’ and on page 66 under the heading of ‘Estimates of Capital Payments
2014-15 to 2018-19 – Health and Social Care – Schemes funded from Housing Reserve ‘New
Schemes’ – Clagh Vane 6 Redevelopment’]
The President: Item 10, Ballasalla, Clagh Vane – Project 6. I call upon the Minister for Health
and Social Care to move.

6520

6525

6530

6535

6540

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Quayle): Thank you, Madam President.
The modernisation and renewal of the Clagh Vane estate in Ballasalla is a ‘work in progress’.
There has been steady investment on this estate since 2008; however significant effort is still
required to complete the renewal process. Works to date have included environmental
improvements to a large section of the estate and the development of 33 apartments and
bungalows on the Douglas Road frontage.
The next phase of the development, which the Department refers to as ‘Project 6’, is the
subject of this resolution and consists of the construction of eight three-bedroom houses,
associated site works and a replacement playground.
These new dwellings, when completed, will provide the opportunity for tenants from the
existing properties in the ‘Horseshoe’ area of the estate to be moved into the new properties as
alternative short-term accommodation to enable the phased redevelopment of the remaining
42 properties to be undertaken over the next few years.
The work on Project 6 is planned to start on site in early January 2015 and is programmed to
take nine months to complete. I hope within this period to be in a position to bring forward
proposals to this Court for the next phase or phases of redevelopment.
The proposals for Clagh Vane estate are consistent with the recommendations of the
Department’s Housing Policy Review reported to Tynwald in November 2013 in the document
‘Housing Review Recommendation Report’, in that the proposed Project 6 development and the
longer term redevelopment of the remaining older section of the Clagh Vane estate will provide
opportunities for additional new affordable housing which is required and this project has been
procured on a detailed design and build basis.
Hon. Members have been circulated with a separate memorandum, including a description of
the scheme and the costs for the works. They have also had the opportunity of attending the
recent briefing session with my officers and I would like to thank Madam President and those
Members who took the time to attend.
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This project is consistent with the strategy identified for the modernisation and renewal of
the Clagh Vane estate. It will enable the further phases of works to progress as part of a rolling
programme. It can be met within the Department’s capital budget. It meets the requirements of
the Departments’ objectives for affordable housing previously endorsed by Tynwald.
I, therefore, would hope Hon. Members can support this motion. I beg to move the motion
standing in my name.
The President: Hon. Member for Malew and Santon, Mr Cregeen.

6555

6560

6565

Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Madam President.
I am more than happy to second this motion. The properties still left in Clagh Vane in the
original Horseshoe are well passed their time… expired. There are severe damp problems in
them. Some of them are not very pleasant places to live. I know there are a number of them
vacant at the moment.
I would hope the Department would move along with some of these replacements as soon as
possible because the previous plan had brought into place dwellings for older people, but it has
actually caused a problem in the local school because families have moved out of the area and it
has changed the demographics of the estate.
I would hope that the Department would move forward as well on the first-time-buyer
houses, because that is an area where the village is short of these types of properties. So I am
more than happy to second.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Karran.

6570

6575

6580

6585

Mr Karran: I think that it is very good to see that we are now getting more into the reality of
what it should be costing for public sector housing. It would be interesting to see how much it
has come down.
The issue that I would like to ask the Minister about is, even allowing for the fact that we
have got down to somewhere around £120,000, when you allow for the fact that the land has
been put as free, it is a virtually service free plot – there will not be problems there – does he
feel that we really are getting value for money? I know we are getting better value for money
than we have in the past.
Does he feel that the fact is that it is quite unfair when we have seen the ridiculous
refurbishment costs over the years, as far as a debt being landed onto the public sector housing
stock?
If we support this proposal will we have some assurance that we will get away from the
rhetoric and get back to the reality that when we look at a lot of the liability on public sector
housing – which is still a lot less than the sheltered accommodation that we are all entitled to go
into, as owners of property in the Isle of Man – that we will see the absurd rent increases being
curtailed; because the reality is it is more because of the bad planning, as far as the past… We
have got now £15 million-worth of debt to sort out wall insulation in Willaston, because we got
bad advice.
To be fair, at the end of the day, the Minister –
Mr Henderson: Not only that, Peter.

6590

6595

Mr Karran: Bad advice. But, to be fair, the Minister is only as good as the information he gets
and even if the then Minister does not get on with me, the reality is it is the fairness. I have no
problem with supporting this proposal.
The other thing I would like him to do with a fresh approach is the absurdity that we saw
where the likes of in Hazel and Heather Crescent, where we would have been far more sensible
actually guaranteeing all the existing tenants that we would place them into new properties and
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selling them off as first-time buyers and letting people get a leg up on to the property owning
democracy.
I do hope that you will consider that, especially when you see the absolute calamity that we
have seen in some areas, as far as Janet’s Corner is concerned, over the redevelopment there
which has been a great cost and there are great concerns about its long term viability.
I am perfectly happy to support it, but now there is a fresh approach. We have got a new
Government that is going to do it. I hope that they will take into account these other aspects –
that maybe sometimes it would be better to allow those houses to be sold off cheaper to give
people the opportunity, than just knock down… In that case, of upper Pulrose, there would have
been at least £14 million or £15 million, I would estimate, that could have come back from that
project and that money could have gone ahead in replacing… and guaranteeing every person
that lived there a three-bedroomed house.
We had better be more flexible now. We have got to spend our money much more wisely. I
will not be going against this because anything that increases local authority housing I am for –
but not at any price. But I do hope that the Minister will reflect on what I say. You are supposed
to be the capitalists but often it ends up that us lefties are the more sensible when it comes to
the realities of families.
The President: The Minister to reply.
The Minister: Thank you, Madam President, and I would like to thank Mr Cregeen, Member
for the area of Clagh Vane redevelopment, for seconding the motion.
I would also like to thank the residents of Clagh Vane for taking the time to give the
Department their views on going forward, and Ballasalla Commissioners for their comments and
input, and the officers of the Department who have drawn up this scheme, going forward.
Again, Mr Cregeen raised his concerns on moving forward the first-time-buyer housing and,
obviously, we will do all in our power to get this development moved on as quickly as possible,
subject, obviously, to the approval of this Hon. Court.
Mr Karran raised a couple of points. First of all, the cost of the project. I have not suddenly
lost all of my comments the minute I have been made a Minister, because it was normally me
who would be up here banging on the counter: were we getting value for money?
I am delighted to say this project had been earmarked for £1.4 million; it has come in under
budget by £270,000. We have designed a significant amount ourselves, instead of putting it out
for tender, so the actual professional fees are down at 2.7%. I think if anyone can tell me the last
time they saw professional fees at 2.7% it will be a long time ago.
Of course, we are constantly looking at making savings and I am sure the officers are
absolutely sick and tired of me harping on at them that they have got to give value for money
and proper business cases to me. So we are trying all the time to improve the efficiencies and
getting value for money for the taxpayer, because, as rightly stated previously in other debates,
it does not grow on trees. We are stretched and we have to get value for money.
Mr Karran, the Hon. Member for Onchan, did mention some other ideas regarding selling off
the old houses and I would then presume we build, on virgin land, new properties. It is
something I am more than happy to consider, to see if it is cost effective, because I like to think
we have an open mind in the Department. I am not saying we will always agree with it but we
will always look into it and see if it is feasible.
I think I am happy for any Member to contact the Department to give their views on where
they see us going wrong, or better ideas than maybe we have got. I do not think we are going to
reinvent the wheel. I am happy to listen to other opinions.
With that, Madam President, I beg to move.
The President: The motion before the Court is set out at Item 20. Those in favour, please, say
aye; against, no. The ayes have it.
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A division was called for. There was a technical difficulty with the voting system.
6650

Two Members: Oh! Vote again!
The Clerk: Sorry, could we ask the Members to vote again?
The President: Hon. Members, please vote again on that Item.
Electronic voting resulted as follows:
In the Keys – Ayes 22, Noes 0
FOR
Mr Anderson
Mrs Beecroft
Mr Bell
Mr Cannan
Mrs Cannell
Mr Cregeen
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mr Gawne
Mr Hall
Mr Henderson
Mr Karran
Mr Quayle
Mr Quirk
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Ronan
Mr Shimmin
Mr Skelly
Mr Teare
The Deputy Speaker
Mr Thomas
Mr Watterson

AGAINST
None

The Deputy Speaker: Madam President, the vote in the Keys is 20 votes for and none against.
6655

The President: I have 22 on my screen, is that…?
The Deputy Speaker: What did I say? (Interjections)
The Clerk: It is 22.

6660

Mr Corkish: For ‘Downie’ read ‘Corkish’.
In the Council – Ayes 7, Noes 0
FOR
Mr Braidwood
Mr Butt
Mr Coleman
Mr Crowe
Mr Corkish
The Lord Bishop
Mr Wild

AGAINST
None

The President: In the Council, 7 votes for, no votes against. The motion therefore carries.
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Procedural

6665

The President: Hon. Members, we have agreed that Item 11 will be considered later in the
Order Paper.
Before we start on Items 12, 13 and 14, each of which contain a number of
recommendations, I would just remind Hon. Members that if you wish to vote on any of them
separately, you need to move such a proposal immediately after the motion has been seconded.

12. Countryside Care Scheme –
Environment and Infrastructure Policy Review Committee Report –
Debate commenced
The Chairman of the Environment and Infrastructure Policy Review Committee (Mr Butt) to
move:
That the Report of the Environment and Infrastructure Policy Review Committee Second
Report for the Session 2013-14 The Countryside Care Scheme [PP No 2014/0014] be received
and that the following recommendations be approved –
RECOMMENDATIONS
1. The Countryside Care Scheme does not favour smaller intensive farming methods and this
needs to be addressed given the size of the Isle of Man and the Department should consider
including traditional farms of between 12 and 20 acres in the Countryside Care Scheme.
2. The Department should consider capping Countryside Care Scheme payments (the
Committee would suggest a figure of £50,000 maximum per annum) so that any money saved
should be better used for support of agricultural diversification; strengthening agricultural
education and backing sound agricultural business plans.
3. New agricultural production business ideas, including artisan food producers, which
produce a full and sound business plan should be supported in terms of advice and finance by
relevant Government Departments and to ensure success the whole business plan should be
supported and not just part of it.
4. The Department should consider using the German model for acreage payments, which has
a sliding scale per acre for financial support.
5. To ensure throughput at the Isle of Man Meat Plant is maintained or increased the
Department should find a means of disincentivising the export of live animals.
6. The Industry Advisory Committee should be re-established.
7. The Isle of Man Government should lead by example by purchasing local food and should
consider identifying key products required for food security and produce a large central
contract, possibly using shared services, to purchase Manx produce centrally as security of the
Island’s food supply is key to policy.
8. The Department should investigate the feasibility of moving from the current two tier land
type payment to a three tier land type for acreage payment.

________________________________________________________________________

173 T132

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 21st OCTOBER 2014
9. The Department should undertake a full review of the Countryside Care Scheme by an
independent body one year after the move to acreage payments.
[The Committee’s Report [PP No 2014/0014] was laid at the May 2014 sitting. The
Department of Environment, Food and Agriculture’s Response to the Environment and
Infrastructure Policy Review Committee’s Second Report for the Session 2013-14: The
Countryside Care Scheme [GD No 2014/0044] was laid at the July 2014 sitting of Tynwald]
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The President: We turn then to Item 12.
I call on the Chairman of the Environment and Infrastructure Policy Review Committee,
Mr Butt.
The Chairman of the Environment and Infrastructure Policy Review Committee (Mr Butt):
Thank you, Madam President.
This inquiry for the Committee turned out to be quite a complex issue. We received
numerous submissions from the farming industry and those connected with it. By the very
nature of the inquiry, and because we asked for submissions, those submissions came
predominantly from those who had concerns about the Countryside Care Scheme and who did
not always have a positive view of the scheme. There will be a majority of farmers who are
content with the scheme (Mr Watterson: Hear, hear.) and they naturally have less reason to
make submissions. So with that caveat said, Madam President, I will continue.
We held evidence sessions in public with the Department and other interested parties, which
included Isle of Man Creameries, Ramsey Bakery, Laxey Glen Mills and Isle of Man Meats, and
we received numerous written submissions. The written submissions have been retained, but
have not been included in the Report. The reason for this is that some correspondents asked
that their submissions remain confidential and it was decided to treat all submissions in the
same way. Some correspondents did not want to be identified as it may have harmed their
future relationship with the Department. In addition, some submissions were derogatory of
individuals connected with the Department and we were not in a position to substantiate
potentially abusive allegations; it would not have been fair to publish them. You can see, Madam
President, this inquiry did create some passion and heat.
It has been expressed by the Department that they believed we had private meetings with
individuals, and a similar impression was given in an e-mail from the Manx National Farmers’
Union received by Members last night, and I will come to that later on, Madam President.
We did have a preliminary private meeting with the Department. Mr Richard Lole and
Mr Edward Clague spoke to us at the very beginning of our inquiries to gain some background
information on how the scheme worked. I can categorically state that apart from that meeting
with the Department, we had no private meetings with anyone at any time. All our meetings
with interested parties were held in public and are recorded on Hansard.
It was obvious that the progress of our inquiries was closely followed by some members of
the farming community and there were several resubmissions from the same parties as our
inquiries developed. The evidence sessions were well attended by members of the farming
community.
Madam President, some headlines from what we deduced.
Firstly, we agree that there has to be an end to subsidy for production, as is the case in the
UK and Europe, and that the Department have no choice in that matter and a Countryside Care
Scheme, in some form, is needed.
Secondly, one of our main concerns was the future of the Meat Plant and the fact that some
producers send live animals away, rather than using the Meat Plant. If the Plant were to fail, it
would be a major blow to the industry and skew most of what is trying to be achieved by both
farmers and the Department. We need to find some way to incentivise our farmers to use the
Meat Plant, rather than to ship away.
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Thirdly, we also had representations from farmers with smaller acreages, who farm more
intensively, but who will suffer more financially than those with larger acreages, who some do
less actual farming. These small farms include dairy farmers and beef producers who, once the
historic payments cease, will suffer a more significant reduction in income than the larger
landowners.
Fourthly, there were also a small number, a very small number of farmers, who produce
viable meat and crops from land of less than 20 acres, who want to continue farming, and if they
could be included in the scheme it would make their businesses a little more viable.
Madam President, our first recommendation deals with that point.
In the first recommendation, we say:
‘The Countryside Care Scheme does not favour smaller intensive farming methods and this needs to be addressed
given the size of the Isle of Man and the Department should consider including traditional farms of between 12
and 20 acres in the Countryside Care Scheme.’
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During the course of our investigations, we learned that other larger jurisdictions included
smaller farms within their Countryside Care Schemes – that is farms of less than 20 acres and as
small as 12 acres. There are a few farmers on the Island who produce commercially viable
quantities of meat and crops from farms within that size range.
Given the unique geographical position of the Isle of Man and its small size, compared to
most other jurisdictions, the Committee felt that the smallest farm to be supported here should
at the very least be the same size as the smallest supported in jurisdictions, such as Wales. There
is a view that smaller farms are the ones who continue to produce food in the more traditional
ways. In some instances they are recognised for the use of their organic and less industrial style
fertilisers and the impact that they have on the environment and wildlife, but that is not to say
that larger farms are not aware of that as well, Madam President.
It is recognised from the Department, DEFA, they have a concern over smaller parcels of land
being used for hobby farming. We understand those concerns, but believe there are ways of
excluding such enterprises from being paid by the Countryside Care Scheme. It is a common
problem shared by all jurisdictions and can be addressed with the right criteria put in place.
Some jurisdictions have defined ‘active farmers’ as having to have one third of their income
coming from farming activity and it is up the farmer to prove this each year; others have defined
‘small farms’ in terms of turnover and amounts produced. The ‘small farm’ definition is unique
to each jurisdiction. We should not shy away from ‘small’, whatever the final definition may be.
On an Island of this size, the lack of support for smaller more intensive farming could change the
beautiful appearance of our countryside and possibly weaken the basic structure of the industry.
It will be a cost to the Department, but it will not be substantial and it will give them control
over more acres of land on the Island.
I will now take recommendations 2 and 4 together, Madam President.
Recommendation 2 says:
‘The Department should consider capping Countryside Care Scheme payments (the Committee would suggest a
figure of £50,000 maximum per annum) so that any money saved should be better used for support of agricultural
diversification; strengthening agricultural education and backing sound agricultural business plans.’

Recommendation 4 says:
‘The Department should consider using the German model for acreage payments, which has a sliding scale per
acre for financial support.’

6750

The Department, DEFA, have informed us that recommendations 2 and 4 are mutually
exclusive within EU rules and whereas both options will be considered, only one of these options
could be adopted.
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The Committee has empathy with the objective of looking after the countryside and in these
terms would expect the larger landholdings to receive more support because of their size;
however, in economic terms there should be some reduction of fixed costs per acre for the
larger landowner. Whilst appreciating that the larger landowner has more land to care for and
subsidies for production are no longer viable, we do feel there has to be some counterbalance of
payments made between farming styles and sizes. The Department should consider all aspects
of the scheme and its objectives, rather than giving more to the larger acreages held, simply
because they have more to look after.
There is a risk and some anecdotal evidence – and I say it is anecdotal – that the larger farms
can survive on the future acreage payments alone, without actually having to do any farming.
There were also some submissions that a reduction or lack of farming activity has or can lead to
less fertile soil, because of lack of fertilisation and tilling, and some suggestion that there is a
spread of weed and gorse growth. We have no actual evidence to back that up, Madam
President, but that is a perception from some submissions.
There is a German model of acreage payments based on a sliding scale, where the first acres
attract a higher acreage payment and this decreases as more acres are paid for. To encourage
the medium-sized farmers to carry on their more intensive beef and dairy production, such a
scale may have some value to them. We have been to the Department to look at how such a
sliding scale would work. The disbenefits for the larger farmers are comparatively small, but a
sliding scale would give some modest and extra help to medium-sized farms, enough perhaps to
help them be more viable and help them through the transition from historic payments to
acreage payments. The objective would be to lessen any potential disparities between different
sized landholders.
The suggestion of a cap of £50,000 was simply that the Committee felt that £1,000 per week
in payments was likely to be sufficient for any farmer on the Isle of Man, as on top of that they
would have any profit they could make from their farming activities, although I appreciate that
farmers do not always make a profit. It was recommended that money left over by using that
cap could be used to support new ventures, farming education and development as a whole.
DEFA have reservations about capping payments. They have stated that farms may then be
subdivided, perhaps by using company structures or selling on to members of the family to make
them into smaller units and then try to receive the maximum acreage payment they could. It
should be possible for the Department to use their historic evidence to mitigate against that, but
it is accepted by the Committee that regulations to prevent this may be difficult to formulate or
to regulate. We recommended that the Department look at bringing in a cap, but accept that
they cannot have a cap and also the sliding scale. The Committee believe that of the two
options, the sliding scale may provide a fairer outcome; however, we recommended that DEFA
review both options.
The third recommendation is that:
‘New agricultural production business ideas, including artisan food producers, which produce a full and sound
business plan should be supported in terms of advice and finance by relevant Government Departments and to
ensure success the whole business plan should be supported and not just part of it.’
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The Island’s industry needs to expand and diversify to meet modern demands and become
robust enough to withstand the competition from within Europe. We can produce our own
brands and emphasise unique strengths. Our Island status can be used to advantage. It is worth
bearing in mind that in the Isle of Man cows were brucellosis free in the early 1970s and Great
Britain was not free until nearly a decade later. They still suffer from occasional infected imports
and the disease still exists in several EU countries. We believe that there has not been any TB or
tuberculosis in the Isle of Man since 2009 and TB-free status has been applied for. Not all
jurisdictions can achieve such status and we need to advertise such important strengths when
exporting.
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We are pleased to see that DEFA provide advice and financial support through the Farm and
Horticultural Improvement Scheme and that in recent rounds they have supported novel
enterprises, such as the rearing of goats for meat and milk. During our discussions with DEFA,
they now intend to collaborate with DED to ensure that farm diversification is adequately
covered in Government support schemes, and this is what our recommendation is
recommending.
Our fifth recommendation – I must be near the end, Hon. Members – is:
‘To ensure throughput at the Isle of Man Meat Plant is maintained or increased the Department should find a
means of disincentivising the export of live animals.’

6810

6815

6820

6825

6830

6835

6840

6845

This was a major concern of the Committee and nearly every person who gave evidence to us
or provided written submissions. The Meat Plant has to be run and paid for in accordance with
Protocol 3 and so we cannot provide direct subsidy from Government. The capacity of the Plant
is sufficient, but requires a higher turnover to make it more cost effective. The Isle of Man Meat
Plant has to find ways of making itself the destination of choice for local farmers and in return
the industry must supply top quality meat to it to make Manx meat the choice of customers,
both home and abroad.
On 18th March 2014, expenditure of £1.6 million was approved by this Court to refurbish the
Meat Plant and there was to be an additional £400,000 coming from the DEFA administered
Agricultural Development Fund and £200,000 from Isle of Man Meats. If local farmers do not use
the Plant in sufficient numbers, then that investment could be wasted. The Committee feels that
the Meat Plant has been turned around to a large extent recently by the new team at Isle of
Man Meats, but turnover needs to keep increasing and marketing policies reviewed.
We had evidence, Hon. Members, that livestock was being exported across for slaughter, and
to do that was often no cheaper than using the Meat Plant. The Meat Plant needs a good
throughput to make it viable and the Committee felt that, short of subsidy, there should be
some mechanism to ensure that livestock are slaughtered on Island. This could be, by the way,
an extra levy charged for exporting live animals, but we would have to be careful not to be
legally in breach of Protocol 3 in relation to the movement of free trade and goods.
There were examples that by exporting some animals there was a saving of £10 to the
farmer, although this amount fluctuated and the sum was much less. If a levy of £10 was
charged for the export of each beast, then there would be no reason to export live animals and
the Meat Plant would become much more viable, but doing so may breach the free movement,
as required by Protocol 3. So our recommendation asks that the Department investigate how
live export can be disincentivised in compliance with their legal obligations.
In our sixth Recommendation, we say that the Industry Advisory Committee should be reestablished. The Industry Advisory Committee consisted of representatives from the
Department, the Manx National Farmers’ Union, Laxey Glen Mills, Isle of Man Creamery and Isle
of Man Meats. It advised upon the introduction and implementation of the Countryside Care
Scheme some years ago and was abandoned shortly after that. Our Committee has
recommended that the IAC – I will call it that, Madam President – be re-established, but that
representatives from local retailers should also be included on the Committee. To their credit,
the Department has already re-established an IAC very quickly in anticipation of what our
recommendations would be. We have met with the new Committee to discuss the Report on
recommendations.
We do have concerns that the Committee, as established so far, does not match what we
hoped for. Firstly, there are, as yet, no representatives from the retail trade. The Department
have accepted that they need much closer liaison with retail, particularly the larger traders and
supermarkets, and we hope this is achieved as soon as possible.
The composition of the Committee does not seem to have changed much from the
Committee which oversaw the setting up of the Countryside Care Scheme. We feel it would be
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beneficial to include members who have differing views of the scheme and that the smaller and
more intensive farmers do not seem to be well represented on the current new Committee. As a
Committee, we have some concerns that the new Advisory Committee is so similar to before, it
is therefore much less likely to view any part of the Countryside Care Scheme from a fresh
perspective.
Our seventh recommendation is:
‘The Isle of Man Government should lead by example by purchasing local food and should consider identifying key
products required for food security and produce a large central contract, possibly using shared services, to
purchase Manx produce centrally as security of the Island’s food supply is key to policy.’
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During the course of the Committee’s investigations, a number of elements were discovered,
which concerned us and surprised the Committee. Some Government services were found to be
importing bread. This was to assist them to keep within budget as the imported bread was
cheaper. We cannot define the quality of this bread, but are led to believe that it was of an
inferior quality to the Manx bread. We also had representations from the largest local bakery,
which is being seriously affected by cheaper imports. They told us what happened in the
Channel Islands and they have now lost their bakeries.
In addition, we were surprised to learn that school milk was being imported as larger
containers of milk were cheaper to import than the locally supplied milk. We found such
examples of great concern. Apart from the local food supply not being sourced locally, there is
another concern that imports do not assist the local economy. A pound sterling spent on the Isle
of Man is worth much more to the whole economy than a pound spent off the Island.
DEFA have now developed a food security strategy, which aims to secure the Island’s food
supplies for the next 20 years, and a food procurement policy has been developed by the
Council of Ministers. We need a Government-wide commitment and strategy to ensure that
Government sets the example to the rest of the Island that they will always purchase Manx
produced food in preference to importing, no matter what the apparent cost savings are.
Our eighth recommendation, Madam President, is:
‘The Department should investigate the feasibility of moving from the current two tier land type payment to a
three tier land type for acreage payment.’
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Our Committee felt that the two classifications of land could be increased to three as there is
a stark contrast between mountain land and rich pasture land, and the land in between was not
being given a correct classification for payment receipts. A third payment, based on productive
capacity, could be considered. The Department has stated that it will review this and compare it
to other jurisdictions, but they have a concern about the extra cost of administration and the
Committee understands why this would be. It produces an extra layer of administration, which
the Department may not be able to afford.
And finally, Madam President, in our last recommendation, we said:
‘The Department should undertake a full review of the Countryside Care Scheme by an independent body one
year after the move to acreage payments.’

6880

There seems to be general agreement that there should be a full independent review of the
Countryside Care Scheme. This Committee would have anticipated the review taking place in
2015, but there is an argument that that may not give sufficient time for the scheme to fully
prove itself. It may be that the scheme should be reviewed in 2017 in order to be able to fully
determine the final effect of the Countryside Care Scheme in the long term, and the Committee
would be content with such a timescale.
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Madam President, I now turn to an e-mail, which was received last night, from the Manx
National Farmers’ Union, and I think all Members did receive that and so I would like to
comment on that.
Firstly, the Manx National Farmers’ Union submitted in the early days of the inquiry a full
submission to the Committee, and that was a very useful submission largely supporting the
Countryside Care Scheme. They also included in it a list of complaints and disagreements about
the scheme that they had received from members, and we used that, more or less, as our
template for making our inquiries. Those complaints that the Manx National Farmers’ Union
used were backed up by letters we had from other people and our role, in terms of running the
Committee, was to put these complaints to the Department to see what they could do about
them. So we are grateful to the Manx National Farmers’ Union for that submission.
But going to this e-mail that we received last night and the bottom bullet points, if anybody
has it with them, the first one says:
‘Inaccuracies in the report which point to a lack of understanding of the scheme and principles behind it.’

6900

We have countered that by saying that from 2005-06, I was a Member of the Department of
Agriculture, with the Minister, Mr Gawne, when the meat derogation was being stopped. I was
party to the meetings, the commission of Andersons, meetings with farmers on many occasions
in various venues, where the whole genesis of the scheme was worked up, and I had full
understanding of how the scheme was to work and the timescales involved. So our Report is not
flawed because of a lack of understanding of the scheme.
Secondly, the second point says:
‘Factually incorrect statements are made within the background Report…’
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It is points 17, 18, 21, 22 and 45, which are paragraph numbers. I have looked at the Report.
In July 2013 we had a private meeting with Mr Lole and Mr Clague, where they gave us the
background information as to how the scheme worked. Following that we sent them the notes
of that meeting to confirm whether they were accurate in an e-mail of 7th August that year.
Then we included, because there was no response saying they were inaccurate... Paragraphs 17,
18, 21 and 22 are actually the verbatim information that we were given by the Department.
Paragraph 45 is a direct quote from the Isle of Man Meat Association submission, so we have
not misinterpreted anything. These are the actual words that were given to us by the
Department and Isle of Man Meats.
The third point says:
‘The Committee received “approximately 30 submissions” – where are they? – they are not in the [last] report
even in an anonymous form’.

6915

I have already explained that we decided that some people said they did not want to have
their names revealed and it was confidential. We decided that we either included them all or
exclude some and we decided to exclude them all.
And then the fourth point is:
‘The Committee met “in excess of 10 times” – with whom and on what basis were these meetings held?’
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I have already said that all the meetings we had in public were recorded on Hansard. The
other meetings, which were well in excess of 10 times, were in our normal monthly meetings
and sometime bi-monthly meetings of the Committee where this was always on the agenda. At
those meetings we discussed the evidence we had seen and received and the questions for the
forthcoming evidence. There was nothing sinister in that. Nothing has been hidden from
anybody in what the Committee did.
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The final point is that they requested several times to come and give public evidence to the
Committee, which was not granted, and that is true. We decided their documents were
sufficient enough for us to use as the template for our questioning of the Department and we
did not feel the need to speak to them.
Madam President, the Manx National Farmers’ Union were given a copy of our Countryside
Report on 7th May of this year and I am quite surprised that an e-mail was received the night
before the debate pointing out these errors or their claimed errors in the Report. We also met
with them in July at the Department, DEFA, along with the new Agricultural Committee, where
we went through the recommendations one by one. There were about three members of the
Union there and they did not raise any questions, save they queried the accuracy of the Report,
and so I am quite surprised this e-mail has come in tonight.
Madam President, just in finishing off, some people were very strongly opposed to the whole
scheme and no doubt always will be. Some wanted significant changes and some wanted minor
changes. Our aim, as a Committee, was to put those concerns or desires for change to the
Department to ascertain what their view was if changes were needed; and if there were to be
changes, how they could be made to make the scheme fairer to all farmers.
We discovered that it would be almost impossible to be fair to everyone. Changes made to
the scheme to make them fair for one group will often penalise another group and make it less
fair for them, and that is a point that the Minister, Mr Gawne, when we spoke to him
emphasised: no matter what you do, somebody will be disadvantaged.
Madam President, our recommendations are not radical, and certainly not as radical as the
stronger opponents of the scheme would like. We were not prescriptive as to what the
Department must do. We have put forward recommendations for them to examine and
consider. The Department are the experts, headed by an excellent team, and I am confident
they will do their very best for the industry.
If our recommendations are adopted, however, they will make the scheme a little fairer for
some farmers who have expressed concerns. I hope the Department will accept these
recommendations and that they review them as requested.
Madam President, we have found that what the industry needed most was certainty for the
future in the long term and that is what the scheme will give them. Farming is a long-term
business when farmers plan years ahead.
Madam President, I would like to thank the Department, in particular, for the time they have
spent with us and the energy they have put into helping us formulate our plan. The Department
have put a lot of energy into this and I am grateful for their support.
I would also like to thank Mr Bill Henderson, who was originally on the Committee. He spent
nearly a year on the Committee with us and was a good contributor to the debate.
Also, Mr Zac Hall, who is shortly to leave us. Mr Hall is going into the Department now to
work and I hope that the energy and enthusiasm he showed on this Committee, which I am sure
is appreciated, he will take into the Department to move things on in that Department.
Latterly we have had Mr Tony Wild, who has joined us for the dog-end of the whole inquiry,
(Interjections and laughter) and I thank him for his support.
And mostly I would like to thank Mrs Marie Lambden, who is from farming stock herself.
There was a quip that this Committee was a group of townies who did not know what they were
talking about! (Laughter)
A Member: Who said that?
Mr Butt: And I did point out that I was brought up on a farm for 20 years. I lived and worked
on a farm for 20 years, and Mrs Lambden similarly, and Mr Hall similarly. So I sure it was a
flippant comment and not meant with any malice.
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Marie Lambden has put a lot of work into this. Her research and communication with the
farming community has been invaluable. I think this is her first major report and I think,
personally, it is an excellent report and I thank her for her help.
Madam President, I hope these recommendations will be accepted by this Court and I beg to
move.

6980

A Member: Hear, hear.
The President: The Hon. Member of Council, Mr Wild.
6985

Mr Wild: Thank you, Madam President.
I beg to second and reserve my remarks. Thank you.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Anderson.

6990

Mr Anderson: I rise on a point of order, that if it gets to the stage where these
recommendations are put that they be voted on separately.
The President: We have a proposal that they put separately, Hon. Members. Is that
seconded?

6995

Mr Corkish: I will second.
The President: Is that agreed, Hon. Members?
7000

It was agreed.
The President: In that case, Hon. Members, we will debate the Item as a whole, but the
recommendations will be put separately.
The Hon. Member, Mr Cannan.
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Mr Cannan: Thank you, Madam President.
As Hon. Members may recall, I was the primary mover of the motion that has led to the
debate today and I do want to thank the Members of the Environment and Infrastructure
Committee for the time and effort they have put into producing this Report over the past 17
months.
As I stated when opening the original debate in May 2013, I moved the motion in order to try
and assist the farming community, find a direction and vision that would help them find a way
forward, to ensure that the Isle of Man continues to maintain and sustain its agricultural
heritage and provides, as far as possible, equitable support in the best interests of both the
consumer, the taxpayer and the farming industry.
The Report that we are debating today is a comprehensive one and one that seeks and
provides the views of a wide range of stakeholders, although I was slightly disappointed that
some of the correspondence between local farmers and contributors and the Committee was
not included in the Report. I do think that would have helped to add balance to the Report,
particularly some of the submissions from DEFA and the farming union. Nevertheless, I also
accept the Chairman’s view that it was either all in or none in and I do accept that there are a lot
of strong feelings about this issue and that some contributors, understandably, did not
necessarily want to be named.
Also, in speaking in his support and the support of the Committee, it is unfortunate that the
union left it until last night to send such an e-mail. I think that they have had plenty of
opportunity to perhaps raise their concerns in a more constructive manner; and, listening to the
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Chairman, it would appear, of course, that they had had a meeting and the full
recommendations had been discussed with them at that meeting.
Nevertheless, despite my concerns about the contributions, there is plenty of evidence –
contributions and facts – that are contained in this Report that demonstrate, or can be
interpreted by many, that the Countryside Care Scheme in its current format is not necessarily
the best solution for farming on the Isle of Man.
May I remind this Hon. Chamber that it was only a matter of months ago that Tynwald
supported a motion that 7% of GDP be from agriculture. That is a significant commitment by any
stretch of the imagination and would mean that agricultural production or farm food production
would have to increase by about 300%.
Of course, it would be disingenuous not to acknowledge that behind any type of commitment
like this there would have to be a strong and sustainable plan to bring this target to fruition; and,
‘Is the Countryside Care Scheme going to do that?’ I ask myself. I think we should take a look at
some of the evidence that the Committee has produced for us today.
On page 46 of the Report and in evidence to the Committee, the former Minister of
Agriculture says:
‘I think we have got to recognise –’

7045

– and I am quoting, Madam President –
‘– what the scheme is there for. The scheme is there to primarily require landowners or land users to comply with
certain requirements, so keeping land in good agricultural nick and also complying with the law in terms of
statutory management requirements. That is what the scheme is there for, in terms of… the purpose of the
scheme.’

7050

So there we have it from the former Minister: nothing about production, nothing about
profitable farming, nothing about economics; just a clear statement that, providing the
landowners keep ‘the land in good agricultural nick’ and meet statutory requirements, they are
going to get paid. I asked myself, ‘Is that helping the Island create a sustainable farming future?
Is it going to help us move towards a 7% of GDP target?’ I do not think so.
On page 77 of the Report, Mr Graham Crowe, the current Chairman of Isle of Man Meats,
says – and again I quote, Madam President:
‘It shows that, over the years, production does go up and down, but that trend has definitely been downwards
since the introduction of the Countryside Care.’

7055

This to me is an open admission that production has slowed since this Countryside Care
Scheme was launched. A coincidence with global economics? Possibly. But will it help us achieve
our 7% GDP target? No. Can we do something about it? Yes, we can.
Finlay Macleod, the managing director of Isle of Man Creamery, in his written evidence on
page 83, and again I quote:

7060
‘It is generally accepted that area payments based on acreage can discriminate against capital intensive farm
enterprises such as dairy farmers…’

He goes on to say, in his oral evidence:
‘Dairy businesses do tend to be more intensive. There are also intensive beef farmers who will be disadvantaged
and will have the same problem. But the tendency is very much that the dairy farm is a more intensively farmed
enterprise, and so the dairy farms will have definitely been affected and, come 2014, will definitely be more
detrimentally affected.’
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Dairy farms will be ‘more detrimentally affected’ by this scheme, come 2014. Is this going to
help us achieve the target of 7% of GDP? Is this going to help us help our local Creamery survive?
No, Madam President, I do not think so.
Graham Crowe, again, on page 90, says:
‘I think in fairness to the system that we had in the past, it was quality driven, anyway,’

7070

– and, basically, in my view, is then saying that, effectively, the change to the Countryside Care
Scheme has not necessarily changed the quality of the meats and food that we are producing.
On page 229 of the Manx National Farmers’ Union written evidence, they say:
‘There is no doubt at all that it was a huge error not to deliver the complete Countryside Care Scheme package in
terms of providing assistance with investment, equivalency, diversification and the opportunity to encourage
some succession and new entrants.’
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I found that very interesting, Madam President. In many ways, the Manx National Farmers’
Union was saying that without the complete support package that was originally promised, the
Countryside Care Scheme was never going to be as successful as intended. That is my
interpretation of what they have said. So, again, I think there is a strong argument here that
things need to change.
I should also point out that, on page 233 of the evidence from the Manx National Farmers’
Union, they call for a ‘no return to full production subsidies’ and I can agree with that because I
think a full return to production subsidies has proven also not to be the way forward.
Where does all this leave us? Where does the Report leave us? Where do the
recommendations leave us? I would say: uncertainty. I think the recommendations that have
been produced, whilst an improvement for the Countryside Care Scheme, do not necessarily go
far enough; and what we need to do to get confidence back and provide a platform for success, I
think, is to be slightly braver and bolder.
What I am going to suggest to Members today, with my amendments, which I think you have
already been passed, is that we go some way to adopting measures that both Northern Ireland
and Scotland are following.
The five core principles behind that are that, first of all, farmers must meet activity
requirements; land with no agricultural activity must be removed from the payment regime and
we must seek to support active farms. The phrase ‘slipper farmers’ or those who have acquired
land solely for the purposes of benefiting from this scheme and obtaining our taxpayers’ hard
earned taxes, should be removed from the support provided and I can tell Members that, from
the evidence I have received, the Scottish government and the Northern Irish government have
begun a process of culling farms and land from the support schemes.
Secondly, that we cap farm payments, as recommended. Thirdly, that we find a way of
coupling support payments for beef, sheep and arable producers, to form part of the subsidy
payment; that we find a new capital grant scheme to support agricultural-related diversification
and to support new or young farmers meet their aspirations.
Also, finally, that the Countryside Care Scheme be renamed the ‘Rural and Agricultural
Development Programme’, to more accurately reflect the need to meet the 7% GDP target and
to more adequately reflect that what we are doing, as a Government and as taxpayers’
representatives, is ensuring that the farming community is aware that we are putting money
into agriculture to develop the industry, not just to maintain land.
Madam President, I have brought forward a number of recommendations to enhance,
develop and improve on those brought forward by the Committee. Recommendation 3:
‘New agricultural production business ideas, including artisan food producers, which produce a full and sound
business plan, should be supported by relevant Government Departments and a designated Rural and Agricultural
Development Fund’.
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Recommendation 3 and recommendation 11 of my proposals are both closely linked. I am
proposing that Tynwald develops its commitment to assisting with diversification and helping
new and young farmers, by creating this small financial grant scheme, to be used exclusively for
such purposes.
The scheme, I would suggest, will seek to provide a relatively small amount of money – up to
one third or £25,000 of the business costs for approved plans relating to new agricultural or
related food or plant businesses.
Recommendation 4, that:
‘The Department should now consider utilising the Scottish model for coupled support to beef, sheep and cereal
producers but that such support should be no more than 50% of the farm support payment,’
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– brings back into play some coupling of payments to farmers, to again encourage and support
intensive farmers and small farmers, and to get animals back into production and to create a
more level playing field, whether you are an intensive or an extensive farmer. So that
recommendation is about creating much more of a level playing field for the smaller farms and
farmers – the more intensive farms and farmers – that we have heard about.
Recommendation 5: I have gone further than the Committee here and I have recommended
that we go for price equivalency with the UK. I believe that some of that, at least, can be funded
from the cap that we are proposing to bring in of £50,000.
It is important that we maintain and develop our local economy and that we stop farmers
exporting animals to benefit from prices in the UK, and at the same time we end up subventing
our own Meat Plant. We are almost playing a lose-lose situation. I think if it is Manx money and
we are using Manx money to subsidise and support farmers, then we should expect that to also
subsidise and support the local economy and the Meat Plant, which we all know and recognise
that we must maintain in order to keep our food security.
Recommendation 10 – which is a new recommendation over and above what the Committee
recommended – is that the Countryside Care Scheme be renamed the ‘Rural and Agricultural
Development Programme’, in order to more accurately reflect that our money is being invested
to develop agriculture and the rural economy – not hold it back. In my mind, it gives purpose
and conviction to what we are seeking to achieve.
Recommendation 11, I have already talked about.
Finally, Madam President, recommendation 12: effectively what that is doing is tightening
the rules on eligibility for payments and to determine more effectively, and most effectively,
rules and definitions regarding active farming and thus the qualification cap for support. So the
recommendation reads:
‘That the Department reassess rules and regulations in respect of qualification for the scheme, studying the
current initiatives in Scotland and Northern Ireland to ensure that funds are directed to active farmers and that
the basic scheme should apply if a minimum of three hectares of eligible land is farmed, specified agricultural
activity is carried out, land is maintained in good agricultural and environmental condition and comprehensive and
accurate records are kept.’

7145
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I think that recommendation, out of all of them, really is probably the most important. That
certainly goes a long way to addressing some of the serious concerns that many of us have, that
taxpayers’ hard-earned money is not being necessarily directed in the right place.
Madam President, I will call on Tynwald to support these measures and, in doing so, to get on
with providing a framework to allow farming to reach its full potential. Supporting these
amendments that I have brought forward will demonstrate our commitment to the industry; it
demonstrates that we are serious about growth and agriculture; it demonstrates good value for
money; it demonstrates our desire to build jobs and build a thriving agricultural industry; and it
demonstrates our resolve to make sure that public funds are spent most effectively – effectively
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and rationally – with those who are working the hardest and who are committed to agriculture
and its future.
Thank you, Madam President. I move:
That Recommendations 3, 4, and 5, be left out and the following Recommendations 3, 4, and
5 be inserted in their place and that new Recommendations 10, 11 and 12 be added:
Recommendation 3
‘New Agricultural production business ideas, including artisan food producers, which produce
a full and sound business plan, should be supported by relevant Government Departments
and a designated Rural and Agricultural Development Fund.’
Recommendation 4
‘The Department should now consider utilising the Scottish model for coupled support to Beef,
Sheep and Cereal Producers but that such support should be no more than 50% of the farm
support payment.’
Recommendation 5
‘That price equivalency with the UK is maintained at the Meat Plant.’
Recommendation 10
‘That the Countryside Care Scheme be renamed the Rural and Agricultural Development
Programme.’
Recommendation 11
‘That a new fund of £250,000.00 be established to support up to 33% of the cost of new
business ventures related to agriculture up to a maximum cost of £25,000.00.’
Recommendation 12
‘That the Department reassess rules and regulations in respect of qualification for the
scheme, studying the current initiatives in Scotland and Northern Ireland to ensure that funds
are directed to active farmers and that the basic scheme should apply if a minimum of three
hectares of eligible land is farmed, specified agricultural activity is carried out, land is
maintained in good agricultural and environmental condition and comprehensive and
accurate records are kept.’
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Ronan.
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The Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture (Mr Ronan): Thank you, Madam
President.
I will speak, if it is okay, to the mover of the Report. I would like to thank the Hon. Member,
Mr Butt, and his Committee for producing this Report, and my predecessor, the Hon. Member,
Mr Gawne, for his contributions to the proceedings.
Whilst I was not involved in the process – I am relatively new and relatively new to the topic –
I am quickly getting to grips with the complexities of agricultural policy and its impact on our
Island’s landscape, people and economy.
I have heard first hand from detractors of the scheme and, equally, I have been given cause
for great optimism from the innovators who have seized the opportunities for new and
profitable markets.
As you will be aware, through my food motion brought forward in January, I am committed
to the Manx food industry and wish to see it grow through investment, innovation, productivity
and stronger market focus. These values have to be applied right through the supply chain, from
farm to fork, and I am keen that my remit as Minister does the same. I will be bringing a food
business development strategy to next month’s Tynwald that sets out a vision of how we can
achieve growth in this important indigenous industry.
When considering the scheme, it is important to remember that the last decade has seen
Manx agriculture faced with some significant new challenges. The withdrawal of the EU red
meat derogation in 2010 is arguably the biggest change the industry has had to face and we are,
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without doubt, still adjusting to the increased competition with the derogation’s removal of
what the derogation rule has allowed.
The introduction of the Countryside Care Scheme was a response to the knowledge that the
derogation would be removed. However, since the scheme is often blamed for the inevitable
changes that followed – the loss of the derogation – the decoupling of the subsidy from
production has allowed farmers the opportunity, for the first time since the Second World War,
to clearly see their own profitability ought to be more precise – and often see their own lack of
profitability – and it is intended to create a secure and reliable method of support whilst they
take measures to maximise their own productivity and market focus so as to improve their
profits.
The scheme has created considerable pressure for individual farmers to seek improvements
to their businesses and of course this has created tensions as they realise the challenge they
face. As with any kind of change, the introduction of the Countryside Care Scheme has been
viewed by some as unwelcome and is blamed for affecting the viability of their business, but,
equally, has been seen by many more as the opportunity for them to take hold of their destiny
and build the future based on producing something that the market wants and will pay for, thus
adding value to their product and improving profitability.
I acknowledge that there are farmers out there, often towards the end of their careers or
with unique personal situations, who say, ‘Stop. Go back. This is not working,’ and I know many
of you have been lobbied by these individuals regarding the damage they believe the
Countryside Care Scheme is doing to Manx agriculture.
No universal scheme can ever be perfect. However, what I get from the majority of farmers is
that the clear goalposts for the next few years provided by the scheme are, in balance, a benefit
and they do not want the distraction of significant change whilst they are still trying to develop
their businesses.
These supporters of the current market force Countryside Care Scheme are, in my
experience, often entrepreneurial or from the younger generation or those with successes who
are trying to build businesses for the long-term future.
Even in my short time in office, many farmers have said to me, ‘Give us a level playing field
with clarity on support and let us get on with running our business.’ Therefore, I am glad to see
that the Committee recognises the value of the scheme and supports its contribution, as did
both submissions to them from the Manx National Farmers’ Union, which is the Island’s largest
farmers’ representative body.
The Report also acknowledges that the recommendations are predominantly based on the
feedback they have had from individuals who oppose the scheme, reflecting on aspects they feel
are unfair to them. Before agreeing changes, we must acknowledge that many of our farmers
have already or are currently changing their businesses, relying on the existing arrangements
which were clearly laid out 10 years ago, as Mr Butt said before. Would it not be even more
unfair to those who have changed if we now move those goalposts?
We are in the middle of the process of change and it is too early to tell for sure that the
scheme will deliver all it was intended to do. However, we are starting to see indications of
waste stabilisation and growth. These include: the number of beef calves born, which has
stabilised and is now back to the levels of dozen of years ago; beef production this year has
increased 22%, with both the Meat Plant throughput and live export increasing proportionately;
the number of first calving heifers entering the beef herd is now averaging over 50% more than
at the start of the scheme, indicating significant potential productivity increase.
A recent producer intentions survey by Isle of Man Meats has indicated that most meat
producers expect to maintain production, with significant numbers planning to expand. Milk
production is almost 7% up on last year. There are now significant numbers of new formed
enterprises on the Isle of Man, from direct market Galloway – Galloway’s lamb, goat, goat meat
and cheese; there will soon be yoghurt and there is competition for doorstep deliveries;
investment in the butchery sector and many other innovative changes.
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They may not all work but people are willing to have a go. I know both beef and lamb prices
have slipped in the last six months and this has happened throughout the British Isles and even
after that fall they remain 60% higher than they did in 2008.
I am not trying to say everything is going well but I am saying there are distinct signs of
improvement which we must take into account when considering whether the benefits of
achieving through any changes might be outweighed by the distraction and uncertainty created
during a period when most farmers seem to be trying to address their businesses, profitability
and plan for a new future.
Now to turn to the specific recommendations: these all have been considered by the Industry
Advisory Committee (IAC) which was reformed by the Department suggestion of Mr Butt’s
Committee. I know Mr Butt was quite critical of the make-up of the Committee, which he said
was the same old Committee. I think going forward we have all got to have a fresh pair of eyes
on this and certainly, as Minister, I am keen to look at that Committee to see if there is a more
positive, more engaged way we can do that; but at the minute I can say it is working well but I
have got an open mind on what to do with that, and I am happy to talk to you on that, hopefully,
if things go forward.
I would like to give credit to my predecessor, Mr Gawne, for having the foresight to set up
the IAC committee quickly, as this has ensured that detailed consideration has been given to
each proposal in advance of this session of Tynwald.
The Department’s response has been tabled and lays out the conclusions that we agreed with
the Industry Advisory Committee. However, I am also aware that some observers are concerned
that the Industry Advisory Committee helped develop the scheme originally and they could have
reservations about the changes.
For this reason, I do not think at this stage we should accept or reject the recommendations,
but we should go out to public consultation with the industry and wider public, to find out what
the majority think. This would ensure we do not change the scheme to better suit a few,
inadvertently, to disadvantage the silent majority.
If Tynwald is prepared to support this approach, I would anticipate that we could launch a
consultation soon after this debate, to allow for a summary of feedback to be published around
the end of the year. Taking account of this feedback, any appropriate scheme amendments
could be brought forward for approval in this Court by February or March in time to take effect
in the next scheme in April.
Madam President, after seeing the amendment brought by Mr Cannan, I think even more so
now – even after discussions before with Mr Butt – that a public consultation is absolutely
critical going forward. First and foremost, it would take the recommendations from the Select
Committee, which have been well thought out after its own investigation throughout the
industry, and I think that not to do this at this stage would be a disservice to the Committee; but
I think even more so now, after looking at Mr Cannan's recommendations. I think, if I am honest,
you would think I wrote most of these myself and you would think I share an office with
somebody –
The President: Hon. Member, the amendment has not been seconded, so they are not
before the Court for debate.
The Minister: Okay, Madam President.
Just on that, after looking at the (A Member: Hypothetical.) – hypothetical, thank you –
recommendations, I do think a public consultation… Whether some in this Court believe it is the
right way to do it, I think it is the right way forward; but you have got to remember… and I have
heard today in here that we are not open and transparent; we do not do things through this
Court…
I have had suggestions today that, ‘You don’t need to do a public consultation; you can just
take the recommendations away and do what you want with them,’ and, theoretically, that is
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absolutely right. We could do what we want with these, we did not have to come back to
Tynwald. But certainly I, as the new Minister, want to do this because we have got an awful lot
on the table now and a specific consultation now would be focused on recommendations in
front of us from a Select Committee and recommendations from anyone else, like this
amendment in front of us now.
I would like you to please support, hopefully, the amendment that will come soon, which will
ask for a public consultation, which is what I hear most weeks, most months, in this Court: let’s
be open and transparent. That is what I, as Minister, wish to do.
Thank you, Madam President.
The President: We have no amendment before us in those terms, Hon. Member.
Mr Henderson: He moved it verbally, Eaghtyrane. (Interjection)
The President: Can you second what? There is not any… (Interjection by the Deputy Speaker)
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Mr Henderson: He moved it verbally.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Deputy Speaker wishes to speak next.
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The Deputy Speaker: Thank you, Madam President. I wish to second Mr Cannan’s
amendments. (A Member: Hear, hear.)
Can I say, first of all, that I did not quite understand Mr Butt’s point when he started off by
saying that mostly the correspondence was from the opposition to the scheme; that mostly
people in opposition wrote in and those in support did not write in. So what he seemed to say is
that the Committee were therefore less influenced by the people who actually took time to
write in, even though they opposed the scheme.
I would say that if supporters of the present scheme meant they were complacent, that is
their problem. The decision should be made on the evidence that actually came in to the
Department. It could be that perhaps for many of the people drawing from the present scheme,
their case is indefensible so they did not write in.
In giving an overall view, to me, there is a direct clash between the statements that the DEFA
Minister has made in recent times and is about to make again, about relying on self-sufficiency
and creating a stronger industry. That certainly clashes with the present scheme, which to me
appears to be supporting what I would call ‘pseudo farmers’, whilst the real farmers who are
producing the goods and trying to develop their businesses cannot take advantage of the
scheme.
I have said this from the very beginning: a nice garden does nothing for anybody, except
perhaps for riding a horse or going round on a motor mower. It is important that any money that
is put into agriculture is there to help the serious farmer, the professional farmer, to produce
food.
One other point: I think the Minister said that livestock numbers were now levelling out.
Certainly, that does not seem to be from the figures that I have here, that show that, in 2009, for
example: cattle, 33,989, have reduced to 28,884 in 2013; ewes kept for breeding, including the
Loaghtans – 66,762 in 2009, reduced by over 12,000 in 2013, to 53,607. There seems to be a
definite reduction and, the way that the numbers are going down, it appears as though there
could well be further reductions if that continues.
So, to me, the amendments are very important here, because the amendments are trying to
get us a better system, make it fairer – much fairer to the people who are actually professional; I
would say ‘professional’ farmers.
Also in this amendment what it is asking is that we carefully consider successful schemes
from other areas and we can learn from other people and, therefore, I believe that these
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amendments are strong and if they are accepted they will make, in the end, a better scheme
than the one we have got now.
7340

A Member: Hear, hear.
The President: The Hon. Mr Henderson.
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Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
Eaghtyrane, the Minister for DEFA indicated he had an amendment prepared to be
circulated.
The President: Hon. Member, the Minister did not circulate an amendment.

7350

Mr Henderson: No, he didn’t. He indicated, Eaghtyrane – and I am a bit confused now – are
we having an amendment? Is he going to circulate or can he actually move one – ?
The President: Well, he cannot. He has already spoken, sir.
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Mr Turner: He was saying to support the amendment.
Mr Henderson: Just as a point of order, Eaghtyrane, can he move the amendment by way of
verbal introduction, which he did do – ?
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Two Members: No.
The President: No, well, he did not… You must submit a written amendment to me, signed,
so that it can be circulated to the Court, so that they can see the wording and know what it is we
are talking about.
So Hon. Member, there is no amendment before us, except the Hon. Member for Michael's
amendment, which has now been seconded.
Mr Henderson: Okay, Eaghtyrane. It must have been in another place Eaghtyrane, I
apologise. I have seen amendments moved on the hoof, as it were, verbally.
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The President: Yes, but they are also accompanied by a written document which comes to
the presiding officer.
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Mr Henderson: Certainly, Eaghtyrane. I will speak to the debate in general, and hopefully we
might see something afterwards. I was minded to move an adjournment debate, Eaghtyrane, to
put this back for a couple months to achieve exactly the same thing possibly that we might
possibly see after, because I am confused at the minute, Eaghtyrane.
We have the Committee’s Report and recommendations, which is fine and there is a lot of
hard work gone into that. Whichever way you want to look at it and whoever wants to be
negative towards it, there is a lot hard work gone into that. A lot of people have been accessed
for information, and a lot of time has been spent in deliberation there, and putting it together
and the Clerk for the technical expertise and the background.
The Committee has come up with its ideas and recommendations to the Court. To that we
have Mr Cannan's list of re-recommendations/amendments, if you like. He did not actually say
to us if he had been advised by anyone. Did he speak to the MNFU? Did he speak to Manx
farmers? Did he speak to Manx Meats? Did he speak to the likes of Graham Crowe? And so on.
(Interjection)
I will carry on my input, Hon. Member, whether you like it or not!
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Mr Henderson: The thing is, Eaghtyrane, it puts a lot of us in a bit of a quandary.
We also have a strong message from the MNFU, which recommends basically that the
recommendations go to committee – the newly formed Committee. So where does that leave
the middle-ground people who may not be as well versed in the industry as others are? As I said,
Eaghtyrane, I was minded to move an adjournment debate earlier so that the whole thing could
be put off for a couple months, while the Committee can re-evaluate what has happened
tonight, while it can re-talk to the MNFU and other people, to see if it may come back with any
amendment.
The critical point here is, though, that the Minister is right in his input, in that just going
forward and voting on these recommendations, we are affecting people's livelihoods. (A
Member: Hear, hear.) We are going to affect a whole industry. We are not sure of the effects.
I know that some of the effects are negative to friends of mine, and acquaintances and
people I have met when I have been Minister; other parts of the recommendations are positive
and some of the industry want to move forward and be entrepreneurial. That is fine and good
luck to them – excellent and all credit to folk who are really putting their backs in to make
changes and go in a different direction and diversify. That is what it is all about as well.
But it is the general effect on the majority that I am interested in. I think if we could see
something as the debate unfolds, that would be very welcome indeed, Eaghtyrane.
One of the recommendations, though, does talk about Manx food production and the
Department’s philosophy and the overarching Government philosophy, in that there should be
more done in that recommendation.
As far as that goes, I would fully support the sentiment there, because I too am horrified that
certain Government establishments are sourcing non-Manx frozen bread and we are seeing the
use of non-Manx milk in certain areas. I think that has got to stop. There has to be discussion in
the Council of Ministers, and there has to be a different way of doing this. It cannot go on like
that. It is completely hypocritical.
Just before, Eaghtyrane, we approved over £1 million for the Ballure Bridge, and there was a
heavy argument put towards that in regard to the fact of the spend it brings, as well, in the
background. The same argument and the same backbone should be put to the argument for the
use of Manx produce as well. Okay, it might cost a bit more, but the ideas the Committee is
advancing are good and they should be thought about long and hard within Government,
because the spend there, and the knock-on effects in the background I think are apparent to all,
and the benefits outweigh the spend – the same as what was preferred for Ballure Bridge.
We are being hypocritical, Eaghtyrane, and I think that needs to stop. There needs to be a
directive on it.
The other thing I am fairly strong on in relation to this recommendation is the point that we
certainly need to be doing more to promote and sell Manx produce here in the Isle of Man. (Two
Members: Hear, hear.) We certainly need to be… Talking is one thing; following it up is the key
to it, ensuring that actions are actually happening on the ground. People are making changes to
what they are doing in the shops or other initiatives. That is what we want to see. We have
heard the talk before, but we want to see the reality transformed into the stalls on the streets, if
I can put it that way, Eaghtyrane.
Gura mie eu.
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Standing Order 1.2(2) suspended
to complete Item 12
7435

The President: Hon. Members, it is after eight o’clock. The normal procedure is to adjourn at
this point, unless anyone wishes to suspend Standing Orders.
Mr Cregeen: Madam President, I wish to suspend Standing Orders until the end of this Item:
That Standing Order 1.2(2) be suspended to the extent necessary to complete this Item this
evening.
7440

The President: Is that seconded?
Mr Corkish: I will second that, Madam President.
The President: Is that agreed, Hon. Members?

7445

Several Members: Agreed.
A Member: No.
7450

The President: Did someone say no?
Mrs Cannell: Divide.
Mr Turner: I thought we were going to the vote.

7455

The President: We can go to a vote if there is not unanimous agreement. If there is a ‘no’,
then we will go to a vote. Was there a no?
A Member: Yes – no. (Laughter)
7460

The President: Okay, we will go to a vote, Hon. Members. We need 22 votes of the Court
voting as one.
Electronic voting resulted as follows:
In Tynwald – Ayes 24, Noes 7
FOR
Mr Anderson
Mrs Beecroft
Mr Bell
Mr Braidwood
Mr Butt
Mr Cannan
Mr Coleman
Mr Cregeen
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mr Crowe
Mr Gawne
Mr Hall
Mr Henderson
Mr Quayle

AGAINST
Mrs Cannell
Mr Corkish
Mr Houghton
Mr Karran
The Lord Bishop
Mr Turner
Mr Wild
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Mr Quirk
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Ronan
Mr Shimmin
Mr Skelly
Mr Teare
The Deputy Speaker
Mr Thomas
Mr Watterson

7465

The President: There are 24 Members in favour, Hon. Members, and 7 against. We will
therefore continue to the end of this Item.

12. Countryside Care Scheme –
Debate continued –
Amendment lost; to be brought back next month for combined vote
The President: The next to speak is Mr Thomas. (Interjections)
I am taking you in the order in which you have indicated to me, Hon. Members. Mr Thomas
indicated a little while ago, after Mr Henderson.
7470

Mr Thomas: Thank you very much, Madam President.
I would like to move:
That this debate be adjourned for three months.
Mrs Cannell: That is what I was going to do, yes.
7475

Mr Thomas: Do you rise to second me?
The President: We have had an adjournment –
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Mrs Cannell: I rise to second the adjournment debate, Madam President, because quite
clearly we have a list of recommendations from the Standing Committee on Scrutiny. We have
also had a contribution from the Minister. We have a raft of very sensible amendments that
have been removed and seconded in terms of amending the recommendations currently
contained within the Report.
On top of which we have the Minister of this area who said to us this evening, he thought
when looking at the amendments produced by Mr Cannan they could have been written by him!
He also said that he does not want the Court to approve the recommendations moved in the
Report, or vote against them. That puts us in a bit of an abyss.
So what I would suggest, in view of the fact that the Minister said that he would like to go out
to public consultation, that he can have it concluded by the end of this year, I think that the
adjournment ought to be until January 2015.
A Member: Hear, hear.

7495

The President: Hon. Members, we have a proposal which has now been seconded, that the
debate be adjourned until January 2015.
We are now into an adjournment debate; the Five-Minute Rule will apply.
The Hon. Member, Mr Cregeen.
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Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Madam President.
The move for an adjournment: without any recommendations, I know the Department has
said that they are going to look at it, but I think you should be a bit more directed of what they
are actually going to look at. And I would propose that the adjournment – (Interjection by Mrs
Cannell) That it is adjourned, but I would put a bit of pressure on the Department, put the
adjournment that the Department consult on the recommendations by both Mr Cannan and the
Committee –

7505

Mrs Cannell: Well, they have to, because we will continue the debate. (Interjection by Mr
Quirk)
Mr Cregeen: – rather than just adjourn and then come back with the debate as is.
7510

7515

7520

7525

7530

7535

7540

7545

The President: Hon. Member, if you adjourn, you do come back with the debate as is.
(Interjection by Mrs Cannell) There is nothing altered in terms of what is on the Order Paper.
Whether Members subsequently move different amendments is a matter for the Court, but in
terms of what will be before you, nothing will change.
Right, the Hon. Member for Rushen, Mr Gawne.
Mr Gawne: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane. (Interjection) I have enjoyed listening to the debate
without having the direct responsibility for replying to it for once!
I particularly have to say I have enjoyed the contributions of the mover of the amendment
and his seconder. It never ceases to disappoint me that I have failed to explain what the purpose
of the Countryside Care Scheme is, and again they seem to have lapped up the opposition’s view
without really properly understanding what it is about. However, maybe one day, maybe indeed
when this debate returns, I will have that opportunity.
I do think, though, that it is absolutely essential that we adjourn this debate if we are to
seriously consider these amendments.
First of all, the first ‘ker-ching’ sound came when the Hon. Member for Michael said that we
needed to support the full package: the farm diversification scheme, which unfortunately we
could not include, was £300,000 – ker-ching!
Then we go on to his new recommendation 3: ker-ching! £250,000 I would say is the least
you would need for that. The price equivalency with the UK maintained at the Meat Plant –
£400,000 would be an underestimate of the amount of money that you would need – ker-ching!
(A Member: ‘Ker-ching’!) Yes, that is it, you are getting the idea!
Even renaming the scheme is going to cost five or ten grand; admittedly that is only a one-off,
but that is another little tiny ker-ching.
The Member himself, refers in his recommendation 11 to £250,000, I am assuming that is an
annual budget. And then recommendation 12 – we have another ker-ching coming here –
£100,000 I would say at the very least to deliver that. So that is £1.3 million that this amendment
together with the Hon. Member’s comment about delivering the full package.
If I was the Agriculture Minister – which I am not – I would have loved to support this as well!
Wouldn’t that be wonderful, because that would sort out the agricultural industry’s problems
certainly in the short term – ‘abso-bloomin’-lutely’ it would! But I am not quite sure how we pay
for it.
There was this reference that perhaps this could be paid for by capping: capping has not
worked anywhere else it has been tried, and it is highly likely that if you are going to get any
money back it will be a few hundred thousand, so we are certainly going to top the £1 million if
we support these amendments.
So absolutely we need to adjourn: we need to properly cost this, and we need to find out
from Treasury where the money is coming from.
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The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Cannan.
Mr Cannan: Thank you very much, Madam President.
I have got no problems with adjourning it for three months, and of course I think there is a lot
to consider, and I take the point from my good friend Mr Henderson that it may not be
something that we should just vote on immediately. But I think in the time period that it is
adjourned, of course, the Department and the union and other interested parties can determine
whether the small cost of £1.3 million to increase GDP from agriculture products (Interjections)
to 7%, thus bringing in many tens of millions of pounds for the Treasury, is in fact a small price to
pay to get it absolutely right.
Of course, as we know on the current scheme, we could seem to be subventing meat plants
and seeing our agricultural livestock being shipped off for slaughter, and that is probably costing
us £1.3 million a year as well.
But, yes, I would be happy and I think that if we are going to get this properly assessed… and I
am pleased that Members have shown some indication of support for the amendments, and
indeed that the Minister felt he could have drafted them himself which is absolutely perfect, and
shows a strong support no doubt from the Department, which I am sure will help us achieve a
satisfactory outcome (A Member: Hear, hear.) in three months’ time.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Butt.

7570

7575

7580

Mr Butt: Thank you, Madam President.
I am at a loss for words here because I just do not understand why we need to adjourn this.
What will change in three months’ time? We have a Report of nine recommendations, most of
which the Department are quite happy with, and when you read them carefully they are not
prescriptive: they say, ‘You should consider this, examine the feasibility of that, consider this’.
They can do that without needing to consult with anybody, or go back to any other committee;
it is their Department, they can do it.
Mr Cannan’s amendment – apparently the Minister said he could have written them himself
– well, take those away and consider those as well if you think they are part of the scheme you
would like. Go away and consider them. You do not need to adjourn and come back here to do it
again –
Mrs Cannell: Yes we do because –

7585

7590

7595

7600

Mr Butt: If today we decide these recommendations are reasonable and Tynwald approves
them, then the Department can move into action. They can spring into action and see the
people they need to, (A Member: Hear, hear.) to analyse and work out if they work or not.
The Countryside Care Scheme is a very carefully balanced system but if you change one thing
you may have unintended consequences which spoil another thing – and that is for the
Department to sort out, go away and do. We do not need another Tynwald debate over that, we
have had the debate today, or we are having the debate; we do not need to adjourn for a
month, or three months, or whatever – because what will be achieved?
Why not go ahead today, approve the recommendations hopefully, and go away and let the
Minister get on with his job to look at the recommendations and see if they are worth following
up or not. He can discuss it with the unions, discuss it with the industry, discuss it with his own
Department, look at Mr Cannan’s proposals about looking at Scotland and Northern Ireland –
and if he changes it, then he comes back with orders, regulations to change the Countryside Care
Scheme. That is when we debate it again. If there is a radical change, or even a fairly minor
change, it will need to come back anyway and that is the time to debate it.
These recommendations today, Madam President, I suggest are not radical – we could have
been a lot more radical – we have touched the tiller a little bit to try to make it fairer for some
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people. The time to come back is when you have looked at the recommendations, decided to
change them or not; or if they have changed then you will have to come back anyway. So why
adjourn for three months when we could get the thing sorted out today?
Thank you, Madam President.
Mr Corkish: Is that a proposition?
Mrs Cannell: Because we cannot vote on something that we have not –

7610

The President: This is a contribution to the adjournment debate, Hon. Member.
The Hon. Member, Mr Ronan.

7615

7620

7625

The Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture (Mr Ronan): Thank you, Madam
President. It has certainly been a baptism of fire, that is for sure! (Laughter)
Certainly, what I will say is the amendments and the suggestions by Mr Cannan… I certainly
could have written some of them, for sure, maybe not them all; I agree with Mr Gawne, they
cost a fortune. But I think maybe we have got this the wrong way round.
I put a food motion down in January, I wanted to see fundamental growth in the food
sectors, not just agriculture, the food sectors. That is due next month: I did delay that because it
was not ready, because it had to be right. It is ready now, we are just getting it printed up. I think
it is probably vital that we see that, and in the meantime we go out and we consult and we bring
it back for full debate here. I do not know what the problem is. (A Member: Hear, hear.)
I can understand what you are saying, we can do that, we could. I could choose to do that. I
do not believe we should. I have said before, we want open and transparency here.
I absolutely support the adjournment suggestion, and I would hope you all would as well – it
would give the Department a bit of time, it would give the industry a bit of time. We will go out
and consult, be specific with the suggestions. There are some great ideas in here, and let’s come
back in three months’ time and see where we are.

7630

Several Members: Hear, hear.
Several Members: Vote!
7635

7640

The President: Well, we will be in the same position as we are tonight, Hon. Members. We
are asked to move to the vote.
The mover to reply in terms of the adjournment debate. Mr Thomas.
Mr Thomas: I think it is an excellent… everybody is saying it is excellent to adjourn. It will give
the Department of Environment, Food and Agriculture a chance to formally consult with the
industry and the wider community, including consulting with the reconvened and the
reconstituted Industry Advisory Committee. Then the Department can come back with
proposals, having taken into account the Food Strategy and the excellent recommendations
made, and the proposals made from the Committee and also from the floor today.

7645

Mr Cretney: And we’ll all live happily ever after.
Mr Turner: We’ve had the Report since May.
7650

The President: We move to a vote, Hon. Members.
We are voting that the motion be adjourned for three months to the January sitting 2015.
Electronic voting resulted as follows:
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In the Keys – Ayes 22, Noes 1
FOR
Mr Anderson
Mrs Beecroft
Mr Bell
Mr Cannan
Mrs Cannell
Mr Cregeen
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mr Gawne
Mr Hall
Mr Henderson
Mr Houghton
Mr Karran
Mr Quayle
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Ronan
Mr Shimmin
Mr Skelly
Mr Teare
The Deputy Speaker
Mr Thomas
Mr Watterson

AGAINST
Mr Quirk

The Deputy Speaker: Madam President, the vote in the Keys is 22 for, 1 against.
7655

Mr Quirk: I thought Mr Butt was sensible!
In the Council – Ayes 0, Noes 8
FOR
None

AGAINST
Mr Braidwood
Mr Butt
Mr Coleman
Mr Corkish
Mr Crowe
The Lord Bishop
Mr Turner
Mr Wild

The President: In the Council, no votes for, 8 votes against. The Branches are in
disagreement, Hon. Members. The motion fails.
We will now continue with the debate.
7660

Mrs Cannell: Well, thank you, Mr Quirk.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Thomas. Do you wish to continue to speak to the
motion?

7665

Mr Thomas: I ask to raise a point of order, Madam President.
The President: Pardon?

7670

Mr Thomas: I wish to raise a point of order with respect to the adjournment, as the Branches
are in disagreement. Can we adjourn for a month to consider whether we should adjourn,
(Laughter) under Standing Order 3.19?
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The President: Right! It is technically… This is a procedural matter, Hon. Members. It is not a
motion for a decision. If this were a motion on an amendment, or some such… but this is
procedural. We will continue.
I have in front of me an amendment in the name of Mr Thomas. Do you wish to move that
now, sir? (Laughter and interjections)
For goodness sake!
Mr Ronan: Someone else – I beg to second.

7680

The President: Do you wish your amendment, sir?
Mr Thomas: Do you wish to move the amendment now, Minister?
Please can you circulate the amendment, Mr Clerk?
7685

The Clerk: You have it. (Laughter)
Mrs Cannell: Dear, oh dear!
7690

7695

7700

7705

7710

7715

Mr Watterson: Slick organisation! (Interjections)
Mr Thomas: Madam President, Members, I have listened carefully to the wide range of views
expressed by Members today, and it has reinforced the view that I have had for a number of
years, that this is a very complicated situation. I think the Chairman of the Environment Policy
Review Committee described it as ‘a complex situation’.
The Scheme clearly does not suit everyone, and we heard – and I noticed, as well as Mr
Singer – that they put a caveat in the Report that the people who it did not suit seemed to have
been the ones who wrote to them. Moreover, they had views that they heard but they cannot
share with us in the public document because they decided not to, because some of them were
a bit controversial and were a bit personal.
The Minister for Agriculture has identified the process to move towards a more innovative
and profitable farming sector in the Isle of Man, and I think most people who have spoken today
accept that this journey is necessary, and that any changes we make to the Scheme must not
slow or distract that journey.
Moreover, what we have heard is that the withdrawal of the EU red meat derogation in 2010,
perhaps combined with world events, has clearly introduced certainly new competition into our
marketplace and we need to respond – and I believe it is clear that most farmers seem to be
understanding that they have got to focus on business rather than just subsidy.
So, in essence the situation is dynamic and we had that reinforced today, because we learned
that the Industry Advisory Committee has been reconvened, and now it might even be
reconstituted. From the floor we had some valuable suggestions, uncosted, without Treasury
concurrence, to change the Scheme as Minister Gawne proposed.
So what my amendment suggests is that given we are talking about very important issues
that affect the livelihoods of people, and this is a critical work that we need to coincide in time
with the Food Strategy that is coming next month, I would like to propose an amendment to the
motion, as circulated:
That after the words ‘be received and that the following’ to leave out the rest of the motion
and add:
‘recommendation be approved –
The Department of Environment, Food and Agriculture should formally consult with the
industry and wider community on the Environment and Infrastructure Policy Review and in
Committee recommendations; and following the consultation and discussion by the
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reconvened Industry Advisory Committee, the Department should propose any appropriate
changes to Tynwald for approval with effect from the April 2015 Scheme year.’
Thank you very much, Madam President and Members.
7720

The President: The Hon. Member for Rushen, Mr Gawne.

7725

7730

7735

7740

7745

7750

7755

7760

7765

Mr Gawne: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
I am more than happy to second the motion of my friend the Member for Douglas West, Mr
Thomas. I think that the amendment is sensible and allows the Department to effectively crack
on and consider the recommendations that the Committee has put forward, which I think is very
positive.
I should say at the start – and maybe some Members may not expect me to say this – but
when the Hon. Member for Castletown moved this motion back in… was it December, or
January last year, whenever that was? That was a moment for me. At that time I had been in the
Department of Agriculture for nine years as a Member and Minister, and certainly I had been
there for quite a long time. I think there is a strong case that says if you are in a Department for
too long, you can start defending things that perhaps do not need to be defended. I accept that
– and I suppose I was probably a little bit surprised I was not moved out in April – but when
eventually I had the opportunity given to me by the Chief Minister to grasp the Department of
Infrastructure I was so pleased to be able to move on, not least because I think it was time for a
new Minister to get into DEFA and to actually look afresh at the issues facing the agricultural
industry.
I do welcome the recommendations of the Standing Committee. I am very familiar with
them, and I think that without wishing to sound a little bit jaded – perhaps I will sound a bit
jaded by saying this – I heard the Hon. Member for Ramsey suggesting that perhaps we should
look at other schemes around the world to see how they have worked. Well, actually we have
done that – maybe it was the Hon. Member for Michael then, I thought it was the Hon. Member
for Ramsey. But we did, and we have, and certainly in my lengthy stay in the Department of
Agriculture we looked at every possible scheme, we looked at all different connotations.
We looked at how we could improve things for small farmers, we looked at how we could
improve things for active farmers, we looked at ensuring that we were not paying money to
people to just sit at home and take in the subsidy – and we were focusing the money on the
productive farmers as best we can. We tried, and looked at, just about everything you could
possibly look at. Remember, in introducing the Scheme in the first place, the Department
conducted what I believe to be the largest ever consultation ever conducted on the Isle of Man –
it took us three years, I think there were about 50 meetings. And yes, even though you did not
publish the letters, I recognise the voices, or the text, of the people who wrote into the Select
Committee – it was absolutely clear because I have had those letters time and time again. I
know that some of the people writing those letters have very personal disgruntlement with me,
and they do not know what my own personal views are, but I do not believe as Minister I am in
the Department to represent my views, I am there to represent the industry’s views, when I was
the Agricultural Minister.
So, it can be a little bit difficult, but as we all know we have to have thick skins in politics.
There are certain aspects of some of the things that you have recommended that, personally, I
think probably are a good idea, but as Agriculture Minister I was unable to support because I had
to look after the whole industry. And actually, the Hon. Member for Michael might be surprised
to hear me say this, I think there is quite a lot of merit in the suggestions that he has made in his
amendment, as indeed the Agriculture Minister said.
I had, perhaps mistakenly, been of the view that we did not have enough money to fund all
the essential services on the Isle of Man. But, if we do have the money… and again, I do not
want to discredit the Hon. Member for Michael because I think he made a very important point:
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the agricultural industry is capable of contributing significantly more to our economy. We know
that is possible, we know that in the countries which surround our shores, various food
strategies and policies have been adopted by different governments, which did not have
perhaps the breadth of various enterprises and industries in their particular areas that they
could support in the way that we do, and they felt that focusing on the food sector to a greater
extent than we have was the right thing to do.
If Tynwald believes that we can find the extra million that the Hon. Member for Michael’s
suggestions would cost, I think that that million probably could – if it was carefully put together
– boost the food sector in the Isle of Man. Whether it would be sufficient to warrant the extra
spend in terms of the return to Treasury is something that would have to be very carefully
considered. So my suggestion would be that we support the amendment in the name of Mr
Thomas, which effectively means considering the recommendations of the Standing Committee,
but I would also hope that the Minister – can the Minister…? Yes, the Minister could speak to
the amendment, couldn’t he? The Minister could give us a reassurance that he will consider all
the points raised in the Hon. Member for Michael’s amendments as well, because I think they
are worthy of consideration.
If the Department, in conjunction with Treasury, considers it and discovers that indeed the
return would not justify the expenditure – which has thus far been the view that has been taken
– then so be it, but it may be that there is something in those suggestions from the Hon.
Member for Michael that are worthy of support. I think it is always worth considering these
things. As I said at the start, after nine years in any Department, you do start to perhaps defend
things that maybe should not be defended. Maybe it is time for a fresh pair of eyes on this, and I
know the Hon. Member for Castletown, the Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture, is
very strongly committed to delivering growth in our food sector, so perhaps it is worth looking at
some of these suggestions.
I think we should stick to the amendment in the name of Mr Thomas, which is considering
the recommendations of the actual Committee – the Committee has spent a considerable period
of time actually investigating this matter. I am not saying that the Hon. Member for Michael has
not done his homework, but he has not spent as long as the Committee has in terms of
developing their recommendations. But, as I say, consider the recommendations that the
Committee has put, but do not ignore the suggestions the Hon. Member for Michael has put
because I think there are some good ideas in there, if they can be afforded.

7800

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

7805

7810

7815

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I am quite surprised at the position, as far as the previous vote is
concerned. I remember we used to get people upset, along the lines that I used to say, many
years ago, which would upset this Court, the likes of four legs and a woolly coat pampered; two
legs and no coat ignored. But the point is why would we agree to something when we do not
have the costings?
The bottom line is if there is an issue about the implication of costings, here we have a
situation where we get hit over the head, time and time again, when we are talking about the
ordinary working people in this Court, and I think in this case the Council of Ministers is right to
go down the exercise of consultation. I think there were a number of things that have come out
in this debate that completely contradicts what I have been told, as far as the Countryside Care
Scheme is concerned.
What the Minister came out with, with his figures, is completely out of odds with what I am
led to believe and the fact that the Meat Plant is on the edge of its viability [Inaudible] I am told
that the Creamery is on the edge, as far as the agricultural industry is concerned. We need to
know what is fact and what is fiction.
I think the Hon. Member for West Douglas, even if it is a Government-sponsored
amendment, the fact is we should be doing at what is right and wrong. The fact is why would we
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want to commit to proposals of putting more money in? I am sick to death in this Court of
listening to the lhiam-lhiats, as they talk one way and they vote another way. What I am saying
today is that I am not arguing. I know the basic fundamental facts of life, as far as economics is
concerned. I cannot spend it if somebody does not earn it outside and I cannot get it in, in
taxation, and so I am not against the issue.
Allowing for the fact on the agricultural industry that one of the most important factors
coming up, as far as global warming and things like this, is going to be food production, and to
be honest with you the reason I voted against – on my own, as usual, in this Hon. Court – the
Countryside Care Scheme in the first place was because of that factor, that we are not allowing
for future generations.
This debate actually has been very, very good, because if the Hon. Member for Castletown,
the Shirveishagh, is correct, in that productivity has gone up and the throughput has gone up to
the Meat Plant, then I want to know why I am being told that that is not the case. I am being told
that there is this massive exodus of live exports on this Island. We are not going to do it on the
hoof (Laughter) as far as this debate is concerned. I think the point is that I really do hope that
we have a second bite at the cherry and let us get some common sense.
The point is that I am all for making a decision. I am all for the carry on, as far as people go
on, but I think the reality is there are so many at odds, with the figures the Minister says, the
figures the mover of the amendment says and the issue of the age profile, that I am led to
believe, as far as the industry is concerned under the present existing Countryside Care Scheme.
The fact of making sure we get open input into a public consultation, because I often wonder
whether the issue of drug abuse is broader in reality, as far as the Island is concerned, in certain
places, because it does not generally relate to the reality of what is outside this Chamber. So let
us hope, Hon. Members, that we will give them the opportunity.
Many of us complain about the fact that they use a block vote and we know people are now
looking at the main chance for the next election. We must give Government the support when
they deserve the support as far as that is concerned.
I want to know where the costings are with these proposals. I think the point is that if we are
going to have these proposals from the Member for Michael… and I was the Member for
Middle, where I had Onchan Parish, Santon and the old Braddan, and so I can understand where
he is coming from. I want to make sure that we are coming from the right agenda for a
sustainable agricultural industry and an infrastructure that future generations can rely on for
food production in this Island so that we know we have got it right.
I am the one who should be most vocal against the Countryside Care Scheme, being the one
that I believe banged it to rights. But what I am prepared to do, if the new Minister is right about
his figures – and I question those figures – then I am wrong, but the only way we are going to
find that out is to support this amendment. Let us have the public input, but please make sure
that we get that broad base of public input and not just from the golden few, who did so very
well being on the in-track when this Countryside Care Scheme came along in the first place and
just happened to increase their… (A Member: Stock.) stock overnight. It was just a flash of
inspiration, as far as on the road to Damascus as far as that is concerned, and it was surprise,
surprise, that circle.
I think this Court needs to support this amendment. We need that costing, as far as this is
concerned, otherwise you are going back to the old days, the likes of when we first came in
when we were always complaining that there was an open cheque for agriculture and for fourlegged beasts and there was no cheque for the ordinary working man.
We have got to prioritise and the first thing we need to do is work out those costs. I hope
that the Hon. Member for West Douglas is supporting this proposal.
The President: The Hon. Member for Malew and Santon, Mr Cregeen.

7870

Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Madam President.
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The Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Karran, quoted many of the comments made to me by
farmers regarding how somebody had that flash of inspiration. They were surprised to see them
purchasing stock that they had never had before and were wondering where it was all going to.
There is a concern in the industry that that is what was going on and that there may have been a
bit of a hint that this might be coming along.
Some of the concerns I have regarding the recommendations is that, yes, you do have
farmers on over £100,000 worth of Countryside Care payments and if you reduce it to £50,000,
that will have an impact on their business plan, and that is why I am tabling the motion that is
being passed round. Not only will it include DEFA consulting on the recommendations from the
Committee, but I feel that we should put down that the amendment put forward by the Hon.
Member for Michael, Mr Cannan, should be consulted on as well and that gives a full coverage
of the items that we have discussed.
I would hope that when the Department returns that they would have got a consultant with
the industry, because unfortunately the industry feel that they have not been consulted with on
these recommendations and I think it would be of benefit to all.
I beg to move the amendment standing in my name:
That after the words ‘be received and that the following’ to leave out the rest of the motion
and add:
‘recommendation be approved –
The Department of Environment, Food and Agriculture should formally consult with the
industry and wider community on the Environment and Infrastructure Policy Review
Committee recommendations and the recommendations tabled by Mr Cannan in his
amendment; and following the consultation and discussion by the reconvened Industry
Advisory Committee, the Department should propose any appropriate changes to Tynwald for
approval with effect from the April 2015 Scheme year.’
Mr Houghton: I beg to second, Madam President.

7890

The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Coleman.

7895

7900

7905

7910

Mr Coleman: Thank you, Madam President.
I would like to speak, if I may, to Mr Thomas’s amendment. I find myself in very strange
territory here for two reasons. Firstly, I am actually in danger of voting for something that
Mr Thomas has proposed (Laughter) which is quite novel; and secondly, we are talking about
farming, which is a total anathema to me, because where I come from most of the livestock was
a lot more personal than what was in the fields. If we look at Mr Thomas’s amendment, it
actually satisfies everybody. It is common sense for all of the arguments that we had here in this
debate.
Firstly, Mr Butt said that as far as he was concerned the recommendations were not
prescriptive and they were like a pick and mix, which the Minister could make use of. That is the
first part, and, of course, Mr Butt’s recommendations are evidenced based, based upon the
work of the Committee.
Then we have Mr Cannan’s recommendations, where the provenance is perhaps not quite as
solid, but certainly capable of consideration.
So really, what we are saying is that Mr Thomas’s motion actually satisfies everybody. You
have the ability to ignore the Select Committee. You have the ability to consider it again. You can
ignore Mr Cannan and consider those again. You can go to your Advisory Committee and do
whatever you want. You can actually do anything with this motion and, as I said, I will be
supporting Mr Thomas.
Mr Cregeen: What about my one?
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Mr Coleman: It is unnecessary. All you have added is Mr Cannan’s name.
7915

Mr Quirk: He added to it –
A Member: With his recommendations.
7920

Mr Cregeen: Yes, and that as well.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mr Quayle.

7925

Mr Quayle: Thank you, Madam President.
Can I, at the start, declare my usual interest. I have farms and I am also a lifelong member of
the Manx National Farmers’ Union, having been president –
A Member: Life is long.
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Mr Quayle: Well, for the time being anyway. Life might be short after this debate, it has gone
on so long.
I suppose, Madam President, the only thing that is similar between now and when the
scheme was first put forward was the length of time it went on. I remember buying chips at half
past eleven at night, and when I was sitting up in the Gallery, I think it went on until midnight or
something when the Hon. Members debated this.
I rise to my feet to support. Again, like Mr Coleman, I find myself amazed that I am
supporting Mr Thomas, but here I am giving my full support for his amendment, because I was
interested in Mr Butt’s comments, my friend from Council, that he has a full understanding of
the scheme. Well, I survived five Agricultural Ministers and four CEOs of DEFA during my time as
president of the Farmers’ Union and I have to say that having been three years out of it, I do not
have a full understanding of the scheme. The people out farming on our Island understand what
is going on at the moment and I think for us to discuss amendments without having a full
consultation with them is absolutely bonkers. (Interjections) We need to listen to what our
farmers and country people are saying should happen and when we have had that advice back,
then we can have some sort of intelligent debate on the topic and take it forward.
Mr Cannan has put some interesting ideas forward. The Committee has put some interesting
ideas forward and I can agree with some of the Committee's recommendations actually.
However, I would urge this House… (A Member: Court.) because I observed the split of
Legislative Council against postponing it and the Hon. Members of Keys wanting to postpone it,
and I would urge the Members of the Legislative Council to re-evaluate. There are quite a few
anomalies here that I cannot accept from the Report.
Recommendation 1, the 20 acres, yes, it was disappointing. There were one or two small
farmers who were really hit by this, but where do you draw the line? If you carried on, on a small
acreage, then you could have your wealthy finance director with an acre for the family's pony
then getting part of the Countryside Care Scheme, and so you try to come up with something
that was fair. Sadly, it hits some people who are genuinely farmers, but they had the
opportunity, technically, at the time, we felt anyway, to go out and rent two or three acres to
bump up their acreage to the 20-acre mark. Yes, if they want to look at that again, I have got no
problems with that.
Recommendation 2, and the £50,000 capping. In the press I made a statement that I am well
under that and so I do not feel as if I am affected… that I cannot make a statement on this. I do
have a large farming community in my constituency and so I think it is only fair. But where there
is a cap – in Europe it is capped at €150,000 – I think the Committee should go and find out if
legally we going to be able to introduce this cap, and would we will be able to introduce it
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before the 10-year scheme, which Tynwald signed up to, ends. That is one thing I have concerns
with, whether it would work or not.
Recommendation 3: who cannot support recommendation 3 as it make eminent sense?
Recommendation 4 discusses the German model and I think you would need to check that
out again with the Agricultural Advisory Committee.
Recommendation 5, I thought was naïve. Good intention, but naïve. This is a lack of
understanding. It wanted to restrict the export of animals. It did not accept that you have
pedigree farmers who want to sell their animals off the Island for pedigree sales where they are
going to go on to breeding.
Mr Butt did mention that we have phenomenally good high herd health of our animals on the
Isle of Man. We have no TB and hopefully we will be able to declare with no Johne’s. There are
business opportunities for our farmers to ship breeding stock off the Island into the UK and sell
them at a premium as high herd health. You are not buying a load of animals that are full of
every disease under the sun and so there are business opportunities there, which if we accepted
recommendation 5, we could theoretically be shooting our farmers in the foot and shackling
them from trying to diversify and make a profit.
So I just think… and I will not go through them all, because I would urge Members to have
this adjournment and listen to the people who are really affected (A Member: Hear, hear.) by
this.
I would just like to say that at the time I was president and working with Minister Gawne, one
of the main architects, along with the director, who is now CEO, Mr Richard Lole, we spent years
of our lives working on this. Did we get it right? I am not convinced.
Mr Gawne: What fun we had!
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Mr Quayle: What fun we had indeed.
I am not convinced you will ever get utopia and solve the problem, but the fundamental
problem at the time was the farming community had been promised equivalency, and that was
the key issue, not diversification. Yes, it would be nice to have somebody for that. It was
equivalency that was the key issue. Our farmers needed the same price as their UK counterpart
and I do not know how we are ever going to afford that because at the moment I am led to
believe from my constituents that they are getting paid, bearing in mind the additional costs to
farming on the Isle of Man are, probably, you could argue, at least 10% more than in the
adjacent isle, due to having to bring all your fertilisers over, your vets, your medicines, your
minerals and specialist feeds. Our farmers are being paid at the current price – and this was
from a constituent – 72% of the market value for their light weight hill lambs, just over 80% for
normal lamb weights and 90% to 92% for their cattle. How can you survive in a business when
you getting those sort of returns? It is going to be really hard.
I spent three years intensively working on a scheme with Minister Gawne and Mr Lole and a
few other Members of the agricultural community. I do not know if we will ever get it right, but
this Court should give another go to try and make changes if those changes are eminently
sensible. But to try and do something without taking on the comments from those who are
actually doing the work I think would be folly, and so I would urge everyone to support
Mr Thomas’s amendment.
Thank you, Madam President.

8010

The President: The Hon. Member for Michael, Mr Cannan.

8015

Mr Cannan: Thank you, Madam President.
I rise to support the amendment. I support both Members, but particularly the one for
Mr Cregeen which actually –
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A Member: It mentions you. (Laughter)
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Mr Cannan: It mentions me, but also does specifically require proper consideration.
(Mr Quirk: Hear, hear.)
I do have to accept the point I think raised by my good friend from Onchan, Mr Karran. I have
not, perhaps naïvely, given a full breakdown of the costs or in terms of how financially the
proposals that I put in would work, but even a brief look would indicate that increasing the
number of animals or returning the animals slaughtered on the Isle of Man back up to the
£70,000 figure that was done in 2008 would probably add about £2 million to the GDP, but
would reduce the Meat Plant subvention. If we could get rid of that back to the 2007 levels of
£54,000, rather than the £500,000 per annum mark that we are talking about at present and we
increase the dairy herd again, all of this would contribute to adding significantly, both to GDP,
helping encourage jobs.
But again, my good friend Mr Quayle, who is far more experienced in these matters than I,
also raises the very good point of the disparity between the price equivalency in the UK and the
fluctuations in the price equivalency, and the differences, indeed, between hill sheep and cattle,
and those issues do need looking at. So I think the amendments or the proposals, particularly
the one from Mr Cregeen, which makes sure that all the amendments brought forward are
properly considered, should be supported.
Again, I would also urge the Legislative Council that because of the potential implications that
we are talking about here, we should support an adjournment and that it makes sense on a
number of factors, including the fact of course that it will mean that the momentum is kept
going and hopefully we will get to a solution and be able to move on again, at least for a few
more years.
The President: The Hon. Member, Mrs Beecroft.
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Mrs Beecroft: Thank you, Madam President.
Speaking to the amendments, if I may, I would be particularly in favour of Mr Cregeen’s,
because I have been reminded in the past that regardless of what is actually said during a
debate, it is actually what is written that counts. (Two Members: Hear, hear.)
Mr Cregeen says look at the recommendations tabled by Mr Cannan in his amendment.
Without that in the amendment I think we are going to fail in actually looking at everything that
the Minister himself has said that he wants to look at and that is why I will be voting for
Mr Cregeen’s amendment in favour of Mr Thomas’s.
Mr Thomas’s was fine, but I just did not feel that it went far enough. I would urge Members
to support Mr Cregeen’s (Interjection by Mr Houghton) particularly because, as I said, the
Minister himself wants to look at this. I know there is no reason why he cannot look at these
things anyway, but, as I said, it is a written form of an amendment that will count in the future
as to what has been voted on.
Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear.

8060

Several Members: Vote!
Mr Cregeen: Madam President, on a point of clarification, a number of Members have
mentioned it is an adjournment. It is not an adjournment, it is –

8065

A Member: It is an amendment. (Interjections)
Mr Cregeen: Some Members have mentioned an adjournment.
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The President: The adjournment motion failed, Hon. Members.
The mover to reply.
Mr Butt: Thank you, Madam President.
I will try to be brief. I know you want to vote, but I will go through a few points, and apologies
for that.
Mr Cannan, I thank for his contribution. I apologise as I did not recognise him as the instigator
of all this debate over a year ago when he raised the issue and he has credit for that. He makes a
comment about there being no submissions within the file and if you carefully read Hansard,
which obviously Mr Cannan has, you can see those submissions and the questions we asked the
Department. So those submissions, although they are not within the file for you to read, if you
read the Hansard you will see where we come from and how we relay those questions on.
He made a very good point also, I thought, about the lack of investment in the Department. I
think for a while the Minister was probably fighting with one hand tied behind his back, because
he lost some of his support schemes with cutbacks which would have helped this scheme to go
forward more smoothly. I think it is a fact that had he had all those support schemes in place it
may have been easier to get through.
Mr Cannan’s amendments are all good ideas and they could all do with exploring. I would not
support them today, because, as other people have said, it is a very delicate balance within the
Countryside Care Scheme. You do not know what the consequence will be of bringing them in
and they do need to be investigated. His amendments are very specific and very detailed, and I
actually think that would be a good way forward, but because they are so specific they may have
consequences, which I hope the new Minister will look at and try to work out how they can be
resolved.
Mr Ronan, when he spoke to us, said that the Industry Advisory Committee he would hope
would have fresh ideas and look at things with a new eye. Now, where I am at with them, I did
get the impression they wanted to maintain the status quo and they were not really on board
with change. They were good people. I am sure they are excellent people on the committee, but
they were not of the type who were willing to give up the advantages that maybe they have
already obtained.
What I will say about what we need to do, and I have said to Mr Ronan before, we do not
need any further consultation. He is the Minister for the Department. He has power to do what
he likes. He can look at Mr Cannan’s recommendations or amendments. He can look at our
recommendations. He can go away and he can discuss them with his committee. He can discuss
them with his own Department and then come back to his Department with any changes that
need to be made. He does not need Tynwald to tell him to go away and come back again. He can
do it.
Mr Henderson, I thank him for his contribution and for his contribution on the Committee as
well. He mentions the food supplies that we are importing – the milk and the bread. This was
raised some months ago now within our Committee in public and I am hoping that notice was
taken then by the Department of Education, and I think by the Isle of Man Prison, in particular,
who were importing foodstuffs. I hope that by now that situation has been resolved and I would
interested to know if that is the case.
Mr Gawne, I give him credit for sticking with this scheme all these years. He has stuck to his
guns all the way through. I also thank him for his help with the Committee over the last year or
so. It is nice to hear that he is willing to change his views; it was not a thing I would have thought
he would have said some time ago.
Mr Karran made a contribution where he talked about what this will all cost. As far as the
recommendations that this Committee have made, it is a marginal cost. Some of the
recommendations would shift money from one area to another. The only real cost, I think,
would be if they went for a three-tier scheme as that would increase the cost that we need to
do. Apart from that, the cost of the recommendations of our Committee will be minimal,
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marginal or maybe none at all. Mr Cannan’s costs we do not know, but as far as this Committee
is concerned, with these recommendations there is no great cost to do them.
Mr Quayle, when we talk about the smaller farms, at the moment the limit is 20 acres, and
below that you get nothing from the scheme. He asks where you draw the line. Well, we say
where you draw the line. Twelve acres is where you draw the line. That is where the line is in
Wales and lots of other jurisdictions. Twelve acres is the line. Twelve acres is three or four quite
big fields on which people can farm and produce goods and crops and so you would not go
below the 12 acres, and that is where it would stay.
He also said that recommendation 5 was a bit naïve because people would like to explore
high quality cattle etc. We did not say you cannot export. We said they should look at ways to
disincentivise people sending away for live slaughter – just disincentivise. The Department can
look at that and if they can find some mechanism to make the Meat Plant the first place of
choice, that is what is needed.
I will leave it all there, except I will now discuss the amendments.
Mr Cannan’s amendments I have already discussed. They are too specific to actually put
down today because we do not know what will happen should they be approved.
The amendments for Mr Thomas and Mr Cregeen are almost similar, but I will be opposing
both those amendments. I see no reason why this needs to be with the purview of Tynwald after
tonight. The recommendations are there, clearly spelt out. They do not say you must do
something or you will do something. They say examine, evaluate and consider, and the
Department can go away and do that. The amendment says to go back to the Industry Advisory
Committee to examine them and consider them.
In May of this year this Report was produced and it has been in the public domain since May.
It has five months in the public domain (A Member: Hear, hear.) for anybody to read. By July of
this year the Industry Advisory Committee was set up, because I went there with Mrs Lambden
and we had a meeting with them and we went through with them every recommendation. They
have already seen these recommendations. They have gone through them with us. They were
not totally against and they were not totally for, but they had it explained to them. They have
seen these recommendations. You do not need to adjourn now until February… April, is it? I am
not sure which amendment – for them to examine again. They have had these in their view for
five months, while the committee themselves have had it since at least July. We do not need to
adjourn this to go to another committee to look at.
I would contend that this is a job for the Department. The Department has the information in
front of them. They have some excellent ideas from Mr Cannan, which might need further
exploration. They have the recommendations of our Committee. All they need to do is go away,
look at them, consult with their committee if they want, as the committee is there and they
have already seen them. They could make their recommendations within weeks and if they are
going to make a change, that is when they come back and say, ‘We are now going to go to the
sliding scale’ or ‘we are going for a cap’ or ‘we are going to disincentivise slaughter off Island’.
Then they come back to us with a new scheme and that is when we discuss it.
We do not need this debate to continue any further than today. The Department has the
power to go and deal with it themselves and that is what they are there for. Tynwald is the
facilitator, but it is not the final arbiter of what they are going to do with the scheme until they
bring a new one back.
So I will not be supporting any of these adjournments – (A Member: Amendments.)
amendments, sorry.
The President: Hon. Members, I have an indication from the Hon. Member, Mr Thomas, that
he wishes to withdraw his amendment. Do you have the agreement of your seconder, sir?

8170

Mr Gawne: Agreed.
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The President: Is that agreed, Hon. Members, that that be withdrawn?
8175

8180

It was agreed.
The President: The motion before the Court then is set out at Item 12 on your Order Paper
and to that we have two amendments, one in the name of the Hon. Member for Michael,
Mr Cannan and one in the name of the Hon. Member, Mr Cregeen.
I intend to put Mr Cregeen’s amendment first. If that succeeds, Mr Cannan’s amendment fails
and will not be put. However, if Mr Cregeen’s amendment does not succeed, we will then go
through Mr Cannan’s amendments to the main motion.
So just to be clear, Hon. Members, I am now putting the amendment in the name of
Mr Cregeen. Those in favour, please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it.
A division took place and electronic voting resulted as follows:
In the Keys – Ayes 23, Noes 0
FOR
Mr Anderson
Mrs Beecroft
Mr Bell
Mr Cannan
Mrs Cannell
Mr Cregeen
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mr Gawne
Mr Hall
Mr Henderson
Mr Houghton
Mr Karran
Mr Quayle
Mr Quirk
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Ronan
Mr Shimmin
Mr Skelly
Mr Teare
The Deputy Speaker
Mr Thomas
Mr Watterson

AGAINST
None

8185

The Deputy Speaker: Madam President, the vote in the Keys is 23 votes for, none against.
In the Council – Ayes 2, Noes 6
FOR
Mr Braidwood
Mr Coleman

8190

AGAINST
Mr Butt
Mr Corkish
Mr Crowe
The Lord Bishop
Mr Turner
Mr Wild

The President: In the Council, 2 votes for and 6 votes against. The Branches are in
disagreement. The motion therefore fails to carry.
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Mr Cregeen: Madam President, under Standing Orders can it go for a combined vote next
month? (Mrs Cannell: Both Branches.) Yes.
8195

The President: Hon. Members, as the matter succeeded in the Keys and failed in the Council,
the Member can move to go for a combined vote next month.
Mr Cregeen: I move for a combined vote next month.

8200

Mr Henderson: I beg to second.
The President: Is that seconded? (Several Members: Yes.) Well, it has to be the mover of
the –

8205

8210

The Clerk: It is not a motion. He can claim it –
The President: The Hon. Member will seek to claim that right next month – not you, Hon.
Member – and that will conclude discussion of the Item for today.
Hon. Members, that concludes our business for today under your agreement for the Standing
Order suspension. We will now adjourn until 10.30 a.m. tomorrow.
The Court adjourned at 9.04 p.m.
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