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Tynwald
The Court met at 10.30 a.m.

[MR PRESIDENT in the Chair]

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

Members: Moghrey mie, Mr President.
The President: In the absence of the Lord Bishop, the Chaplain of the House of Keys will lead
us in prayer.

PRAYERS
The Chaplain of the House of Keys

Leave of absence granted
10

The President: Hon. Members, I have given leave of absence to: the Lord Bishop; the Chief
Minister; Hon. Member for Douglas South, Mrs Beecroft; and for Thursday, Mrs Lord-Brennan, if
we are still sitting.

Welcome back to Mr Malarkey
The President: I take the opportunity to welcome Hon. Member for Douglas South,
Mr Malarkey, back –
15

Members: Hear, hear.

1. Papers laid before the Court
The President: I call on the Clerk to lay papers.
20

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.
Equality Act 2017
Equality Act 2017 (Remedies) Order 2018 [SD No 2018/0289] [MEMO]
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Financial Provisions and Currency Act 2011
Enterprise Development Scheme 2018 [SD No 2018/0292] [MEMO]
Civil Aviation Act 1982
Civil Aviation (Charges) Scheme 2019 [SD No 2018/0250] [MEMO]
Airports and Civil Aviation Act 1987
Aviation Security (Application) Order 2018 [SD No 2018/0279] [MEMO]
Road Races Act 2016
Road Races (Relevant Photographic Identification) Order 2018 [SD No 2018/0296]
[MEMO]
European Communities (Isle of Man) Act 1973
European Union (Chemical Weapons Sanctions) Order 2018 [SD No 2018/0280] [MEMO]
Customs and Excise Management Act 1986
Tobacco Products Duty Act 1986
Excise Duties Order 2018 [SD No 2018/0288] [MEMO]

Customs and Excise Act 1993
Customs and Excise Acts
[SD No 2018/0298] [MEMO]

(Application)

(Amendment)

(No.

4)

Order

2018

Income Tax Act 1970
Income Tax (Substance Requirements) Order 2018 [SD No 2018/0263] [MEMO]
Reports
Isle of Man Post Office Strategic Business Case 2017-2022 [GD No 2018/0087]
Report of the Isle of Man Post Office Board Strategic Recommendations Requiring Tynwald
Approval Report [GD No 2018/0085]
The remaining items are not the subject of motions on the Order Paper
Documents subject to no procedure
Church Fees Measure (Isle of Man) 2014
Church Offices Measure (Isle of Man) 2011
Church Legal Fees (Isle of Man) Order 2018 [SD No 2018/0311]
Air Navigation (Isle of Man) Order 2015
Air Navigation (Restriction of Flying) (Isle of Man Airport) Regulations 2018
[SD No 2018/0294] [MEMO]
Air Navigation (Restriction of Flying) (Isle of Man Prison) Regulations 2018
[SD No 2018/0295] [MEMO]
Merchant Shipping Act 1985
Merchant Shipping (Vessels in Commercial Use for Sport or Pleasure) Regulations 2018
[SD No 2018/0312] [MEMO]
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Trade Mark Act 1994 (of UK Parliament)
Trade Marks (Isle of Man) (Amendment) Order 2018 [SI 2018/1157] [MEMO]
Control of Employment Act 2014
Control of Employment Regulations 2018 [SD No 2018/0293] [MEMO]
Currency Act 1992
Currency (ICC Cricket World Cup) 50p Coin Collection Order 2018 [SD No 2018/0299]
Antarctic Act 1994
Antarctic (Isle of Man) (Amendment) Regulations 2018 [SI 2018/1169] [MEMO]
Agreement between the Governments of the United Kingdom and the Isle of Man Further
Amending the Agreement Between those Governments on Customs and Excise and Associated
Matters dated 15th October 1979 [GC No 2018/0006]
Documents subject to negative resolution
European Communities (Isle of Man) Act 1973
Chemical Weapons Sanctions Regulations 2018 [SD No 2018/0281] [MEMO]
Reports
Policing Plan 2018-2019 [GD No 2018/0069]
Isle of Man Gambling Supervision Commission Annual Report 2017/2018 [GD No 2018/0074]
Letter from the Chief Secretary to the President about the Second Report of the Select
Committee on Public Service Media [GD No 2018/0086]
Digital Strategy Review November 2018 [GD No 2018/0088]
Constitutional and Legal Affairs and Justice Committee First Report for the Session 2018-19 –
Ministerial Responsibility for Justice [PP No 2018/0158]
Tynwald Annual Report 2017/2018 [PP No 2018/0139]
Standing Orders of the House of Keys [PP No 2018/0162]
Junior Tynwald Votes and Proceedings [PP No 2018/0167]
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Question of Urgent Public Importance
POST OFFICE
Postal strike –
Contingency plans
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Callister) to ask the Chairman of the Post Office:
What contingency plans she has in place for coping with the postal strike on Thursday 13th
and Friday 14th December 2018?
The President: Hon. Members, we turn to Questions and before we deal with the Question
Paper proper, as you know, I have given the Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Callister, permission
to ask an Urgent Question and I now call on the Hon. Member.
25

Mr Callister: Thank you, Mr President.
Can I ask the Chairman of the Post Office what contingency plans she has in place for coping
with the postal strike on Thursday 13th and Friday 14th December 2018?
30

35

40

45

50

The President: I call on the Chair of the Post Office, Hon. Member for Onchan, Ms Edge to
reply.
The Chairman of the Post Office (Ms Edge): Thank you, Mr President.
I refer Hon. Members to the press release that was issued on Wednesday, also to the Hon.
Member that has asked the Question.
I can reassure the Hon. Court that Post Office management, whilst planning for a worst-case
scenario, are committed to further talks with the CWU. It is, however, disappointing that the
union have chosen to take this form of action during what is the busiest time of the year for our
business when final negotiations have not yet taken place.
I can confirm the following remains the key focus to our contingency plans: maintaining the
flow of mail to and from the Island to minimise disruption will be priority; premium services such
as Special Delivery, Parcelforce 24 and Yodel parcels will be prioritised together with business
services for commercial clients. MiCard customers are unaffected. The customer counter at
postal headquarters will be open as usual from 7 a.m. until 7.30 p.m. with the collection of
Christmas parcels being prioritised.
Customers have been encouraged to use alternative post offices for other postal
transactions. Vehicle licensing will remain open as usual, as well as the retail network across the
Island, together with our self-service pay and post kiosks.
Customers will be kept fully up to date regarding the latest news with regular
communications. Isle of Man Post Office’s Integrated Mailing Solutions Division will continue to
be open, offering printing fulfilment and scanning services.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Supplementary question, Mr Callister.

55

Mr Callister: Thank you, Mr President, and I thank the Chairman for her detailed response.
I also thank her for the press release, which I read with some sort of concern. If I have got the
press release right there is going to be no doorstep delivery of standard post, limited delivery
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and collection of other post, reduction in the opening hours in the northern delivery office and
asking businesses and customers to post things early.
Is this really the ‘robust contingency plan’ that the Chairman outlined on Manx Radio
recently?
The President: Chairman to reply, Ms Edge.

65

70

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr President.
The full management team will be working over the two days together with other members
of staff who have chosen not to strike.
If the strike action takes place, every effort will be made to catch up on any backlog of mail.
This recovery will be a similar experience to those days when the Island’s transport links have
failed to bring in the mail due to fog or due to no boats.
It is noteworthy that the action notified is discontinuous, therefore is limited to Thursday and
Friday only.
Thank you, Mr President.

75

The President: Supplementary, Hon. Member for Ramsey, Mr Hooper.

80

Mr Hooper: Thank you very much, Mr President.
I noted the other day on the Post Office website they were advertising for casual postal
workers. The adverts seemed to run from 3rd to 7th December. This advert was for postal
workers on zero hours contracts, no fixed hours at all.
My question for the Chairman is: was this specifically as a response to the strike? Is this part
of their contingency planning or is this part of the wider management aim to drive employment
rights right to the ground?

85

The President: Ms Edge.

90

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr President.
The Post Office has employed numerous employees on casual contracts. This is nothing new
and this time of year we always look for extra employees to cope with the additional workload
and parcels that the Island wishes to receive. So it is no different to anything we have done in
the past.
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2. Questions for Oral Answer
HM ATTORNEY GENERAL
1. Cannabis-based products –
Changes in Regulations applicable to the Isle of Man
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Dr Allinson) to ask HM Attorney General:
Whether the changes to the Schedule 1 status of cannabis-based products for medicinal use
set out in the Misuse of Drugs (Amendments) (Cannabis and Licence Fees) (England, Wales
and Scotland) Regulations 2018 extend to the Isle of Man?

95

100

105

110

The President: Hon. Members, we turn to the Question Paper, Question 1, Hon. Member for
Ramsey, Dr Allinson.
Dr Allinson: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Attorney General whether the changes to the Schedule 1 status of
cannabis-based products for medicinal use set out in the Misuse of Drugs (Amendments)
(Cannabis and Licence Fees) (England, Wales and Scotland) Regulations 2018 extend to the Isle
of Man?
I am aware that this four-line Question has elicited a 10-page response and so I am quite
prepared to accept the Answer in writing.
The President: Hon. Members, I call on the Attorney General to reply.
The Attorney General: Thank you, Mr President.
As Hon. Members are aware, and as Dr Allinson has indicated, I have circulated a detailed
Answer and I will summarise that, if I may, for the benefit of the Court.
The Misuse of Drugs (Amendments) (Cannabis and Licence fees) (England, Wales and
Scotland) Regulations 2018 are made under the Misuse of Drugs Act 1971 (of Parliament).
Article 1(3) of the 2018 Regulations states:
(3) These Regulations extend to England and Wales and Scotland.

115

120

125

The Misuse of Drugs Act 1971 (of Parliament) extends to England, Wales, Scotland and
Northern Ireland but does not extend to the Isle of Man and there is no power within the Act to
extend it to the Isle of Man.
The 2018 Regulations amend the Misuse of Drugs (Designation) (England, Wales and
Scotland) Order 2015 and the Misuse of Drugs Regulations 2001.
The Misuse of Drugs (Designation) (England, Wales and Scotland) Order 2015, which I refer to
as the ‘applied Order’, as it is in force from time to time is, however, applied with modifications
to the Isle of Man by the Misuse of Drugs (Designation) (Application) Order 2016.
The Misuse of Drugs Regulations 2001, which I refer to as the ‘applied Regulations’, as they
are in force from time to time in relation to England, are applied with modification to the Isle of
Man by the Misuse of Drugs (Miscellaneous Enactments) (Application) Order 2013.
Therefore, the amendments made by the 2018 Regulations to which the hon questioner
refers, to the applied Order and the applied Regulations, also apply to the Isle of Man.
The Speaker: Thank you, Sir Humphrey!
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The full text of the Written Answer which was provided in advance of the sitting is as
follows:

130

The Misuse of Drugs (Amendments)(Cannabis and Licences Fees)(England, Wales and
Scotland) Regulations 2018 [SI 2018/1055] (the ‘2018 Regulations’) are made under the Misuse
of Drugs Act 1971 (of Parliament).
Article 1(3) of the 2018 Regulations states:
(3) These Regulations extend to England and Wales and Scotland.

135

140

145

The Misuse of Drugs Act 1971 (of Parliament) extends to England, Wales, Scotland and
Northern Ireland but does not extend to the IOM and there are no powers within the Act to
extend it to the IOM.
The 2018 Regulations amend the Misuse of Drugs (Designation) (England, Wales and
Scotland) Order 2015 [SI 2015/704] and the Misuse of Drugs Regulations 2001 [SI 2001/3998].
The Misuse of Drugs (Designation) (England, Wales and Scotland) Order 2015 [SI 2015/704]
(the ‘applied Order’), as it is in force from time to time, is applied (with modification) to the IOM
by the Misuse of Drugs (Designation) (Application) Order 2016 [SD 2016/0255].
The Misuse of Drugs Regulations 2001 [SI 2001/3998] (the ‘applied Regulations’), as they are
in force from time to time from time to time in relation to England, are applied (with
modifications) to the IOM by the Misuse of Drugs (Miscellaneous Enactments) (Application)
Order 2013 [SD 310/2013 as amended by SD 2016/0254] (see copies attached).
Therefore the amendments made by the 2018 Regulations to the applied Order and the
applied Regulations also apply to the IOM.
Background – Effect of the 2018 Regulations
The explanatory note to the 2018 Regulations states (inter alia) that the regulations:
amend the Misuse of Drugs Regulations 2001 (S.I. 2001/3998) (the "2001 Regulations") and the Misuse of Drugs
(Designation) (England, Wales and Scotland) Order 2015 (S.I. 2015/704) ("the 2015 Order") to allow the wider use
of cannabis-based products for medicinal use in humans, essentially for medical purposes.

The explanatory note goes on to say:
‘Section 7(3) of the Misuse of Drugs Act 1971 (c. 38) (the 1971 Act) requires regulations to be made to allow the
use for certain purposes, including medical use, of the drugs which are subject to control under that Act. Section
7(4)(b) of the 1971 Act provides, however, that designated controlled drugs will be exempt from this easement
and so cannot lawfully be prescribed, administered, produced, compounded or supplied except under licence or
other authority issued by the Secretary of State. The designations in question are in the 2015 Order and include
cannabis, cannabis resin, cannabinol and cannabinol derivatives not being dronabinol or its stereoisomers.
Regulation 9 varies the 2015 Order to exclude cannabis-based products for medicinal use in humans, and some
related products, from the relevant designations.
The 2001 Regulations are correspondingly amended to permit legitimate access. The Schedule to the 2001
Regulations in which a controlled drug is placed affects the extent to which the drug can be lawfully imported,
exported, produced, supplied or possessed. Regulation 3 inserts the definition of a cannabis-based product for
medicinal use in humans into the 2001 Regulations. Regulations 6 and 7(b) transfer these products from Schedule
1 to Schedule 2 to permit, subject to controls, those activities that are effectively prohibited by designation under
the 2015 Order. The rescheduling also applies (as a consequence of existing provisions of Schedule 2) to related
products such as stereoisomeric forms, salts and esters of cannabis-based products for medicinal use in humans
where these related products are also produced for medicinal use in humans (by regulation 7(c)). A synthetic
version of a constituent of cannabis, dronabinol, was already listed in Schedule 2, and a new definition is inserted
to ensure its position is unchanged (regulation 3(c) and 9(4)).
150

Section 7(3) & (4) of the Misuse of Drugs Act 1971 (of Parliament) provides:
7(3) Subject to subsection (4) below, the Secretary of State shall so exercise his power to make regulations under
subsection (1) above as to secure—
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(a) that it is not unlawful under section 4(1) of this Act for a doctor, dentist, veterinary practitioner or veterinary
surgeon, acting in his capacity as such, to prescribe, administer, manufacture, compound or supply a controlled
drug, or for a pharmacist or a person lawfully conducting a retail pharmacy business, acting in either case in his
capacity as such, to manufacture, compound or supply a controlled drug; and
(b) that it is not unlawful under section 5(1) of this Act for a doctor, dentist, veterinary practitioner, veterinary
surgeon, pharmacist or person lawfully conducting a retail pharmacy business to have a controlled drug in his
possession for the purpose of acting in his capacity as such.
(4) If in the case of any controlled drug the Secretary of State is of the opinion that it is in the public interest—
(a) for production, supply and possession of that drug to be either wholly unlawful or unlawful except for
purposes of research or other special purposes; or
(b) for it to be unlawful for practitioners, pharmacists and persons lawfully conducting retail pharmacy businesses
to do in relation to that drug any of the things mentioned in subsection (3) above except under a licence or other
authority issued by the Secretary of State,
he may by order designate that drug as a drug to which this subsection applies; and while there is in force an
order under this subsection designating a controlled drug as one to which this subsection applies, subsection (3)
above shall not apply as regards that drug.

Article 2 of the Misuse of Drugs (Designation) (England, Wales and Scotland) Order 2015
[S.I. 2015/704] provides:
2 Designation of controlled drugs
(1) The controlled drugs specified in Part 1 of Schedule 1 are designated as drugs to which section 7(4) of the
Misuse of Drugs Act 1971 applies.
(2) Part 2 of Schedule 1 has effect for the purpose of specifying those controlled drugs which are excepted from
Part 1 of that Schedule.

155

Regulation 9 of the 2018 Regulations adds cannabis, cannabis resin, cannabinol and
cannabinol derivatives, not being dronabinol or its stereoisomers, to Part 1 of Schedule 1 to the
2015 Order. This means that cannabis etc. are controlled drugs and are designated as drugs to
which section 7(4) of the 1971 Act applies. However, regulation 9 also amends Part 2 of
Schedule 1 to the 2015 Order by inserting paragraph 10 which has the effect of adding cannabis
based products for medicinal use in humans to the controlled drugs which are excepted from
Part 1 of Schedule 1 to the 2015 Order.
10. (1) A cannabis-based product for medicinal use in humans.
(2) A product which is—
(a) specified in Part 1 as a consequence of the application of paragraphs 2 to 5 to a preparation or other product
(not being the substance specified in paragraph 9) which is or contains cannabis, cannabis resin, cannabinol or a
cannabinol derivative (not being dronabinol or its stereoisomers); and
(b) produced for medicinal use in humans.
(3) In this paragraph—
"cannabis-based product for medicinal use in humans" means a preparation or other product (not being the
substance specified in paragraph 9), which—
(a) is or contains cannabis, cannabis resin, cannabinol or a cannabinol derivative (not being dronabinol or its
stereoisomers);
(b) is produced for medicinal use in humans; and
(c) is—
(i) a medicinal product, or
(ii) a substance or preparation for use as an ingredient of, or in the production of an ingredient of, a medicinal
product; and
"medicinal product" has the same meaning as in the Human Medicines Regulations 2012.
(4) In this Schedule, "dronabinol" does not include any substance which—
(a) has the international non-proprietary name dronabinol (recommended by the World Health Organisation); and
(b) is derived from cannabis, cannabis resin or their constituents, and stereoisomers of dronabinol are to be
construed accordingly.

160

The explanatory note to the 2015 Order states:
Section 7(3) of the Misuse of Drugs Act 1971 (c. 38) requires regulations under section 7(1) of that Act to allow
drugs which are subject to control under the Act to be used for medical purposes. Section 7(3) does not however
apply to any drug which is designated by order under section 7(4) as a drug to which that subsection applies.
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This Order […] designates for this purpose the drugs specified in Part 1 of Schedule 1 to this Order.
Part 2 of Schedule 1 specifies certain compounds which are excepted from paragraphs 1(e) - (g) of Part 1 and are
therefore not designated by Part 1 of Schedule 1.

Controlled Drugs
Section 2(1) of the Misuse of Drugs Act 1971 (of Parliament) defines ‘controlled drugs’ as
follows:
2 Controlled drugs and their classification for purposes of this Act.
(1) In this Act—
(a) the expression “controlled drug” means any substance or product for the time being specified [—
(i) in Part I, II or III of Schedule 2, or
(ii) in a temporary class drug order as a drug subject to temporary control (but this is subject to section 2A(6)); and
(b) the expressions “Class A drug”, “Class B drug” and “Class C drug” mean any of the substances and products for
the time being specified respectively in Part I, Part II and Part III of that Schedule [, and] 2
(c) the expression “temporary class drug” means any substance or product which is for the time being a controlled
drug by virtue of a temporary class drug order;
and the provisions of Part IV of that Schedule shall have effect with respect to the meanings of expressions used in
that Schedule.

165

Cannabinol, cannabinol derivatives, cannabis and cannabis resin are specified as Class B
controlled drugs in paragraph 1 of Part II of Schedule 2 to the Misuse of Drugs Act 1971 (of
Parliament).
The Misuse of Drugs Act 1971 (of Parliament) does not extend to the IOM. However section 2
of the Misuse of Drugs Act 1976 (of Tynwald) defines controlled drugs as follows:
2 Controlled drugs and their classification for purposes of this Act
(1) In this Act —
(a) “controlled drug” means any substance or product —
(i) in Part I, II or III of Schedule 2 to the UK Act;
(ii) in a temporary class drug order made under section 2A of the UK Act; or
(iii) in an order under subsection (3); and5
(b) “Class A drug”, “Class B drug” and “Class C drug” mean any of the substances and products for the time being
specified respectively in Part I, II or III of Schedule 2 to the UK Act.
(2) The provisions of Part IV of Schedule 2 to the UK Act have effect with respect to the meanings of expressions
used in that Schedule.

And ‘the UK Act’ is defined as follows:
“UK Act” means the Misuse of Drugs Act 1971 (an Act of Parliament);

170
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Therefore, in the IOM, cannabinol, cannabinol derivatives, cannabis and cannabis resin are
specified as Class B controlled drugs.
IOM – Power to authorise otherwise unlawful activities
The 2018 Regulations are made under sections 7, 10, 22. 30 and 31 of the Misuse of Drugs
Act 1971 (of Parliament) (the ‘UK Act’).
The Misuse of Drugs Act 1976 (of Tynwald – the ‘IOM Act’) includes provisions similar to
those under which the 2018 Regulations are made.
Sections 7, 10, 22, 30 and 31 of the IOM Act are based on sections 7, 10, 22, 30 and 31 of the
UK Act, respectively.
I move on to consider and advise with reference to obvious questions consequent upon my
advice above:
Can specialist consultants either based on the Island or visiting on contract from the UK
prescribe cannabis products to IOM patients either on NHS prescription or private prescription as
appropriate?
As already noted, the Misuse of Drugs Regulations 2001 [SI 2001/3998] (the ‘2001
Regulations’) were applied to the Isle of Man (with modifications) by the Misuse of Drugs
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(Miscellaneous Enactments) (Application) Order 2013 [SD 0310/13] (the ‘2013 Order’). The 2013
Order was further amended by Misuse of Drugs (Miscellaneous Enactments) (Application)
(Amendment) Order 2016 (SD 2016/0254) (the ‘2016 Order’). References to the 2013 Order are
to that Order as so amended.
The 2013 Order applied the 2001 Regulations ‘as they are in force from time to time’, as
enabled by section 33(1A) of the Misuse of Drugs Act 1976. The amendments made to the 2001
Regulations by the Misuse of Drugs (Amendments) (Cannabis and Licence Fees) (England, Wales
and Scotland) Regulations 2018 [SI 2018/1055] therefore apply. These 2018 Regulations inserted
regulation 16A into the 2001 Regulations. By regulation 16A(1):
A person must not order (whether by issuing a prescription or otherwise) a cannabis-based
product for medicinal use in humans for administration, unless that product is:
(a) a special medicinal product that –
a. is not also an investigational medicinal product, but
b. is for use in accordance with a prescription or direction of a specialist medical
practitioner;
(b) an investigational medicinal product without a marketing authorisation that is for use in
a clinical trial; or
(c) a medicinal product with a marketing authorisation.
Therefore, by regulation 16A(1), a cannabis-based product for medicinal use in humans (as
defined in the 2001 Regulations) that is not connected with a clinical trial must not be prescribed
unless it is –
(a) a “special medicinal product” that is not also an “investigational medicinal product”
(which relates to clinical trials) and prescribed or directed to be used by a “specialist
medical practitioner”; or
(b) a medicinal product with a marketing authorisation.
A ‘specialist medical practitioner’ is a doctor on the register of specialist medical practitioners
kept under section 34D Medical Act 1983 (of Parliament). By the 2013 Order, references to a UK
enactment are to be read as references to the corresponding enactment as it has effect in the
Island. Reference to an ‘enactment’ in Manx legislation includes a reference to all public
documents made under the enactment (s. 11 Interpretation Act 2015). There is no direct
equivalent to the Medical Act 1983. The Health Care Professionals Act 2014 defines a ‘registered
medical practitioner’ as a fully registered person who holds a licence to practise – a ‘fully
registered person’ being defined with reference to the Medical Act 1983, which includes visiting
practitioners from relevant European states. There is no reference to ‘specialist’ in the 2014 Act.
It would take a small leap to apply the definition of ‘specialist medical practitioner’ to the
Island as there is no full square equivalent in Manx legislation, but the reference to being ‘fully
registered’ in the 2014 Act as being the equivalent in the 1983 UK Act, would suggest that
registration as a medical practitioner is with reference to UK legislation.
By the National Health Service (Appointment of Consultants) Regulations 2003 [SD 861/03] a
person may only be appointed as a consultant in the NHS in the Island if the person is on the
specialist register kept under a (now revoked) 1995 Order that was made under the European
Communities Act 1972. Without further investigation, it can only be assumed this is the
‘specialist register’ referred to in the 2001 Regulations. In the UK a person may only take up a
consultant post in the NHS if on the specialist register, and it seems this is also the case in the
Island. I am not clear whether private consultants are all on the specialist register, but they
would need to be so to prescribe a cannabis-based product under regulation 16A(1)(a) of the
2001 Regulations.
‘Special medicinal product’ is defined as having the meaning in the UK Human Medicines
Regulations 2012 [SI 2012/1916] (‘2012 Regulations’) – which do not apply to the Isle of Man.
The Prescription Only Medicines (Human Use) Order 1997 [SI 1997/1830] was applied to the

________________________________________________________________________

374 T136

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 11th DECEMBER 2018

240

245

250

255

260

265

Island by SD 11/05 (the Prescription Only Medicines (Human Use) Regulations 2005), which also
applied any order made after the 2005 Regulations amending that 1997 Order. The UK 2012
regulations repeal most of the 1997 Order but do not amend it. It is therefore arguable that the
definitions in the 2012 Regulations are not applied to the Island. This is supported by the fact
that the 2016 Order amending the 2013 Order substituted a reference to the 2012 Regulations
in regulation 6(8) of the 2001 Regulations with a reference to the 1997 Order applicable to the
Island. However, it could be argued that, as it was intended to apply the 2001 Regulations as
amended from time to time to the Island, a purposive approach would be to apply the definitions
in the 2001 Regulations where possible and workable, particularly as, as yet, an amendment to
the 2013 Order with regard to the application of regulation 16A in the Island and its reference to
the 2012 Regulations has not been made.
A ‘special medicinal product’ has a complex definition in regulation 167 of the 2012
Regulations. In essence, it must be a medicinal product supplied in response to an unsolicited
order, manufactured and assembled in accordance with the specifications of a doctor or other
prescriber as listed and be for use by a patient for whose treatment that doctor or other person
is directly responsible in order to fulfil the patient’s special needs. There are several conditions
to the supply of the product, including that it must be to a doctor, dentist or other prescriber or
for use under the supervision of a pharmacist in a registered pharmacy, hospital or health
centre. There are prohibitions regarding advertising and conditions on manufacture and
assembly of the product. I have not specified all the conditions in regulation 167 as they are
detailed and specific.
I would remark that it would be prudent for the 2013 Order to be reviewed and perhaps
amended again to clarify whether the references in regulation 16A of the 2001 Regulations to
the 2012 Regulations and other UK enactments should be modified with regard to their
application in the Island.
With regard to products with a ‘marketing authorisation’, these are products with marketing
authorisations as that term is defined in the 2012 Regulations. There is the same issue with
regard to the applicability of definitions in the 2012 Regulations in respect of this term. It may be
that reference should be made to the definition of ‘UK authorisation’ and ‘Community
authorisation’ in the Medicines Act 2003 as being the nearest IOM equivalents. They are not the
same, as ‘UK authorisation’ refers to older (repealed) UK legislation, but in any case a product
with a marketing authorisation will mean a product granted some form of licence for use.
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Summary
In summary therefore, a consultant would be able to prescribe a cannabis-based product for
medicinal use in humans (as defined in the 2001 Regulations), in a case where it is not an
investigational medicinal product connected with a clinical trial (which this response does not
explore) if:
(a) the product is a product with a marketing authorisation; or
(b) the product is a special medicinal product, manufactured, assembled and supplied
according to specific conditions as set out in regulation 167 of the Human Medicines
Regulations 2012 [SI 2012/1916], which include that the consultant prescribes the
product for a patient for whose treatment he or she is directly responsible to fulfil the
special needs of that patient AND the product is for use under a prescription by a
specialist medical practitioner, being on the specialist register as maintained by the
GMC,
provided in the case of (b) that the definition of ‘specialist medical practitioner’ can apply to
the Island and that of ‘special medicinal product’ can be applied to the Island, given that the
latter term is contained in UK regulations which do not apply to the Island.
Please note in respect of the proviso above, that paragraph (b) above is not engaged where
the consultant prescribes a product with a marketing authorisation (which I would imagine
would be the norm).
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EDUCATION, SPORT AND CULTURE
2. Bullying –
Plans to update advice
The Hon. Member for Arbory, Castletown and Malew (Mr Moorhouse) to ask the Minister for
Education, Sport and Culture:
What plans his Department has to update the advice it gives on bullying?
290

The President: Question 2. Hon. Member for Arbory, Castletown and Malew, Mr Moorhouse.
Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture: what plans has he to update
the advice given on bullying?

295

The President: I call on the Minister to reply. Hon. Member, Mr Cregeen.
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The Minister for Education, Sport and Culture (Mr Cregeen): Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to thank the Hon. Member for his Question. My Department and our schools are
always looking to give the most up-to-date and appropriate advice regarding addressing all
issues that are raised by bullying. We define bullying as behaviour of an individual or group,
usually repeated over time, that intentionally hurts another individual or group physically or
emotionally.
The nature of bullying changes over time. Our most recent information indicates a shift from
face-to-face bullying to cyber-bullying. This is, of course, more difficult for schools to monitor,
but also marks a requirement for schools to alter the advice they give accordingly. Schools are
actively promoting e-safety events for parents and students, supported by the Department and
colleagues in GTS.
In our determination to give the most appropriate and up-to-date advice regarding bullying, I
have requested senior officers within my Department to contact the North West Anti-Bullying
Alliance and we intend to work with them to totally refresh our messages to staff, students and
parents. As part of this work, further analysis will be undertaken of the above issues to establish
an accurate picture of bullying in the Island’s schools.
In addition to this, training has recently been organised for 50 secondary school students to
become anti-bullying ambassadors, helping to educate peers, lead campaigns and promote a
culture which celebrates and tolerates difference; and we are looking to undertake online
training for staff within our schools.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Moorhouse.

320

Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President, and thank you, Minister, for such a detailed
Answer.
In the last academic year, how many cases of bullying were his Department made aware of?
325

The President: Minister to reply.
The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
Unfortunately, I do not have that figure with me. I will try and ascertain that for the Hon.
Member.
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3. Religious Education –
Consideration of Commission’s conclusions
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Dr Allinson) to ask the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture:
Whether his Department will consider the conclusions from the Commission on Religious
Education, which recommended the teaching of religion and worldviews?
330

335

The President: Question 3. Hon. Member for Ramsey, Dr Allinson.
Dr Allinson: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture: whether his Department will
consider the conclusions from the Commission on Religious Education, which recommended the
teaching of religion and worldviews?
The President: I call on the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture, Mr Cregeen.
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The Minister for Education, Sport and Culture (Mr Cregeen): Thank you, Mr President.
The Commission on Religious Education (CoRE) was set up in 2017 in England to discuss
several areas in relation to religious education in English maintained schools. Its remit included:
to consider the nature, purposes and scope of religious education; to identify the enabling
factors that currently promote high-quality RE and the barriers that currently limit it; to identify
what changes are needed to ensure the highest-quality provision of RE. The Commission is
chaired by the Rt Rev. John Hall, Dean of Westminster, and includes various faith and lay
commissioners.
Following a call for evidence and a period of deliberation, CoRE published the report the Hon.
Member refers to in September this year. CoRE is established in conjunction with the Religious
Education Council of England and Wales (REC). The equivalent to the REC on the Island is the
Religious Education Advisory Committee (REAC). REAC has, from the Commission’s inception,
been encouraged to review the work of CoRE and discuss both interim and final
recommendations of the Commission at sittings of REAC, which take place on a termly threeyear basis.
As the Hon. Member may know, REAC is established by the Department and chaired by the
Bishop of Sodor and Man. The Committee consists of representatives of Christian denominations
on the Island, members of the Education Council, teachers representing both primary and
secondary phases of education, and a senior Department officer. The most recent consideration
of the CoRE took place as an agenda item at a meeting of REAC on 14th November. The
committee was presented with the recommendations of the report and invited to comment on
whether any of them were applicable to the Island education context.
Whilst REAC will continue to keep a watching brief on developments with the CoRE in
England, it is important to remember, firstly, that the UK government is not obliged to act on
these recommendations; and secondly, in the terms of religious education, Isle of Man schools
are bound by primary legislation, namely section 12 of the Education Act 2001. The new
Education Bill will be out for consultation shortly.
The President: Supplementary question, Dr Allinson.

370

Dr Allinson: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to thank the Minister for his comprehensive reply. I completely appreciate that
these are recommendations from an adjacent isle, but it is very good to see that they have been
taken on board here on our Island.
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Would he agree with me that what the report showed was that religious and world view
education is extremely important and the teachers who provide this should be adequately
trained and resourced?
Thank you.
The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
Yes.

ENVIRONMENT, FOOD AND AGRICULTURE
4. Net biodiversity gain –
Assessment prior to housing or commercial development
The Hon. Member for Garff (Mrs Caine) to ask the Minister for Environment, Food and
Agriculture:
What plans his Department has to ensure developers will have to assess the net biodiversity
gain to the Isle of Man prior to undertaking any housing or commercial developments?
380

385

The President: Question 4, Hon. Member for Garff, Mrs Caine.
Mrs Caine: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture what plans his
Department has to ensure developers will have to assess the net biodiversity gain to the Isle of
Man prior to undertaking any housing or commercial developments?
The President: I call on the Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture, Mr Boot.
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The Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture (Mr Boot): Thank you, Mr President.
The Planning Act sets out roles and responsibilities for both DEFA and the Cabinet Office in
relation to planning. DEFA’s role is to provide a development management function within the
wider policy context set by the Cabinet Office. The question of net biodiversity gain is firstly
about whether there is a requirement to achieve net biodiversity and secondly how it would be
assessed and implemented.
The first part of this would suggest the introduction of a new planning policy requiring net
biodiversity gain and would therefore be a matter for the Cabinet Office to lead on. However,
DEFA also has a role in delivering biodiversity strategy and working towards biodiversity gain,
which would of course benefit from this strategy. If and when a policy was established, DEFA
would then be able to put in place the necessary measures to implement it.
At the current time, officers assess applications taking into account the information available
to them in the form of plans and publications, and any comments made in respect of them
which include comments from colleagues in DEFA and consultees such as the Manx Wildlife
Trust and MNH. Officers take into account particular characteristics of a site, what value it may
have in respect of biodiversity, what impact any development may have on the land, including
the impact on wildlife or loss of special habitats, the impact of pollution, the introduction spread
of invasive non-native plants, trees, etc. Furthermore, more sizeable applications require the
submission of an environmental impact assessment that includes such assessments and means
for mitigation and/or improvement of the environment.
The President: Supplementary, Mrs Caine.
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Mrs Caine: Thank you, Mr President; and I thank the Minister for his response.
I would like to ask him what is his Department, what is he as Environment Minister, what
initiatives is he bringing to the table perhaps to feed up to Cabinet Office, instead of waiting for
it to come down and increase what there already is?
He may know the UK government is consulting on mandating biodiversity net gain in
development to ensure habitats are protected and enhanced for the future. Over in the adjacent
Island, developers could be required to deliver a biodiversity net gain when building new
housing or commercial development, meaning those habitats for wildlife must be enhanced and
left in a measurably better state than they were pre-development.
It stated that action is the first step in the UK government’s ambition to embed the wider
principle of environmental net gain in development, to drive measurable improvements for all
aspects of the environment such as air quality, flood defences, clean water. Over there the
government is working collaboratively with developers, water companies, tourism services,
energy providers –

425

The President: Hon. Member, I am sorry –
Mrs Caine: I am getting to the question. Sorry, Mr President.
430

435

The President: A supplementary question must be quite short.
Mrs Caine: Yes, Mr President.
Can the Minister reassure this Hon. Court, with the Island’s UNESCO Biosphere Reserve status
that he is also taking the first steps to deliver biodiversity net gain for the Isle of Man in any
developments?
The President: The Minister.

440

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President – quite a lot to chew over there.
The Biodiversity Strategy includes actions relating to habitat loss, including Action 21:
21. DEFA will continue to promote a policy of ‘no net loss’ for semi-natural Manx habitats and species and ensure
that unavoidable loss is replaced or effectively compensated for.

445
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This is applied via advice from our … [Inaudible] policy team to the planning team with regard
to specific planning applications. I am aware that there is an England-only consultation out at
present on biodiversity net gain, which relates to their 25-year environmental plan. I will watch
with interest the people who respond to that and what their responses are.
In terms of working with developers, the planning system is fairly robust and we do ensure
that environmental matters, in particular now that we are a biosphere, are considered during
planning applications and their processing. In talking to the earlier working with the Cabinet
Office in terms of policy, this may be something that we will visit in due course.
The President: Supplementary question, Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins.
Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
The recently announced plans in the United Kingdom acknowledge that brownfield sites
should be lower on the biodiversity scale. How will the Environment Minister ensure that
environmental issues are placed at the heart of any new development on our greenfield sites?
The President: Minister to reply.
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The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
We are all aware of the recent report that the Hon. Member brought to this Court, and I
think we are all signed up to development on brownfield sites where this is feasible. The new
Area Plan for the East is looking at sites that will be brought forward and of course in considering
those sites, biodiversity, loss of habitat and environment is a prime consideration.

5. Fast food outlets –
Further provision on Peel Road, Douglas
The Hon. Member for Middle (Mr Shimmins) to ask the Minister for Environment, Food and
Agriculture:
Whether he supports the provision of more fast food outlets on Peel Road, Douglas?
The President: Question 5. Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins.
465

Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture whether he supports
the provision of more fast food outlets on Peel Road, Douglas?
470

475

The President: I call on the Minister to reply, Mr Boot.
The Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture (Mr Boot): Thank you, Mr President.
As the Court will no doubt be aware, there is a current planning application for a fast food
outlet on Peel Road. An initial decision rests with the Planning Committee, but should the
decision be appealed the ultimate decision rests with myself as the Minister. As such, it would
be inappropriate to comment on this matter at the present time, as it would prejudice my ability
to make an independent assessment and determination should the decision be appealed.

480

The President: As I call Mr Shimmins for a supplementary he will note that there is a live
planning application – the Minister has made that very clear. Mr Shimmins.

485

Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
I am grateful for the Minister’s reply and I understand the comments he just made. I would
perhaps ask him to comment more widely, rather than on the specific application, about
whether the fast food outlets should support Manx food and produce as a general principle.
The President: I do fear we are straying completely from the original Question on the Paper,
which was quite specific. If you had wished it to be on the wider issue it should have been tabled
in that fashion, (A Member: Hear, hear.) so I cannot allow that straying from the Question.

6. Fast food outlets –
Action to reduce litter
The Hon. Member for Middle (Mr Shimmins) to ask the Minister for Environment, Food and
Agriculture:
What action he is taking to reduce litter from fast food outlets?
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The President: Question 6, Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins.
Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture what action he is
taking to reduce litter from fast food outlets?

495

The President: Minister to reply.

500
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The Minister for Environment Food and Agriculture (Mr Boot): Thank you, Mr President.
Full marks for trying, Mr Shimmins! (Laughter)
At the outset I would wish to emphasise the strong commitment of my Department to work
in partnership with Government, local government and the wider community to tackle the
scourge of litter on our beautiful Island.
Whilst many businesses including fast food outlets produce waste, it is individuals who cause
litter. Whilst litter can be tackled, the only real solution is to educate people to discard waste
appropriately. It is the relevant local authorities that have direct responsibility for waste
management.
The DoI is also active in this area. Their Waste Management team operate public recycling
sites, carry out education in schools, promote green office initiatives and help business and
industry. From the perspective of DEFA, the Plastics Plan will cover replacement of plastics in
waste, but fast food outlets will still have to wrap their products. The issue is therefore only
partially plastics, but ultimately littering.
It is also important that bins are designed to avoid the removal of waste by wildlife and that
we encourage pride in our wonderful Island environment which supports our Biosphere
accreditation. We must discourage littering and must protect our wildlife. This supports our
work to reduce plastics in the sea and the environment generally. Initiatives such as Beach
Buddies, which the Department supports, are important in changing social attitudes to littering.
The families who turn out on a weekend to clean our beaches are much less likely to drop litter
and much more likely to encourage responsible behaviour in others.
At a personal level, I abhor littering of any sort and, frankly, find it difficult to understand how
members of our community act as they do. It is our Island, our planet, and we have to look
after it.
The President: Supplementary question, Mr Shimmins.

525

Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
I am grateful for the Minister’s reply.
Would he agree that the evidence from across the Island is that drive-through fast food
outlets generate a disproportionate amount of litter which blights our Biosphere, and should
this be taken into account as we consider future fast food provision?

530

The President: Minister to reply.
The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
As that relates to a live planning application I would defer answering that at this stage.
535

The President: Mr Shimmins?
Hon. Member for Douglas Central, Mrs Corlett.
Mrs Corlett: Thank you, Mr President.
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Would the Minister agree with me that we are actually confusing fast food with takeaway
food? It is takeaway food outlets that generate packaging; having said that, it is people that
litter.
Would the Minister agree that it is possible that if local authorities, who are left with the
problem, perhaps had a higher rateable value on takeaway outlets that might be an answer,
insofar as it would generate extra income for local authorities to invest in litter picking? It is a
fair way to do it as the business would then pass on the cost to the customer – some of whom
are causing the problem.
The President: Reply, sir.

550

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
I think you hit the nail on the head: littering is inevitably the real problem here. There are a
lot of other initiatives that take place to reduce littering and educate.
I think in terms of the other aspects of your question, we are straying off the initial Question.

HEALTH AND SOCIAL CARE
7. Prescription exemption certificates –
Purchase via Government’s online services portal
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Mr Hooper) to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care:
Whether he has considered utilising Government’s online services portal to enable purchase
and renewal of prescription exemption certificates?
555
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The President: Question 7, Hon. Member for Ramsey, Mr Hooper.
Mr Hooper: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care whether he has considered utilising
Government’s online services portal to enable purchase and renewal of prescription exemption
certificates?
The President: I call on the Minister for Minister for Health and Social Care, the Hon.
Member for Douglas North, Mr Ashford.

565
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The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Ashford): Thank you, Mr President.
The computer system by which the Isle of Man processes both medical exemption certificates
and prepayment certificates will become redundant before the end of 2019. This has given the
Department an opportunity to consider how medical exemption certificates and prepayment
certificates will be processed and produced in the future. The Department, along with the
Government Technology Services, has already been looking at various options for the future
provision of these certificates. One of the options that is already under consideration is the use
of the Isle of Man Government Online Services Portal.
The portal of course only provides part of the solution and it would still require an electronic
system to sit behind the portal to process applications.
I hope this reassures the Hon. Member that this is in progress and a solution for the future
provision of prepayment certificates and medical exemption certificates is already being
progressed.
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The President: Mr Speaker.
580

585

The Speaker: Thank you.
Just to ask the Minister whether one of the criteria in commissioning the system, whatever it
might be, is that at least there will be a possibility for an email reminder system so people can
log their email and get a reminder, because I can certainly vouch for someone who has found
that they have turned up at the pharmacy and realised at that moment that their prescription
prepayment certificate had run out. So that would help; if that is possible.
The President: Minister to reply.

590
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The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
A very timely question from Mr Speaker, because in fact I was speaking to someone
yesterday who had exactly the same particular issue and I am also aware of certain constituents
of mine that have had a similar one. So obviously the technological solution will allow us to
explore cheap and easy means to be able to do precisely that, of reminding people when their
certificates come up for renewal.
The President: Hon. Member for Onchan, Ms Edge.

600

Ms Edge: Thank you, Mr President.
I just wonder if the Minister has thought about the digitally excluded people and whether he
would consider discussing this with the Post Office and its network to be able to utilise that for
the people that cannot use online services?
The President: Minister.
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The Minister: Thank you very much, Mr President.
As digitally minded as I am, it is important that we do not just assume that everyone can do
things in a certain, particular way. So if the Post Office has any proposals to bring forward I
would be interested to hear them from the Chairman of the Post Office, and I am sure DHSC
would be happy to listen to that.
It is important that we provide different means for different people and I think it is important
that there is a digital solution in place but equally, as I say, that we can provide for those who
may not have the necessary digital access.
The President: Hon. Member for Ramsey, Mr Hooper.
Mr Hooper: Thank you, Mr President. And I thank the Minister for his comments and for that
reassurance.
One quick question for him though: at the moment it is only possible, I believe, to purchase
these certificates on an annual basis, but as part of the digital revolution that he is proposing will
people be able to pay monthly or buy them for shorter or longer periods as well?
The President: Minister to reply.

625
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The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
My understanding is you can purchase a four-month certificate currently so the two options
are four month and annual.
I do not think you would really want to get into the situation of people purchasing for really
short periods, because I think that would be an administrative nightmare. In terms of the cost of
the certificates my understanding is a four-month certificate costs £19 and a 12-month one is
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£54, so I do not think that is an unreasonable amount for people to be paying to cover
themselves for 12 months, because the people that these certificates are geared to are
obviously those that, with whatever conditions they are suffering from, are going to be using
potentially substantial amounts of prescription drugs anyway.
635

The President: Mr Speaker.

640

The Speaker: One more, again from personal experience.
Will the Minister look at ways of actually taking other forms of payment for this, because at
the moment the only way of paying for it is cheque, and they do not seem to be able take a card
over the phone, which is a 20th-century way of dealing with this problem.
Maybe that is another option to make sure it is specified in the document going forward.
The President: Minister.

645
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The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
Again, with my digital hat on, I cannot remember the last time I probably wrote a cheque. So
I probably would not know, myself, where my cheque book is!
But I think it is very important that we reconsider that with the digital revolution and the fact
we are looking at digital options, that opens up a whole ream of different payment methods,
because obviously if you are buying something digitally you cannot exactly insert the cheque
into your computer and hope for the best. So I think that does open up the opportunity for other
payment methods and we do need to move things into the 21st century.
I think I keep saying that with a lot of topics.

HOME AFFAIRS
8. Citizens’ arrests –
Whether permissible; how to carry out
655

The Hon. Member for Garff (Mr Perkins) to ask the Minister for Home Affairs:
Whether citizens’ arrests are permissible on the Isle of Man; and, if so, how a citizen would go
about making one?
The President: Question 8, Hon. Member for Garff, Mr Perkins.

660

Mr Perkins: Thank you, Mr President.
Before I start, if I may say so, it is very pleasant to have the Minister back in harness again.
He does not get away that easily, (Laughter) and I would like to ask him whether citizens’
arrests are permissible on the Isle of Man and if so, how a citizen would go about it?
The President: I call on the Minister for Home Affairs, Mr Malarkey, to reply.

665

670

The Minister for Home Affairs (Mr Malarkey): Thank you, Mr President and I thank the Hon.
Member for Garff for my welcome back. Obviously rumour got out I was coming because there
are a few questions down for me today! (Laughter)
Mr President, I must make it very clear that my Answer does not constitute to legal advice.
The Question the Hon. Member for Garff is asking I understand is in connection with one of his
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675

680

constituents and a recent event. I have been told very clearly that I cannot get involved in
individual cases.
With this in mind, the Answer to the Hon. Member for Garff’s Question is yes, citizens’
arrests are permissible in the Isle of Man, under section 28 of the Police Powers and Procedures
Act 1998. Furthermore the aforementioned legislation also outlines the circumstances for which
citizens may make an arrest if certain criteria are met where it is not reasonably practical for a
constable to make such arrests.
Mr President, at this stage the Act is quite intense, I do have quite a breakdown on it and, like
all law, it is up to interpretation so I do not wish at this stage to try and go through which parts
of the Act … but I would be quite happy to forward to the Hon. Member the Act so that he can
go through and read it for himself, if that is alright, Mr President.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Perkins.

685

Mr Perkins: I thank the Minister for his response and, of course, I agree, citizens’ arrests
should not be encouraged and only be used as a very last resort.
My Question is prompted by some unruly youths who are terrorising some people in their
own homes and these people are actually at their wits’ end. Would the Minister agree, are
police resources enough to help combat this, to stop a citizen taking the law into his own hands?

690

The President: Minister to reply.

695

The Minister: Mr President, I think we are drifting a little bit away from the initial Question
asked by the Hon. Member. If the Hon. Member has specific proof of what is happening, please
inform the Police and we will be happy to help in any possible way.
As far as resources go, we are in constant discussions with Treasury and they are looking
upon us and hopefully coming up in the next budget with some favourable decisions, let’s put it
that way.
Thank you, Mr President.

9. Medicinal and personal use of cannabis –
Review of evidence
The Hon. Member for Garff (Mrs Caine) to ask the Minister for Home Affairs :
If he will make a statement on the planned review of evidence for the clinical effectiveness of
medicinal cannabis and on decriminalising small amounts of cannabis for personal use?
700

705

The President: Question 9. Hon. Member for Garff, Mrs Caine.
Mrs Caine: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Home Affairs if he will make a statement on the planned
review of evidence for the clinical effectiveness of medicinal cannabis and on decriminalising
small amounts of cannabis for personal use?
The President: I call on the Minister for Home Affairs, Mr Malarkey.
The Minister for Home Affairs (Mr Malarkey): Thank you, Mr President.
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715

720

725

730

735

I do have an Answer for the Hon. Member, but before I start can I point out that medicinal
use of cannabis and deregulation fall within the Department of Health and Social Care, not
within my Department, but I do sit as Chair of the Substance Misuse Steering Group.
To this, the Answer would be that the Public Health Directorate, on behalf of the Substance
Misuse Steering Group, undertook a review of the clinical effectiveness of medicinal cannabis,
which informed the development of a consultation exercise on the future use of cannabis for
medicinal purposes and also for industrial hemp, which is to be launched early in the New Year,
hopefully. In relation to decriminalisation of cannabis, this will be the subject of a separate
consultation at a date yet to be determined.
I would not wish to pre-empt the consultation exercise at this time, Mr President. We do
have a meeting of the Substance Misuse Steering Group later this week, where we will be
putting the questionnaire, hopefully, together. It will then have to go to the Council of Ministers
for approval and I am certainly hoping that early within the New Year, certainly on the medical
side of cannabis use, we will go out to consultation and we will be able to move on from there.
The President: Supplementary, Mrs Caine.
Mrs Caine: Thank you, Mr President, and I thank the Minister for his response.
I am just wondering if he puts any priority on this. The Substance Misuse Strategy was
published back in February. The Chief Constable in his Annual Report has said that cannabis is
ubiquitous and accounts for 10% of all crime. We have lost almost a year from ensuring the
findings of that Strategy can inform future policy and strategy, so can the Minister say whether
he will give this a high priority in his Department? Is it his own political view that we should be
prioritising and pushing this forward? When might we see the consultation and when does he
see that feeding into policy?
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Minister.

740

745

The Minister: Mr President, the Hon. Member must make it clear that we are talking of
either the medical use of cannabis or decriminalisation, which are two totally different issues.
The consultation that is going to come out in the New Year will be for the medical use, not
decriminalisation. As I said in my statement, this will be a consultation for the future.
My own personal view – I have made it quite clear that I do not feel that Police time should
be wasted on small amounts of cannabis, so within the Department we are looking at other
ways of not decriminalising cannabis but stopping prosecuting for small amounts of cannabis,
with maybe changes in legislation or fixed penalty notices that will actually stop youths being
tarnished with a criminal record very early in life for small quantities. This is an approach that I
am taking with my Department, which is totally separate from decriminalisation and is totally
separate from the medical, which as I say falls within the Department of Health and Social Care.

10. Old Police Station, Castletown –
Transfer of ownership
The Hon. Member for Arbory, Castletown and Malew (Mr Moorhouse) to ask the Minister for
Home Affairs:
Whether the transfer of ownership of the Old Police Station, Castletown will be completed
before the end of 2018?

________________________________________________________________________

386 T136

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 11th DECEMBER 2018
750

755

The President: Question 10, Hon. Member for Arbory, Castletown and Malew,
Mr Moorhouse.
Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Home Affairs whether the transfer of ownership of the Old
Police Station in Castletown will be completed before the end of 2018?
The President: I call on the Minister for Home Affairs, Mr Malarkey to reply.

760

765

770

The Minister for Home Affairs (Mr Malarkey): Thank you, Mr President.
If I only knew how fast the Land Registries and everything else could work, I would be a very
wealthy man, I think!
I am delighted to say that as far as I am concerned, the transfer of the Police Station is going
ahead. It is in the hands of the Treasury and the Attorney General Chambers. I think the
Hon. Member must remember that there was a second property also involved in the transfer,
which as anybody will know, if you are in a chain sometimes this will hold up proceedings.
I am certainly not in a position to say that it is going to be finished this year. In fact I think it is
highly unlikely at this stage, but as far as I am concerned, I have signed off on it and there is no
reason why, once all the appropriate i’s are dotted and the t’s are crossed, early in the New
Year, Manx National Heritage should not have it in their hands, hopefully before next summer.
But I will remind the Hon. Member that Ramsey Courthouse took almost 12 months to
transfer.

INFRASTRUCTURE
11. Integrated bus and rail strategy –
Date of publication
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Mr Hooper) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
When the integrated bus and rail strategy will be published?
The President: Question 11, Hon. Member for Ramsey, Mr Hooper.

775

Mr Hooper: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Infrastructure when the integrated bus and rail strategy
will be published?
The President: I call on the Minister for Infrastructure, the Hon. Member for Peel and
Glenfaba, Mr Harmer.

780

785

The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Harmer): Thank you, Mr President.
The integrated bus and rail strategy is being developed as a draft document. The intention of
the Department is that, in line with a study commissioned as part of the SAVE initiative into the
deficiencies of the Island’s bus service, a committee will be formed to support the Minister in
determining the overall strategic vision for both bus and rail. The committee would then have
the opportunity to endorse a strategy initiative published by the Department.
I would hope that this could be achieved to enable the final strategy to be published at the
start of 2019-20 financial year, subject of course to the agreement of the committee.
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12. Fast food outlets on Peel Road, Douglas –
Action to reduce traffic congestion
The Hon. Member for Middle (Mr Shimmins) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
What action he is taking to reduce traffic congestion caused by fast food outlets on Peel Road,
Douglas?
790

The President: Question 12, Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins.
Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Infrastructure what action he is taking to reduce traffic
congestion caused by fast food outlets on Peel Road, Douglas?

795

The President: I call on the Minister for Infrastructure to reply.

800

805

810

815

820

The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Harmer): Congestion experienced on Peel Road adjacent
to any business, including fast food outlets, is a by-product of their success in attracting people
to that business. Traffic congestion results from an imbalance between, on the one hand, the
operating practices of the business, including the availability of car parking and customer queue
management, and on the other hand, the arrival and departure patterns of customers. Where
this congestion spills back on to Peel Road, especially during peak periods such as weekday
evenings or Saturday lunch times, it is reasonable to expect that vehicle drivers will experience
some delay.
Unfortunately, due to the width and layout of the road there is little action that can be taken
in terms of road engineering
It is possible that future proposed developments of other food outlets in the area will change
the traffic patterns and the congestion on Peel Road will be alleviated then and the Department
will monitor congestion should this development progress.
Through the Government’s Active Travel Strategy, the Department is currently working on
measures to encourage customers who travel to these businesses to walk, cycle or use public
transport.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Shimmins.
Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
I am grateful for the Minister’s response. I am slightly confused. Does the Minister recognise
that the Quarterbridge junction is one of the busiest on the Island and traffic tails back in all
directions from the drive-through fast food outlet? Is he really saying that there are no practical
measures at his disposal which could alleviate this congestion?
The President: Minister to reply.

825

830

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
Unfortunately this particular junction is very difficult. I do agree we need to monitor it to
ascertain but with the width of the road in that place and also the pedestrian crossing just
before that, it actually prevents, a right lane, if you like, to allow more cars. Obviously the
priority is to allow at that junction pedestrians and potentially cyclists to cross at that level.
I think this is an area that we need to continue to monitor. It is particularly narrow at the
point and, whilst we will monitor it and look for congestion issues, unfortunately we are limited
in that area.
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The President: Supplementary, Mr Shimmins.
835

Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
I would just like the Minister to confirm, categorically, that there is nothing that he can do to
reduce the congestion that is being caused by this fast food drive-through outlet in this the
busiest junction in the Isle of Man?
840

The President: Reply, sir.

845

850

855

860

The Minister: I think at this point it is very difficult to see measures without huge, massive
engineering. As I say, the road width at that junction is particularly narrow. If they cannot get
through turning right then there is limitation and it is normally that action that actually limits
how many more cars can then queue. But we will monitor it with other developments that may
or may not happen and look for alternatives. As I say, there is a pedestrian way on that junction,
and that obviously has a priority.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Speaker.
The Speaker: Thank you, Mr President.
Is the problem – certainly in the place where we are talking about here – just about
inadequate space on the site itself, so that cars cannot actually get in off the main road and on
to the site? And is that perhaps an opportunity for the Minister to look again at what guidance is
issued when looking at, for example, planning applications, so as to make sure that there is
adequate space on these sites where there is any form of drive-through to make sure there is
adequate parking and space for that to cope with the number vehicles. Because I think what has
happened is experience has shown us that there just is not space on the site for the amount of
traffic that is trying to use it.
The President: Mr Harmer.

865

The Minister: Yes, I think you are absolutely right when these sort of developments are
considered that those sorts of highway conditions are really important. And I think it is not just
current flows that need to be considered but also flows in future years and potential uptake. As I
say, this is highlighted by these limitations and hopefully will be a lesson that is taken forward.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Shimmins.

870

Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
Is the Minister aware that we are not alone in seeing junctions which have traffic congestion;
would it be possible to install a yellow box junction to avoid people blocking this main road?
875

The Minister: I will certainly look at everything but, as I say, the actual environmental
constraints are really difficult with that particular junction.

13. Setting of speed limits –
Empowerment of local authorities
The Hon. Member for Middle (Mr Shimmins) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
What plans he has to empower local authorities to set speed limits in their areas?
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The President: Question 13. Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins.

880

Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Infrastructure what plans he has to empower local
authorities to set speed limits in their areas?
The President: I call on the Minister to reply.

885

890

The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Harmer): Thank you, Mr President.
The Department has powers to introduce and revise speed limits under the Road Traffic
Regulation Act 1985. There is no provision within this Act to delegate this function to the local
authorities, and indeed the Act is specific that the Department alone is responsible for making
speed limit orders.
The local authorities are consulted as part of the process of setting speed limits through
regular meetings of the Traffic Management Liaison Groups, which includes Department
officers, representatives of local authorities and representatives from the Police.
The need to work with the Road Safety Partnership is of significance to improve road safety
for all users.

895

The President: Supplementary, Mr Shimmins.

900

905

910

915

Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
I am grateful for the Minister’s response and it is heartening to hear that local input is taken
into account.
In neighbouring countries, local authorities have been given the responsibility to set speed
limits for their communities and this has delivered positive outcomes. Does he feel that this
practice would also be effective on our Island?
The President: Minister.
The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
I think the key thing here is that legislation at the moment does not allow us to do that;
obviously, that is something that could be considered.
I think the main piece, the thrust of what we need to do, is through the Road Safety
Partnership, and I am really looking forward to hopefully the Road Safety Strategy coming into
Tynwald shortly and working together, because that is the thrust of evidence-based, data-driven
analysis to actually determine those areas that do need speed limits. We can do it on an
analytical data and evidence base, and the local authorities’ feedback and experiences will be
critical for that.
The President: A supplementary, Mr Shimmins.

920

Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
Again I welcome the Minister’s comments on this matter. Does he recognise that many local
people are very unhappy with speeding in their areas and to date they have been frustrated with
the response that they have received when they have raised these issues with his Department?
How will he meaningfully address this frustration which directly impacts on many local residents’
quality of life?

925

The Minister: Thank you.
I think the really key part of this is going to be the Road Safety Strategy that we will work with
the Department of Home Affairs on, and I think the key basis of this going to be evidence based,
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data and collection and working with all those residents. I think we will get much better
outcomes and much more … Because the Strategy will be around actually delivering real change
and reductions in injuries and so forth, I am comfortable that that Strategy can actually deliver
real change and real benefits.

POLICY AND REFORM
14. Fairtrade Island decade –
Celebrations and further development
The Hon. Member for Arbory, Castletown and Malew (Mr Moorhouse) to ask the Minister for
Policy and Reform:
What his plans are for celebrating a decade of the Isle of Man being a Fairtrade Island and for
developing this initiative?
The President: Question 14, Hon. Member, Mr Moorhouse.
935

Mr Moorhouse Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform what his plans are for celebrating a
decade of the Isle of Man being a Fairtrade Island and for developing this initiative?
The President: I call on the Minister for Policy and Reform, Mr Thomas.

940

945

950

The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Thomas): Thank you, Mr President.
The Isle of Man Government has provided information to support applications from the Isle
of Man’s Fairtrade Group to the Fair Trade Federation over the past 10 years. We understand
that an application for the Isle of Man’s continuing status as a Fairtrade Island is in progress and
the Fair Trade Group hope to hear the outcome of its application in the New Year. It plans at this
stage to celebrate the 10-year anniversary.
Government can support this application but currently has no plans to develop this initiative
further. As we face increasing pressures on time and resource within Government, efforts are
best focused on supporting the existing third sector body co-ordinating the Island’s efforts and
we are committed to doing so in the future.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Moorhouse.

955

Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President; and thank you, Minister.
Given the Year of Our Island will be completed in the spring of 2019, could the team work
temporarily in assisting Fairtrade to help increase awareness of the first decade of being a
Fairtrade Island?
The President: Minister.

960

965

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
The Year of Our Island team is actually people who do lots of other jobs around Government
and I think they are looking forward to getting back to their own jobs, which are running the
consultation, co-ordinating policy, reforming public service and all of the other things they are
doing.
But, Mr President, I would like to thank the questioner for trying.
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INFRASTRUCTURE
15. General framework for housing policy –
Updating and placement before Tynwald
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Mr Hooper) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
When the general framework for housing policy, which Tynwald endorsed in November 2013,
will be updated and placed before Tynwald?
The President: Question 15. Hon. Member for Ramsey, Mr Hooper.

970

Mr Hooper: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Infrastructure when the general framework for housing
policy, which Tynwald endorsed in November 2013, will be updated and placed before Tynwald?
The President: I call on the Minister for Infrastructure, Mr Harmer.

975

980

985

The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Harmer): Thank you, Mr President.
The framework for delivery of policy recommendations endorsed by Tynwald is commonly
known as the Housing Review. The review started in 2014 and consists of 25 interlinked projects.
In total there are over 1,200 tasks of varying duration and complexity identified for delivery.
Four of the recommendations are complete. More are to be completed this financial year. These
are policy recommendations that can be delivered in isolation. The remainder are co-joined and
many, due to their nature, will never be complete; they will merely become business as usual. To
give Hon. Members an idea of scale, there are four policy areas complete, 40 initiatives
delivered and over 200 actively underway, many of which will be delivered in the New Year.
In 2016 the housing recommendations were reviewed against the Programme for
Government to ensure they continue to be fit for purpose. At the Members’ presentation last
year I provided a positional update and I am content to do so again as we continue to deliver
these recommendations, but there is no need to update the policy recommendations.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Hooper.

990

995

Mr Hooper: Thank you very much, Mr President.
Is the Minister aware that when the Minister for Policy and Reform and Minister for Social
Care at the time, the Hon. Member for Douglas East, Mr Robertshaw, brought this report to
Tynwald the report stated that he would recommend the report was endorsed by Tynwald as a
general framework for the development of housing policy over the next five years? Five years
from 2013 is now, 2018. Does the Minister not feel that – housing being pretty long term, pretty
fundamental to our way of life – housing policy really should be set at a national strategic level?
And if so, when does he intend to bring a national strategic housing policy before this Hon.
Court?

1000

The President: Reply, sir.

1005

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
It is a difficult balance between delivery and strategy. I think the strategy and the policies
that are set in the document are excellent and that we are pushing through. There are a number
of things that have taken time – for example, a Landlord Registration Bill that we would hope to
come and bring forward; those issues of funding models. All of the things that are in the
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1010

1015

1020

1025

document still apply. The question is do we continue doing that, or do we start again and open
the whole box?
As I said, we did look at this with the Programme for Government and it is very much part of
the Programme for Government. I am more than content to provide another update, more than
content to provide a statement to this Court and to consider that. The issue therefore is do we
put a whole new strategy out. Actually, at this point my focus has been to deliver the Strategy.
The President: Final supplementary, Mr Hooper.
Mr Hooper: Thank you, Mr President.
I think the Minister is missing the point here. I am not asking him if he is going to be
developing a completely new strategy, I am not asking him if he is going to be going back to
square one, back to ground zero and starting again. My question is: this Strategy was endorsed
by Tynwald for five years, so currently his Department does not have a Tynwald-approved
national housing policy or national housing strategy. I accept everything he is saying. He thinks
the Strategy that they currently have is excellent, it is great, it all still applies. Well, if that is the
case, why does the Department not bring a refreshed version of this document in front of
Tynwald and make that case, that this should be our continued housing policy for the next five
years?
The President: Minister.

1030

1035

The Minister: I will certainly take back what the Member says in terms of whether there is a
need to come back to Tynwald. I am not quite sure I see them all just falling away on
1st January, those policies that have been endorsed going forward, but obviously we will
consider at the appropriate time to update, whether that is a statement or whether it is an
update of policy, but that is something that obviously we will consider. I suppose my key issue
here was about delivering some of these key issues that are very important for the Isle of Man,
and that has been my focus.
The President: Hon. Members, we have completed the Question Paper.
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Questions for Written Answer
CHIEF MINISTER
16. Review of the electoral system –
Revised legislation for 2021 General Election
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Mr Hooper) to ask the Chief Minister:
What progress has been made on the Programme for Government Action: Following the
review of the electoral system, ensure revised legislation is in place for the 2021 General
Election?
1040

1045

1050

1055

The Chief Minister (Mr Quayle): Reform of the Isle of Man’s electoral system is included in
the Responsible Island section of the Programme for Government:
• Objective: We have more responsive legislation and regulation
• Action: Following the review of the electoral system, ensure revised legislation is in
place for the 2021 General Election.
Ensuring that elections are properly administered, in accordance with legislation, is vital in
maintaining the public’s confidence in the democratic process and in protecting the Isle of Man’s
international reputation.
The Cabinet Office has conducted a root-and-branch review of the Island’s electoral
legislation and related matters. This work has been supported by John Turner, the former Chief
Executive of the Association of Electoral Administrators.
The intention is to introduce reforms that will modernise the system for all elections in the
Isle of Man and put the voter at the heart of the process. The focus is on achieving clarity,
simplicity and consistency, while protecting the integrity of free and fair elections.
The Crown and Elections team within the Cabinet Office is proposing to bring forward
drafting instructions for two Bills, as part of the 2018-19 legislative programme.
Phase One focuses on electoral registration, while Phase Two will consider the existing
legislation and regulations in respect of elections.
The review has been informed by a range of stakeholders, including:
•

1060

•
•
•
1065

1070

•
•

The Report of the Select Committee on the ‘Organisation and Operation of the General
Election’
The Council of Ministers response to the Select Committee Report
Responses to the public consultation ‘Elections That Work For Everyone’
Phase One and Phase Two reports by John Turner, former Chief Executive of the
Association of Electoral Administrators
Report of the Select Committee on the ‘Operation of the Jury System’
Meetings with direct stakeholders, including:
- Tynwald Members
- 2016 House of Keys election candidates
- Returning Officers
- Registered political parties
- Local Authorities
- Government Departments
- Isle of Man Constabulary
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Work is progressing on the two phases of the proposed legislative update and it is expected
that drafting instructions will be issued to HM Attorney General’s Chambers early in 2019.
The timetable will seek to ensure that appropriate legislation, secondary legislation and
guidance is in place in advance of the next House of Keys General Election in 2021.

17. Introduction of Government legislation –
Policy on which Branch of Tynwald
The Hon. Member for Rushen (Mr Speaker) to ask the Chief Minister:
What his policy is on which Branch Government legislation is introduced into?

1080

1085

1090

1095

1100

The Chief Minister (Mr Quayle): The decision to give permission for a Bill, other than a
Private Member’s Bill, to be introduced to the Branches is a decision which is considered and
made by the Council of Ministers and not the Chief Minister alone.
I can confirm that my general approach, as Chairman of the Council of Ministers, is to ensure
that, whenever Council of Ministers is asked to consider giving permission for a Bill to be
introduced to the Branches, I provide the Department promoting the Bill with an opportunity
through the Minister to make representations on the passage of the Bill. Such representations
might include the sequence of introduction of the Bill to the Branches where that is a relevant
consideration.
I would expect that in advising the Council of Ministers, the Department promoting the Bill
would give consideration to the nature of the Bill. For example, technical Bills or Bills designed to
ensure the quality and integrity of the legislation is maintained, such as Interpretation Bills,
Statute Law Reform Bills or similar, might be recommended for introduction first to the
Legislative Council. A further consideration might be one of timing or urgency. I can assure Hon.
Members that the Council of Ministers gives full consideration on a case-by-case basis to every
Bill which it is requested to approve for introduction to the Branches.
Whilst I recognise that the convention tends to be that Bills are introduced first to the House
of Keys, I consider that it is appropriate for the Council of Ministers to consider any
representations made in respect of progression of each separate Bill within the Government’s
legislative programme. Hon. Members will already be aware that whether a Bill begins in the
House of Keys or the Legislative Council, each House has the opportunity to make amendments.
Where such amendments occur the first House must receive the Bill again to consider the
amendments made.
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18. Syrian refugee families –
Council of Ministers’ decision for Isle of Man not to take in
The Hon. Member for Garff (Mrs Caine) to ask the Chief Minister:
If he will publish all the evidence and advice leading to the Council of Ministers’ decision that
the Isle of Man should not take in refugee families?

1105

The Chief Minister (Mr Quayle): Following the debate on this issue in Tynwald last month the
Isle of Man Government has made available, via the Government website, further details
regarding the Council of Minsters’ decision to provide funding to established and ongoing relief
efforts in Syria rather than make an offer to the UK government to resettle refugees on the
Island.
Please note the website also contains links to Hansard which record my previous responses
on this subject. All this information can be found at:
https://www.gov.im/about-the-government/departments/cabinet-office/internationaldevelopment/funding-streams/isle-of-man-support-to-syrian-refugees/

1110

1115

1120

1125

As I have set out in my response to previous questions on this issue both the previous
administration and this administration have given detailed consideration to making an offer to
the UK government to resettle Syrian refugees on the Isle of Man as part of the UK
Government’s Syrian Vulnerable Persons Resettlement Scheme.
I understand the desire from both the Hon. Member, and members of the public, to
understand the consideration that Council of Ministers has given to this matter and the
complexity of the issues involved. Therefore, to provide the most concise information on this
matter, I have attached an information note. This note provides context to the issue of the
resettlement of Syrian refugees and details the policy, legislative, financial and legal
considerations undertaken by the Isle of Man Government in respect of making an offer to the
UK government to resettle Syrian refugees on the Island.
I will also ensure this note is made available on the Government website via the link provided
above.
I hope this information will provide a full understanding of the Government’s consideration
and subsequent decision to provide funding to established and ongoing relief efforts in Syria,
and neighbouring countries, rather than to resettle Syrian refugees on the Island.
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Information note on Syrian Refugees
1. Introduction
This information note sets out the Isle of Man’s position in respect of the decision of the Isle of Man Government to
provide funding to established and ongoing relief efforts in Syria, rather than make an offer to the UK Government to
resettle Syrian refugees on the Island.
2. Background
The Syrian Conflict has given rise to one of the largest migrations of people to, and within Europe since the end of the
Second World War. Since the war began in 2014 it has generated large amounts of media attention in the UK and in
the Island.
In response to this there has been pressure and calls for the UK and international community to do more; the UK
Prime Minister made a statement on 7 September 2015 to the House of Commons outlining that the UK would
resettle 20,000 Syrians in the UK during the current Parliament, through its flagship Syrian Vulnerable Persons
Resettlement Scheme (2015 – 2020).
The UK Syrian Vulnerable Persons Resettlement Scheme set out to help those in the greatest need, including people
requiring urgent medical treatment, survivors of violence and torture, and women and children at risk. In July 2017
the UK Government took the decision to expand the scope of the scheme to include other refugees who have fled the
conflict in Syria but do not have Syrian nationality.
Alongside the Syrian Vulnerable Persons Resettlement Scheme, the UK Government has continued to prioritise the
provision of humanitarian aid to those most in need in the region, while actively seeking an end to the crisis. They
have stated that they believe this approach is the best way to ensure that the UK’s help has the greatest impact for
the majority of refugees who remain in the region and their host countries.
3. Isle of Man Position
The Isle of Man is an internally self-governing British Crown Dependency, not a sovereign state, and the United
Kingdom is responsible for our international obligations.
British nationality is granted to our citizens and UK immigration rules extend to the Isle of Man so that we do not
undermine borders with an alternative entry point.
Because of this the Isle of Man does not have the legal authority or mechanisms to unilaterally accept refugees or set
the criteria under which refugees can be accepted.
The Isle of Man Government has been able to consider making an offer to the UK Government to resettle Syrian
Refugees. This is because there is an existing Scheme is already in place in the UK - the Syrian Vulnerable Persons
Resettlement Scheme.
The UK Government only have three other Resettlement Schemes in operation which the Isle of Man could offer to be
part of and these focus primarily on unaccompanied children. The Syrian Vulnerable Persons Resettlement Scheme is
1
the only scheme which targets all ages.
In 2015 the Isle of Man Government was also approached by individuals and organisations in relation to the Syrian
Refugee crisis. The decision was taken for the External Relations Directorate in the Cabinet Office to enter into
dialogue with the UK Government to fully understand the Syrian Vulnerable Persons Resettlement Scheme and how
the Isle of Man may be able to assist.
Between November 2015 and February 2016 the Council of Ministers considered whether the Isle of Man would be
able to make an offer to the UK Government to assist with resettling Syrian Refugees under the Scheme. Council gave
consideration to a variety of issues including, the Isle of Man Government’s ability to provide public housing, foreign
language services in education, healthcare, financial support and specialist counselling required to support refugees.

1

These schemes are the: Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking Children, Unaccompanied Refugee Children in Europe (‘Dubs amendment’),
Vulnerable children Resettlement Scheme (VCRS)
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Further details on these considerations are contained in section 7 of this note.
In 2016 the Council of Ministers determined that the Isle of Man Government was not in a position to offer the
specialist support required to resettle refugees under the Programme. Instead the Council of Ministers agreed that
the Isle of Man Government should instead continue to provide aid to support refugees and directed the former
International Development Committee to prioritise funding where appropriate.
In January 2017 the Isle of Man Government revisited its stance after receiving a petition calling for the Isle of Man to
take in up to 25 refugees by 2020. However, the Council of Ministers agreed that there had been little change in
position and that the Isle of Man Government was still not in a position to offer the specialist support required to
resettle refugees under the Programme.
4. Isle of Man support for ongoing relief efforts in Syria and surrounding countries
Since the conflict began the Isle of Man Government has provided almost £1.5 million to aid Syrian refugees. Just over
£450,000 was provided in emergency aid to various charities working in the region between the outbreak of the crisis
and 2016.
In 2017-18, a further £973,000.00 International Development funding was given to the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) to provide aid and humanitarian assistance to Syrian refugees in neighbouring
2
countries. This donation was agreed by the Council of Minister in February 2017 .
To date, Isle of Man Governments funding has been used to help the UNHCR provide a vital lifeline for 30,250
beneficiaries in Jordan and Lebanon. This support has meant 2,000 Syrian refugee families have received cash
assistance meaning families no longer have to choose between buying food, paying rent or buying essential medicine.
750 Syrian refugee families have received emergency shelter kits and 1,100 families also received winter survival kits
including blankets, heating stoves and a four-month supply of gas.
The work of the UNHCR is ongoing and Isle of Man International Development funding continues to be used to
provide vital support to Syrian refugees.
The Isle of Man support to refugees also extends beyond Syria. The Isle of Man Government has provided £440,000
since 2017 to support Rohingya Muslims fleeing conflict in Myanmar.
Similarly, nearly £300,000 has been directed to support internally displaced people in war torn Yemen and around
£350,000 has been provided to support refugees and internally displaced people searching for food in famine effected
east Africa.
5.

Details of the UK Syrian Vulnerable Person Resettlement Scheme (SVPR)

Phase 1 of the SVPRS began in 2014 and focussed on resettling those Syrian refugees needing urgent medical
treatment, survivors of torture and violence and women and children at risk.
Phase 2 of the SVPRS began in 2016 and this expanded the Scheme to include non-Syrian citizens displaced from their
homes in Syria in order to meet the UK Government’s commitment to resettle 20,000 Syrian refugees over the current
Parliament. Phase 2 will help provide life-saving resettlement opportunities to particularly vulnerable non-Syrian
refugees fleeing the crisis who sought refuge in Syria, but had to flee again as a result of the conflict. As of February
2018 10,500 Syrian refugees have been resettled under this Scheme.
Refugees do not ‘apply’ for the Scheme but instead are identified by the United Nations High Commissioner for
Refugees (UNCHR), based on criteria from the UK Government which is consistent with the UNHCR’s Syrian Refugee
Resettlement Programme.
The Scheme does not target those refugees already in Europe, instead accepting only refugees still in the
neighbouring region (Turkey, Jordan and Lebanon), on the basis that to do otherwise would encourage refugees to
make dangerous journeys. If granted Refugee Status by the UK, refugees will then be allocated to resettlement areas
in the UK.
The Scheme matches refugees with a Local Authority before their arrival in the UK. Whilst Local Authorities have the
ability to consider cases, in consultation with partners, the UK Home Office expects them to take a mix of case types.

2

https://www.gov.im/news/2017/feb/17/isle-of-man-to-support-syrian-refugees-with-additional-funding/
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6.

Isle of Man Government Policy Considerations
i.

Costs

Local Authorities in the UK receive full funding from the Official Development Assistance budget of the UK
Government Department for International Development for the first year of resettlement. For years 2-5 of the
Scheme there is £129m of funding available to assist with costs incurred by Local Authorities providing support to
3
refugees.
As an internally self-governing British Crown Dependency, the Isle of Man would not be eligible to receive any of this
funding from the UK. Therefore funding for the costs associated with resettling any Syrian refugees would have to be
met in full by the Isle of Man Government.
If the Isle of Man was to offer support, the UK Government would be looking for near parity in relation to access to
benefits and services that are available in the UK. This is to ensure that no refugees being resettled in the Isle of Man
would be disadvantaged.
4

Details of the expected unit costs per refugee were confirmed by the UK Home Office in 2015. The UK Government’s
5
Funding Instruction for Local Authorities in the support of the UK’s Resettlement Programmes in 2018 -2019 confirms
that funding available from the UK Government has not changed, indicating that the unit costs have also not changed.
These are set out in Table 1 below:
Table 1 – ANNUAL UNIT COST FOR SYRIA VPR SCHEME
Adult
Benefit
Claimant

Local Authority Costs6
Education
Special Educational Needs (SEN)
DWP Benefits
Primary medical care
Secondary medical care
TOTALS

Other
Adults

Children
5-18

Children
3-4

Children
U-3

£

£

£

£

£

8,520

8,520

8,520

8,520

8,520

0

0

4,500

2,250

0

0

0

1,000

1,000

0

12,700

0

0

0

0

200

200

200

200

200

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

2,000

23,420

10,720

16,220

13,970

10,720

Based on the UK’s costs for a family with an average of two adults and two school aged children, the cost per year
would be approximately £64,330 and for the full five years of support would be £270,850 (assuming one adult enters
full time employment after year 1 and both children do not have Special Educational Needs and remain in full time
education).
On this basis in order to support around 25 refugees (comprising adults and children) funding of approximately £1.6
million would need to be identified and allocated over a 5 year period.
This £1.6 million figure however does not take into account the additional considerations (detailed below) and costs
that would be required to deliver parity of services on the Isle of Man as in the UK.
ii.
Housing
The Island has a very low turnover of social housing and the vast majority of public sector properties are occupied at
any point in time, there is also a substantial waiting list for housing. If public housing was not available there may be
private accommodation available but this would be at a far greater cost.

3

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/631369/170711_Syrian_Resettlement_Updated_F
act_Sheet_final.pdf
4
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-34567209
5

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/743215/Combined_local_authority_fund
ing_instruction_2018-2019_v2.pdf
6
The UK’s local authority costs cover management of the scheme, housing, and cultural integration including English language provision. It
should be noted that these costs are all likely to be higher on the island as specialist services may need to be established.
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Given the constant demand for public sector housing and the barriers to public sector housing that have been in place
to date to other migrants, there could be a degree of social unrest particularly within local communities if current
policy was amended for refugees. The Island does not have the large anonymous estates that many cities in the UK
have and local communities are often aware of potential placements and tenancies.
If central funding was not provided, any reduction of rental income would have an impact on the level of deficiencies
claimed by a local authority. Depending on the scale and length of time no rent was collected, there could be a
considerable financial impact on the Department of Infrastructure (DoI) in terms of additional deficiency costs – if it
were the Department’s own stock used rent free, then DoI rental income would be reduced and the offset which is
usually achieved, will not be.
There is currently no provision for accommodating refugees in social housing. Consideration would need to be given
to waiving existing residential requirements and disregarding current waiting lists for social housing to provide
accommodation for refugees and also to the provision of this being rent free.
Policy for allocation for all public sector housing on the Island could be varied to account for refugees. However this
would have to be approved by Tynwald after consultation with local authorities.
iii.
Education
In 2015 the then Department of Education and Children (DEC) estimated the cost of providing specified language
provision to be in the region of £5,000 per child as there was no provision readily available. DEC also noted that it was
likely that children coming from a war zone were likely to experience educational difficulties as a result of their
experiences. The Department of Education and Children (DEC) confirmed costs for a child with moderate learning
difficulties would be between £15,000 and £20,000 per year.
iv.

Employment

Businesses in the night-time economy (such as hotels, shops, bars and restaurants) have reported difficulty in finding
local workers willing and able to work the necessary hours. These are relatively unskilled jobs which may be suitable
for a larger number of refugees, particularly those with sufficient English language skills.
This is not to say that refugees would not have the relevant skills to also take part in the Island’s skilled economy.
However, it is important to note that whilst the UK Government would accept that, the Isle of Man may have
limitations in relation to an offer of support (for example the availability of specialist services), it will not be possible
for the Island to seek out specific skilled individuals from those granted refugee status by the UK.
Consideration would have to be given as to whether refugees would be exempted from work permits.
v.
Healthcare
Medical care costs are split into the cost of registering a new arrival with a GP, which is minimal, and secondary
medical costs for refugees with more serious medical needs and pre-existing conditions, for which the Isle of Man
health service may not be used to dealing with. Therefore, costs may be higher on the Island as some specialist care
may not be available on Island, and travel to the UK may be required.
Whilst the social care system is equipped to deal with many forms of trauma, there is a lack of experience of dealing
with the mental trauma of war that vulnerable refugees may be suffering from. This would require additional resource
to bring in specialists to provide the mental health support required.
vi.

Integration and Social Cohesion

Resettlement aims to provide an effective and robust system that offers permanency and surety for refugees. Such a
system therefore requires sustainable and long term solutions with a particular focus on refugees’ need for ongoing
stability.
Third Sector organisations and faith groups would be critical to the resettlement process however; support will need
to be co-ordinated. Third Sector organisations have indicated their willingness to be involved, but have expressed
concerns about realistic timescales to ensure they can mobilise adequate support. It should be noted at least in the
short term, there would need to be some central coordination from Government to ensure such a system of support
could be set up.
vii.
Legislation
Current Isle of Man legislation would not allow refugees to be treated any differently to Isle of Man residents and so
changes would need to be made, in order to ensure the Isle of Man could ensure near parity with the UK in respect of
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social housing, benefits etc. This would result in differences to the criteria that Isle of Man residents need to comply
with.
viii.

Legal

Advice from Attorney Generals Chambers is that if the Island were to make special provisions for Syrian Refugees, it
could be open to challenge from any other refugees from different countries who could claim they were being
discriminated against, if they were not granted the same special provisions.
Targeted advice could not be given because the exact provision of benefits/services that would need to be made
available to Syrian Refugees to ensure near parity with UK provision had not been determined. However, it was
concluded that offering support to the UK with its Syrian Vulnerable Persons Resettlement Programme, would present
a risk of legal challenge in respect of applications for Resettlement of Refugees to the Island from other countries.
___________________________________________________________________
External Relations Directorate,
Cabinet Office,
December 2018

TREASURY
19. Land Development Tax Holiday –
Companies applied for or benefited from; total cost
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Mr Hooper) to ask the Treasury Minister:
How many companies have applied for, or benefited from, the Land Development Tax Holiday
since its introduction; and what has been the total cost to Treasury to date?

1130

1135

1140

The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Cannan): I can confirm that the Assessor of Income Tax
has received applications from six companies of which four have been approved in having met
the qualifying conditions for the Scheme.
The holiday provides for an exemption from Income Tax for any relevant income or profits
from a company for up to five years which commences from the first date on which income or
profits are earned from the development.
Although the Assessor has given approval to applications made under the Scheme, there may
be a considerable period of time until the work is completed on a new or existing commercial
development enabling profits or income to commence to be generated.
Furthermore, companies are statutorily obliged to submit their tax return to the Assessor one
year and a day after the end of their accounting period.
Therefore, it is only at this point that the company is required to file their tax return in
respect of the accounting period during which the relevant profits or income crystallise that that
the taxable profits eligible for the Land Development Tax Holiday can be quantified.
I can confirm that the Assessor holds no such relevant information at the present time.
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20. Increase in state pension age –
Reconsideration of writing to affected persons
The Hon. Member for Rushen (Mr Speaker) to ask the Treasury Minister:
Whether the Government will be reconsidering its stance on writing to persons affected by
the increase in state pension age in light of the recent UK High Court ruling permitting a
judicial review?

1145

The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Cannan): I refer to the Answer given to the Hon.
Member’s Question in this Hon. Court on 16th October 2018.
On 30th November 2018 the High Court of England and Wales granted a judicial review into
how the UK government has handled the raising of women’s state pension age from 60 to 65, a
date for which has yet to be set.
I am not planning to take any action ahead of the outcome of that review.
My officers will be keeping in touch with their liaisons in the Department for Work and
Pensions regarding this matter.

POLICY AND REFORM
21. Fairtrade Products –
Use in Government Departments
The Hon. Member for Arbory, Castletown and Malew (Mr Moorhouse) to ask the Minister for
Policy and Reform:
Which Fairtrade Products are used in each Government Department?
1150

The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Thomas): The table below details the responses
received from Departments:
Dept.
DHA

Response
Communications Division:
Our use of tea/coffee & sugar is relatively low level. Our key driver is always value for money and
personal preference, however, we do strive to purchase Fairtrade products whenever possible. Whilst
we make a general contribution in supplies for tea/coffee and sugar, the majority is made up from
staff’s own purchases. Currently we are purchasing Yorkshire Tea (Rainforest Certified), Tate & Lyle
Sugar (Fairtrade Certified), Kenco (Rainforest Certified).
Isle of Man Constabulary
We provide Fairtrade coffee and tea for meetings with external attendees.
Fire & Rescue Service
Wherever possible, the Service purchases Fairtrade products for public meetings and seeks to
promote the Government Fairtrade commitment.
Prison & Probation
Wherever possible, the Service purchases Fairtrade products (for meetings) and seeks to promote the
Government Fairtrade commitment.
CEO’s Office
Staff provide their own refreshment products and are encouraged to purchase Fairtrade. Formal
meetings are provided with Fairtrade coffee and tea, where possible.
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DOI

DEFA

DHSC

DESC

Cabinet
Office
Treasury

DfE

Across the Department of Infrastructure the products used in vending machines for meetings/guests
are Rainforest Allegiance Certified/sustainable farming methods – however there is some use of
Fairtrade sugar.
Given the Department’s role the top priorities in relation to the purchase of food and drink are

Wherever possible buy Manx

Avoid single use plastics as much as possible.
After that the Department would always look favourably on Fairtrade products.
The Department of Health and Social Care catering service purchases ethically sourced products where
possible. Assurance systems other than Fairtrade may be relied upon which have a similar intent: for
example, Rainforest Alliance and Cocoa Life.
Due to budgetary constraints, Fairtrade products cannot be used across the DHSC in all situations. The
Department also needs to take into consideration the personal preferences of the users of our
services in settings such as community and residential homes.
Throughout the Department Fairtrade products are used in our vending machines and coffee
machines in meeting rooms in line with Isle of Man Government’s policy. Schools are limited to
purchase Fairtrade products as all products purchased have to go through a tender process based on
price rather than ethical reasons. However, they do use Fairtrade products within primary school
catering whenever possible.
Where possible Fairtrade options (or options supporting sustainable farming) are offered for meetings
with external attendees; usually in vending machines. Staff supply their own refreshment products.
Treasury meetings with external parties are mainly held in the Cabinet Office’s rooms where a vending
machine is available. These machines no longer provide Fairtrade tea, but that the coffee provided
supports sustainable farming.
Treasury does not purchase large volumes of any particular product with the exception of stationery.
Some Fairtrade products are available from Government’s stationery suppliers and these will be
considered at a time of purchase
The Department for Enterprise continues to support the Fairtrade initiative previously introduced by
Tynwald. We have a range of products available, namely coffee (Nescafe/Clipper), tea (Clipper) and
sugar (Tate & Lyle). These products are available throughout the Department’s meeting rooms but we
do not offer these products exclusively as we utilise drinks machines which will only take their own
brand products and as such we are limited to the products on offer.

22. Programme for Government performance reports –
Website publication dates
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Mr Hooper) to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform:
When each of the Programme for Government reports were uploaded to the Government
performance website?
The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Thomas): The dates the reports were published on
www.gov.im/performance are listed below:
Year 1 Q1
Year 1 Q2
Year 1 Mid Year Report
Year 1 Q3
Year 1 Q4
Annual Report

04/08/17
10/11/17
16/11/17
09/03/18
02/07/18
03/07/18 (updated 27/07/18)

Year 2 Amendments
Year 2 Q1
Year 2 Q2
Year 2 Progress Report

09/04/18
20/11/18
20/11/18
20/11/18
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1155

1160

Reporting at the end of each quarter can take approximately six to eight weeks. This involves
the gathering of data from Departments, Boards and Offices. The data has a number of stages
for review as per the governance structure for the programme; including Department, Council of
Ministers’ sub-committees and Council of Ministers.
To date the Cabinet Office has waited for responses from all Departments before submitting
the reports through the governance structure. At the beginning of Year 2 this led to the report
for the first quarter not being published until the point at which the second quarter report was
published.
As a result Cabinet Office will submit a proposal to Council of Ministers for the formal
reporting process and agreed timeline and dates. This should result in reports being published to
agreed timescales.

23. Tynwald Commissioner for Administration –
Review of one-year pilot
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Mr Hooper) to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform:
What progress has been made on the Programme for Government Action: Complete a review
of the pilot of the Tynwald Commissioner for Administration; and when the report will be
published?
1165

1170

1175

1180

1185

The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Thomas): The review of the one-year pilot of the
Tynwald Commissioner for Administration (‘the Commissioner’) has been completed by the
Cabinet Office and was considered by the Council of Ministers at the meeting on
18th October 2018, at which a number of proposed next steps, in respect of the future of this
role, were agreed and subsequently discussed with the Tynwald Management Committee on
29th October 2018.
By way of a report on the operation of the one-year pilot, the review was informed by the
Annual Report of the Commissioner, which was laid before the July 2018 sitting of Tynwald, and
also by the additional reports submitted by the Commissioner and Assistant Commissioner,
Ms Angela Main Thompson OBE at the request of the Cabinet Office.
The review provided the opportunity to reflect on the experience gained during pilot
operation of this role and consider a number of specific matters raised by the Commissioner,
and Assistant Commissioner, including the number and nature of complaints and associated
volume of work, relations and communications with Government Departments, the current and
future jurisdiction of the role, the role of the Assistant Commissioner, Departmental complaints
processes, basic principles for considering maladministration and a number of practical and
administrative considerations associated with undertaking the role.
The review also informed the preparation of the role profile, person specification and
background information for the information pack.
It should be noted that the term of appointment for the current Commissioner, Mr Malachy
Cornwell-Kelly, ends on 31st December 2018; as such the Cabinet Office, in conjunction with the
Tynwald Selection Committee, commenced a recruitment and selection process to appoint a
new Commissioner.
Decisions still need to be made about some practical issues, and the timetable for extension
of the role to cover additional listed authorities.
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24. Government bodies, QUANGOs and committees –
Progress and publication of review
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Mr Hooper) to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform:
What progress has been made on the Programme for Government Action: Complete the
review of Government bodies, QUANGOs and committees; and when will this review be
published?
1190

1195

1200

1205

1210

1215

The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Thomas): The review of government bodies,
QUANGOs and committees, under the Terms of Reference, was initiated on 21st May 2018 with
a deadline for submission of responses from sponsoring Departments by 31st August 2018.
A structured review has taken place, led or supported by the sponsoring Department; in
some cases the organisation itself has undertaken a self-assessment.
Submissions are currently being considered by the Cabinet Office and a report is being
drafted.
Sixty-three organisations have been identified for review, with ten considered by the
sponsoring Department or the organisation to be either out of scope, not subject to review
within this workstream due to on-going restructure/consideration or having already been
decommissioned.
The review process required that the following outcomes were considered and sought that a
recommendation for each organisation be made:
i. Retain [the organisation in its current format];
ii. Retain and Reform [retain the organisation but reform the delivery model];
iii. Merge [the organisation with another organisation];
iv. Further consideration [a commitment given for further consideration to be undertaken to
determine a definitive decision]; or
v. Abolish [decommission the organisation]
A formal report, providing analysis and actions, is being drafted for consideration by the
Council of Ministers in January 2019.
The review of the Tribunals system, in line with the Programme for Government action to
improve the operation of such, has commenced via a separate workstream. A Terms of
Reference is currently being prepared and it is the intention that this project will be led by the
Cabinet Office in partnership with other stakeholders.
Quarterly meetings with the Appointments Commission have taken place during this process.

25. Intergenerational fairness –
Publication of white paper
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Mr Hooper) to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform:
What progress has been made on the Programme for Government Action: Publish a white
paper on intergenerational fairness; and when will this paper be published?

1220

The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Thomas): The white paper on intergenerational
fairness was considered by the following Council of Ministers’ sub-committees: Environment and
Infrastructure Committee (February 2018), Social Policy and Children’s Committee (January
2018) and the National Strategy Group (January 2018). Since then it has been updated with the
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latest available data. The white paper will be considered by the Council of Ministers in January
2019, and if approved, will then be published by Economic Affairs.

26. Homelessness, hunger and cold –
Agreement and publication of action plan
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Mr Hooper) to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform:
What progress has been made on the Programme for Government Action: Agree an action
plan to tackle homelessness, hunger and cold; and when will this action plan be published?

1225

1230

The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Thomas): I am very grateful to Treasury for providing
a senior officer for this project.
Another important element of it has been a Stakeholder Group comprising Graih, Housing
Matters, Foodbank and the Salvation Army which has worked to identify opportunities where
Government action can complement and enhance existing third sector operation and to
supplement the evidence-base to determine policy responses to cold, hunger and homelessness.
A paper and action plan has been developed which is to be reviewed by the Social Policy and
Children’s Committee, a sub-committee of the Council of Ministers.
The action plan will be published once it has been finalised and approved by Council of
Ministers.

27. Open Government –
Publication of new policy
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Mr Hooper) to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform:
What progress has been made on the Programme for Government Action: Extend the Isle of
Man open government policy; and when the new policy will be published?

1235

1240

1245

The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Thomas): The Programme for Government set out
an action to ‘extend the Isle of Man open government policy’ and a date of April 2018 was given
to this action for expected delivery. For the past two quarters this action has been reported as
Amber.
The Government’s Digital Strategy, approved by Tynwald in June 2016, committed to moving
to an assumed ‘open by default’ Government, where information is appropriately available for
consumption.
Over the last three years, Government has continued to make more data available, and
published more of it in a reusable format at www.gov.im/opendata.
Throughout 2017, there were 8,674 page views of the open data web pages and a total of
23,127 downloads were made of the data contained in these pages.
The action in the Programme for Government seeks to build on this good work to date and a
revised policy is in preparation for submission to the Chief Officer Group for support and Council
of Ministers for approval.
Competing priorities within the Cabinet Office have prevented this action being completed
within the given timescale; however the policy is planned to be published by the end of the
second year of the Programme for Government.
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28. Regulatory framework –
Publication of report on better regulation
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Mr Hooper) to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform:
What progress has been made on the Programme for Government Action: Produce a report
on our regulatory framework which explores options for better regulation; and when this
report will be published?
1250

1255

The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Thomas): As the Hon. Member will recall from the
meeting of the Environment and Infrastructure Committee which he attended on
28th September 2018, the Committee considered a draft version of the report.
The Committee requested some amendments to the report and also directed that it should
be considered by the Chief Officer Group before coming back to the Committee for further
consideration.
The Hon. Member will be aware that the submission of the revised report is awaited by the
Committee.

ENTERPRISE
29. TT hospitality tent –
Breakdown for 2018 of costs and profit
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Ms Edge) to ask the Minister for Enterprise:
If he will provide, for of each event in 2018 in the Department’s hospitality tent at the
Grandstand for 2018 a breakdown of the a) total cost broken down by i) performers; ii) VIP
guests; iii) complimentary tickets; iv) catering and refreshments; v) contractors; vi) any delays
to racing; and b) overall profit?
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The Minister for Enterprise (Mr Skelly): a) Total costs:
i) Performers – The cost of bringing the three acts to the TT and Classic TT in 2018 ran to a
total of £52,722.32;
ii) VIP guests – The total cost of provision for VIP Guests on race days across both events was
£298,124.00, this includes the costs of catering and refreshments, bar provision, management
and staffing;
iii) Complimentary tickets – the total notional cost for the provision of complimentary tickets
across both events in 2018 was £8,625.00;
iv) and v) the total cost for the provision across both events in 2018 of catering, refreshments
and contractors costs was £418,300.00;
vi) As to the total cost of delays to racing, there was no cost attributed to delays in racing as
only one delay occurred on the first Saturday of race week when the sidecar race was delayed
until 1900. As the unit closes at 1700 on race days no additional cost was incurred.
b) The direct overall financial profit from the hospitality tent from direct ticket sales alone
was £136,832 for the 2018 events, however, there is also a financial benefit that it is not
possible to allocate, apart from those tickets that are part of a sponsorship agreement (and
included in the calculations), where there is also a significant percentage of sponsorship revenue
that would be lost if sponsors did not have ability to access the hospitality unit.
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EDUCATION, SPORT AND CULTURE
30. Reception pupils’ Good Level of Development –
Assessments per primary school for 2017-18
The Hon. Member for Garff (Mrs Caine) to ask the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture:
How many reception pupils were assessed for the Good Level of Development, broken down
by primary school for the school year 2017-18?
The Minister for Education, Sport and Culture (Mr Cregeen):
School*

Number of Pupils Assessed
for GLD

Anagh Coar

16

Andreas

15

Arbory

27

Ashley Hill

38

Ballacottier

39

Ballasalla

15

Ballaugh

11

Braddan

22

Bunscoill Rhumsaa

87

Cronk Y Berry

47

Foxdale

7

Henry Bloom Noble

54

Jurby

7

Kewaigue

15

Laxey/Dhoon

20

Manor Park

13

Marown

20

Michael

11

Onchan

65

Peel Clothworkers

72

Phurt le Moirrey

17

Rushen

43

Scoill Yn Jubilee

48

St John’s

20

St Mary’s RC

33

St Thomas’s

6
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Sulby

21

Vallajeelt

24

Victoria Road

35

Willaston

27

*Pupils in Bunscoill Ghaelgagh are not assessed in English until Year 3.

HEALTH AND SOCIAL CARE
31. Patient transfer service from John Lennon Airport –
Bridgewater transfers to hospitals 2016-17; cost
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Callister) to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care:
How many patients Bridgewater transferred from John Lennon Airport to various hospitals in
the North West from 27th March 2016 to 26th March 2017; and at what cost?

1280

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Ashford): Between 27th March 2016 and
26th March 2017 Bridgewater carried 9,758 patients from John Lennon Airport to various
hospitals in the North West at a total cost of £305,086.

32. Patient transfer service from John Lennon Airport –
Comcabs transfers to hospitals 2017-18; cost
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Callister) to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care:
How many patients Comcabs transferred from John Lennon Airport to various hospitals in the
North West from 27th March 2018 to 26th March 2018; and at what cost?
The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Ashford): Between 27th March 2017 and
26th March 2018 Comcabs carried 10,647 patients from John Lennon Airport to various hospitals
in the North West at a total cost of £258,031.

33. Patient transfer service from John Lennon Airport –
Comcabs transfers to hospitals 2018 to date; cost
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Callister) to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care:
How many patients Comcabs transferred from John Lennon Airport to various hospitals in the
North West from 27th March 2018 to date; and at what cost?

1285

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Ashford): Between 27th March 2018 and
5th December 2018 Comcabs carried 7,543 patients from John Lennon Airport to various
hospitals in the North West at a total cost of £175,771.
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34. Noble’s Hospital –
Times when full or over capacity in last three years
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Callister) to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care:
How many times Noble’s Hospital has been full or over capacity in the last three years –
broken down by day and night counts?
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The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Ashford): Traditionally bed occupancy levels of
the hospital are measured at 12 noon and midnight. One reason for this is that occupancy levels,
combined with patient acuity scores are used to inform appropriate safe staffing levels.
There are a defined number of beds at Noble’s Hospital, these numbers fluctuate during the
course of the day; for example day-case beds whilst operational during the course of the day
(Monday to Friday) are not available at night therefore the number of beds available at night will
be fewer than those available during the day.
Over the last three or more years, bed numbers at Noble’s have reduced from 350 to
approximately 314 today. These reductions have come about through either change of use or
through a programme of planned decommissioning.
Given the level of fluctuation that occurs throughout a given day, capacity utilisation will vary
depending on the demand that is being generated for beds offset by the number of
corresponding discharges from hospital that are being achieved.
The hospital has never exceeded its bed capacity. It would not be either practical or safe to
do so as exceeding capacity would suggest that the hospital has more patients than it has beds.
There will of course be occasions when all beds are occupied, but this will be for very short
periods in a given day, and when such circumstances occur measures are taken to expedite flow
out of the hospital in order to create the capacity required to meet emergency or elective
demand.
Medical beds have the highest occupancy levels, which is what one would expect in any acute
hospital. The reason for this is that the vast majority of patients admitted into medical beds are
emergency patients, many of whom will have co-morbidities that require longer period of
admission to hospital.
Surgical beds on the other hand, whilst supporting emergency admissions have a larger
proportion of elective or planned admissions that have predictable shorter lengths of stay
associated with respective clinical pathways.
Table 34A below describes the average occupancy for all of Noble’s Hospital at midday and at
midnight across the last three full years and 2018-19 as at 4th December 2018.
Table 34A

Date Beds available at mid-day Occupied beds at mid-day Mid-day occupancy Beds available at midnight Occupied beds at midnight Midnight occupancy rate
2015/16
120221
79367
66.2%
106761
69404
65.0%
2016/17
116364
75385
64.8%
104301
67305
64.5%
2017/18
118767
76272
64.2%
104527
68185
65.3%
2018/19
78547
48751
62.1%
68832
42886
62.3%
1315

1320

You will note from the data above that at the two key points in the day when occupancy is
measured approximately a third of bed capacity is available.
By contrast, when looking at medical wards occupancy (see Table 34B) a very different
picture presents, although to be expected and as explained earlier. Over the last three full years
and 2018-19 as at 4th December 2018 combined, average occupancy across the medical wards
at midday is 89% and 86.7% at midnight.
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Table 34B

35. Noble’s Hospital A&E –
Times when full or over capacity in last three years
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Callister) to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care:
How many times the Accident and Emergency Department at Nobles Hospital has been full or
over capacity in the last three years – broken down by day and night counts?
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The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Ashford): There is no capacity limit in the
Accident and Emergency Department given the ever-moving flow of patients through the
department and the need for the department to respond to fluctuating demand.
The Accident and Emergency Department operates across 24 hours every day of the year.
There will be peaks and troughs in attendance at the department and acuity of clinical
presentations will also vary, these two aspects combined determine the pace of flow through
the department and the waiting times that individual patients may experience.
On occasion, bottle necks may occur when either higher than expected attendances happen
or when higher acuity patients are triaged as taking clinical priority over others attending the
department, or a combination of the two.
Attendances in excess of 100 per day are considered to be higher than expected. Of the 1,344
days covered by this report, 239 days (18%) saw attendances greater than 100.
Table 35A below provides a breakdown of average activity performance for the last three full
financial years and for 2018-19 as at 4th December 2018.
The measures that have been looked at are the average number of people in the Accident
and Emergency Department at midday and at midnight on any given day.
In addition the information shown explains the average daily total attendances to the
department, along with the average waiting times in minutes and the average performance
against the 95% four-hour standard.
Table 35A
Year
Noon Midnight Total Attends Avg Mins in A&E 4 Hour Performance % % Attends Admitted
Average 15/16 16
9
88
175
77.4%
20.9%
Average 16/17 15
9
85
173
76.9%
21.5%
Average 17/18 16
9
88
176
75.8%
22.0%
Average 18/19 18
10
92
180
74.6%
21.0%
Four Years
16
9
88
176
76.2%
21.4%
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You will note that average attendances at midday are approximately 44% higher than the
average attendances at midnight.

36. Southlands –
Waiting list numbers over last year
The Hon. Member for Rushen (Mr Speaker) to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care:
How many people were on the waiting list for Southlands each month over the last year?

1345

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Ashford): Southlands does not operate a waiting
list as such. There is a monthly allocation meeting at which people can apply for a room via their
social worker. The meeting is held between Social Work Teams and representatives of all
Government-run residential care homes. As this is a ‘live’ and ever-changing picture the
Department is unable to provide data before June. The months since June are listed below:
June 2018 –

there were 4 applications for rooms.

July 2018 –

1 application carried over from June – it was an internal move from
Dementia
Care and Support to Southlands. There were no new applications.

August 2018 –

there were 8 applications for rooms.

September 2018 – there were 4 applications for rooms.
October 2018 –

there were 10 applications for rooms.

November 2018 – there was 1 new application for placement.

1350

All vacancies were filled at the end of October meeting; there are currently six people
awaiting placement.
It should be noted that not all people who apply for a place take that place if offered. They
may be placed in alternative accommodation, or it may be decided that they can remain at
home (for example following a period of reablement). Alternative placement may be sought if
there is a change in a person’s care needs, or because the individual’s needs are not able to be
met within a residential setting and they need a higher level of support.

37. Southlands –
Operational capacity; plans to increase
The Hon. Member for Rushen (Mr Speaker) to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care:
What the operational capacity of Southlands is; and what plans there are to increase it?

1355

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Ashford): Southlands currently operates
48 residential bedrooms and 24 dementia care and support bedrooms: giving capacity for
72 people to be supported within Southlands (this includes short term or respite care).
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The Department regularly reviews the role and function of its front-line services and often
has to respond to the requirements of the Regulation of Care Act. Southlands has the ability to
increase its capacity and the Department is presently considering plans that would enable it to
respond to an increase in demand for dementia care beds whilst also addressing
recommendations that have been made as part of the inspection process.

38. Children under 8 with special needs or Autism –
Provision during holidays
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Callister) to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care:
What provisions are available during holiday periods, both privately and through his
Department, for working families with children under 8 diagnosed with special needs or
Autism?
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The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Ashford): Provision of services for working
families with children under 8 diagnosed with special needs falls between this Department
[DHSC] and the Department of Education Sport and Culture [DESC].
From a DHSC perspective services offered are based upon an assessment of the needs of the
child, (including children with complex needs relating to autism), and service provision is
bespoke to those needs. The Department does not charge for the services it provides, but does
not offer any universal day care provision for working families with children having disabilities
and complex needs.
During holiday times, for children who have an existing service provision through directly
provided services of the Children and Families Division, the following will occur:
Ramsey Resource Centre over the holiday periods will extend the level of service provision for
those children receiving overnight care. This may be to provide some additional nights or to
provide additional care in the daytime following a scheduled overnight stay – for example, if a
child receives overnight respite at the Ramsey centre the respite session is extended to either
10 a.m. through to the following morning at 10 a.m. or from 2 p.m. through to the following
afternoon at 2 p.m.
Braddan Hub provides additional day care sessions during the school holidays in negotiation
with families but would not provide full time day care for a working family. For example if a child
usually had a teatime session this would be modified to 10 till 4 in holiday times.
The Department commissions through contract 20 hours per week direct work from Autism
Initiatives. This work is specialist support for parents/carers in implementing routines and
advising on parenting strategies commensurate with a child’s needs relating to autism. The
Department does not commission any day care for working families from Autism Initiatives.
In the third sector Crossroads Caring for Carers offers a Holiday Scheme during the summer
and Easter school holidays from 10 a.m. till 3 p.m. daily, which is open to all children who receive
either unit based education or are supported within mainstream school, and can be self-referred
by families. Families would ordinarily be offered a number of sessions throughout the holidays
but it is not a full-time provision for working families.
Crossroads also has some capacity to support children with additional needs in mainstream
nursery provision where this is assessed as appropriate. There is some grant funding from DHSC
toward this provision.
The provision of registered childminders and nurseries outside the remit of the DHSC.
Childminders and nurseries do provide a service to working parents, but the Early Years service
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in DESC would need to be approached to advise on specialist child-minders and nurseries to
meet complex needs of children in working families. DESC would also advise on any specific
holiday services from schools and sports services it operates.

39. Constabulary –
DHA policy re seeking additional funding
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Mr Hooper) to ask the Minister for Home Affairs:
When the policy not to seek additional funding for the Constabulary was approved by the
Department; and when this policy was revoked?
1400
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The Minister for Home Affairs (Mr Malarkey): I am sure we are all aware of the financial
constraints under which this Government has been over the past years. We should not forget
that between 2008 and 2015, the Department reduced its budget by more than 20%.
Comparatively this was more than any other Department at the time.
Since then, the Department has tried hard to be a responsible corporate citizen, aware of the
financial challenges faced by Government, and so it has urged the Divisions within the
Department to show restraint when considering budget bids.
This was not a Government policy, nor a Treasury policy, but the Department’s informal
approach, recognising that it did not wish to ask for more money at a time when financially
there may have been other priorities.
This year, the Department responded to representations made by its Divisions who said that
demand is increasing in certain areas, driven by external factors. The Divisions also told me that
training was a priority to ensure that their people – many of whom we all rely upon in the most
critical situations – have the most up-to-date skills to allow them to do their job properly. And
the Department has listened. I agreed that it was vital that we put bids forward.
Perhaps in the past, the instructions of the Department that bids would not be considered
favourably became somewhat lost in translation and it was seen as a Government policy rather
than an informal departmental direction.
I should make it clear the Treasury and the Department have been working together closely
to consider how best to address the financial challenges faced by the Department. I am most
grateful to the Treasury Minister, his Members and officers for the way they have engaged with
my Department. There are obviously competing demands for the resources available and we all
have to be realistic with our expectations.

INFRASTRUCTURE
40. Demand responsive transport system –
Operation on Island
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Mr Hooper) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
Where on the Island a demand responsive transport system is operating?
The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Harmer): Demand responsive transport started on
Monday, 3rd December in the Bride, Andreas and Maughold areas. Bus services are running in
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parallel for two weeks, after which demand responsive transport will be the primary provision.
This is the first phase of a one-year trial.
This should not be confused with the Patient Transfer Service to the Airport where between a
Monday and Saturday lunchtime four of the five daily plane rotations are met by minibuses
carrying patients entitled to free transport; members of the public who wish to do so on
payment of a fare which is used to offset the cost of providing the service.

41. Ply for hire plates –
Number in circulation in last five years
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Callister) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
How many ply for hire plates were in circulation in the last five years; and how many of these
are active?

1435
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The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Harmer): Currently there are 220 ply for hire
plates/licences in circulation. 198 are active on licensed vehicles.
The Road Transport Act 2001 Act (the legislation governing the RTLC) includes transitional
provisions within Schedule 2 which limit the number of ply for hire operators. As a result, the
numbers of plates/licences in circulation have remained more or less the same for many years as
any new ply for hire applicant has to demonstrate there is an unmet need which is very difficult
if not impossible to do.
During the last five years the following changes have occurred:
 one plate/licence has been issued.
 one plate/licence was revoked due to the operator losing his registration following a
conviction.
 nine plates/licences were removed from operators due to either an extensive record of
very poor vehicle maintenance or an extended period of lack of use.

42. Private hire vehicle licences –
Number issues in last five years
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Callister) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
How many private hire vehicle licences were issued in the last five years?

1445
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The following licences have been issued in the last five years:
 65 private hire cars.
 17 private hire minibuses.
 1 private hire bus.
 10 private hire trikes / motorcycles.
The following licences have been surrendered in the past five years:
 6 private hire cars.
 3 private hire minibuses.
 5 private hire trikes / motorcycles.
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1455

Net effect on private hire licences in the last five years:
 59 private hire cars.
 14 private hire minibuses.
 1 private hire bus.
 5 private hire trikes / motorcycles.

1460

Courtesy operations such as nurseries and care homes are not included in these statistics.

43. Onchan traffic flow –
Review of Signpost Corner onto Hillberry Road over next 12 months
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Callister) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
Whether his Department has any plans to review the traffic flow from Signpost Corner onto
Hillberry Road, Onchan, in both directions over the next 12 months?
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The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Harmer): My Department is currently undertaking an
assessment of the entire highway network in Douglas and Onchan as part its review of the
development proposals set out in the Local Area Plan for the East.
The assessment includes the section of road from Signpost Corner onto Hillberry Road, but of
course covers a much wider area. The assessment will inform the Department’s decisions on
ways in which road traffic across the highway network will need to be managed, whilst
improving journey times for buses as well as exploring opportunities for active travel.

44. Private sector housing rent –
Protection of low-income tenants
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Callister) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
Whether his Department has considered introducing a sliding scale of rental tariffs and rent
caps in the private sector, based around the quality and facilities being offered by the landlord
to protect low-income tenants?

1470
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The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Harmer): The Department does not have the means to
introduce either sliding scales or rent caps.
The Hon. Member will be aware, however, that the Department is in the process of bringing
forward the Landlord Registration (Private Housing) Bill.
The purpose of this Bill is to register all private landlords so as to ensure that basic standards
of decency are met and can be enforced where they are found to be deficient. Primarily this will
better protect vulnerable and low-income tenants from being forced to live in sub-standard
accommodation.
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MANX UTILITIES AUTHORITY
45. Regional sewerage infrastructure –
Progress on completion
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Mr Hooper) to ask the Chairman of the Manx Utilities Authority:
What progress has been made on the Programme for Government action: Complete the
regional sewerage infrastructure by the end of this administration?
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The Chairman of the Manx Utilities Authority (Dr Allinson): Manx Utilities is targeting the
provision of infrastructure which will fully treat sewage from the catchments of Peel, Laxey and
Baldrine. As this project needs to be completed by the end of this administration, September
2021 has been identified as the overall target completion date.
The technical scope of the project is complex and public involvement significant and
therefore a high degree of planning is appropriate.
Most important is the identification of sites on which the new infrastructure can be
constructed. Viable sites have been identified for each of the catchments and two have been
acquired which will service Peel and Laxey. This critical process has allowed detailed analysis and
high level design work to be completed for each site. The Baldrine catchment has competing
locations which are still being evaluated and it is hoped that the preferred site will be identified
early in 2019.
Engagement with the public is key, therefore public consultation events have taken place in
Laxey with further consultations planned for Peel week commencing 10th December 2018.
Laxey has received a 95% approval rate for the plans proposed from the members of public
who attended.
Solutions are based on regional sewage treatment and have involved evaluating how effluent
which is discharged from existing sea outfalls is then dispersed in the marine environment; this
has helped inform the design process and the understanding of more stringent bathing water
quality standards.
All works undertaken so far are enabling activities for the project.
Designs are now at a stage that enables Manx Utilities to commence with the various
approval stages which will support the submission of a financial motion to Tynwald at its March
2019 sitting supported by a Members briefing.
Should approval be sanctioned by Tynwald, actual construction can commence in December
2019; subject to public acceptance of the proposals and planning applications granted.
Manx Utilities is on track to deliver this project as per its commitment to the Programme for
Government working closely with the Department of Infrastructure.

OFFICE OF FAIR TRADING
46. OFT oil price analysis –
Breakdown for last 12 months
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Ms Edge) to ask the Chairman of the Office of Fair Trading:
If he will provide a breakdown of oil price analysis, carried out by his Department and the lead
times for purchasing for the last 12 months; and when he expects prices to reduce in line with
the reduction seen in the last 12 months?
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The Chairman the Office of Fair Trading (Mr Perkins): There have been several detailed
investigations into, and assessments of, Manx fuel markets and these are published on the OFT
website. The latest 2017 update report on Road Fuels Market Monitoring was published on the
website and was sent to all Tynwald Members in December 2017.
In 2010, a report by the Council of Ministers was published, entitled ‘An Investigation into
Liquid Fuel Prices in the Isle of Man’. This investigated the petrol, diesel and heating oil markets
on the Island. Since that report, the OFT has collected road fuel prices on a weekly basis from
local forecourts and this information, published monthly, is presented in comparison to UK
prices. The OFT also monitors heating oil prices on a monthly basis and these are included in our
monthly Domestic Heating Comparison report. Again, all of this information is freely available on
the OFT website.
The OFT monitors road fuel prices to ensure that the two fuel importers are not exploiting
consumers, because clearly they do collectively hold market power. It does this by
retrospectively examining the confidential accounts of both companies. This looks at long term
profitability trends rather than week by week pricing.
The road fuel supply chain is explained in detail in the 2017 Report; the following figure has
been taken from that Report.
Figure 46A – Supply Chain for Road Fuels 2017

Essar Oil UK Ltd.
Stanlow Refinery

Import

Ellan Vannin
Fuels

Storage

1525

1530

Distribution

Manx
Petroleum

Retail

MP 8 branded
independent
retailers

Ellan
Fuels

Vannin

EVF 9 forecourts
directly run and 2
branded
independent
retailers

Both importers currently obtain supplies from the Stanlow refinery on the Mersey. Both
receive deliveries approximately monthly. Both pay prices that are linked to UK industry price
indexes (commonly referred to as ‘Platts’). Thus we can be confident that they are paying
industry-appropriate prices for the wholesale products as they leave the refinery.
When placing their fuel orders, Manx companies do not operate ‘just in time’ purchasing,
especially as the Isle of Man experiences unpredictable sea conditions. This is operationally very
sensible. The monthly delivery cycle and the need to maintain stocking levels to cover any delays
in delivery mean that the Island has a longer supply timescale than most parts of the UK. In the
UK, fuel purchased on a forecourt will typically have left the refinery up to a week earlier. In the
Island, the total time lag on average is six to eight weeks. This lead-in time is also applicable to
the local domestic heating oil market.
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IOM Road Fuel vs Price per Barrel
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There is also additional time lag between the originating crude oil being purchased by the
refinery from the international market and it being ready for dispatch from the refinery. The
above factors explain the significant delay between changes in the price of crude and this
feeding through to retail prices on the Island.
The graph below shows the lag time between international crude prices and local retail prices
since 2010.

10.00
0.00
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At the beginning of December 2017, the sterling price of crude oil stood around £47 per
barrel. Over the year, prices fluctuated but were on an upward trend and by the beginning of
October the price stood at £66 per barrel. Since that time, prices have declined; and at the
beginning of December 2018 dropped to £48 per barrel.
Given the time lag described, the OFT had expected to see Island prices fall in early
December. At the beginning of November there was a 2 pence reduction in petrol and a penny
increase in diesel and last week we saw a fall in the retail prices of road fuel by 5 to 6 pence per
litre at local forecourts, with a further 3 pence this week.
Petrol in many forecourts can now be purchased at 123.9 and diesel at 130.9.
It is also important to note that changes to the price at local forecourts do not fully reflect
the changes to international crude oil prices. Currently nearly two thirds of the total price of
road fuel is comprised Duty and VAT. The remaining third covers the cost of the commodity
refinery costs and transport to the Island, as well as the operating costs and profits of the fuel
suppliers and retailers. The Duty and VAT for domestic heating oil accounts compromise just
over one fifth of the total prices and so when crude prices alter, the effect on heating oil retail
prices are proportionally larger than in the road fuel market. It can be seen therefore that
fluctuations in crude prices only affect a proportion of the overall retail price.

POST OFFICE
47. Post Office employees –
Breakdown by grade and pay for last five years
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Mr Callister) to ask the Chairman of the Post Office:
If she will provide a breakdown, for each of the last five years, of the number of employees by
grade, pay scale and pension costs on (a) permanent contracts; and (b) temporary fixed terms
contracts?

1560

The Chairman of the Post Office (Ms Edge): Provided below is a snapshot based on the
month of August over the last five years. As previously highlighted in other recently answered
questions, Isle of Man Post Office does not currently have pay scales, grades have been have
been summarised as Director, Manager and others (Non-Management Staff) for ease of
interpretation.
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Order of the Day
3. Isle of Man Post Office –
Strategic Business Case 2017-2022 and Recommendations –
Debate commenced
The Chairman of the Isle of Man Post Office (Ms Edge) to move:
That Tynwald receives the Isle of Man Post Office Strategic Business Case 2017-2022
[GD No 2018/0087] and the Report of the Isle of Man Post Office Board Strategic
Recommendations Requiring Tynwald Approval Report [GD No 2018/0085] and:
1. notes that the Isle of Man Post Office’s commercial activities have made significant
contribution to offset the increasing losses from our public service obligations under the Post
Office Act 1993, and have provided profit for reinvestment and significant contributions to Isle
of Man Government Treasury;
2. approves the Isle of Man Post Office’s aim to continue to be self-funding as defined within
the financial duties in the Post Office Act 1993 Section 5(1), by protecting the core business,
by being efficient and effective, by growing profitably and by diversifying selectively;
3. approves in principle the intention of the Isle of Man Post Office to bring forward proposals
concerning the required legislative changes concerning the closure to new members of its
existing Superannuation Scheme coupled with its intention to seek to offer a replacement
contract defined contribution group personal pension scheme to new members;
4. approves the reduction of letters delivery from six days a week to five days a week
removing the Saturday; and
5. approves that following the public consultation the Isle of Man Post Office will undertake
further work on the format of the delivery of retail services and will report back to Tynwald
with its results and recommendations no later than October 2019.
The President: We turn to the Order Paper: Item 3, Isle of Man Post Office. I call on the
Chairman of the Post Office, Ms Edge, to move.
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The Chairman of the Post Office (Ms Edge): Thank you, Mr President.
I rise to move Item 3 on the Order Paper. There should be documentation being circulated;
apologies that it is only now, but it has been a ‘last.com’ situation!
Mr President, Hon. Members, I stand before you today to seek your support in helping to
sustain the long-term future of our great trusted public service – the Isle of Man Post Office.
I am under no illusion that Members have a keen interest in this 45-year-old business. That is
why I am urging Members to carefully consider the recommendations which are before you
today, which have been made in order to protect the future and sustainability of the Island’s
Post Office, in the best interests of its staff, customers and other key stakeholders. The decisions
you make today will impact everyone at the Isle of Man Post Office, not just postal workers.
The recommendations stem from the Isle of Man Post Office board and its staff initiating a
high-level strategy to modernise the business. This was presented to the Department for
Enterprise – Isle of Man Post Office’s sponsoring Department – the Council of Ministers and
Tynwald Members earlier this year, setting out the key challenges facing the Post Office and why
introducing change is necessary, minimising the risk for a future subsidy from Government.
It is the belief of the Post Office board that Tynwald approval for the recommendations
presented within our report is fundamental to the future success of the business, enabling it to
create efficiencies and savings whilst not compromising the quality standard of service Isle of
Man Post Office provides to customers Island-wide.
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Without this approval today, the detrimental impact on the Isle of Man Post Office should
not be underestimated. The board, appointed by this Hon. Court, takes its responsibilities very
seriously and is committed to acting in a financially responsible way, while providing services
that meet the needs of the Island’s community.
Our governing legislation requires the Isle of Man Post Office to have regard to efficiency and
economy; to the social, industrial and commercial needs of the Island; to the desirability of
improving and developing our operating systems; and to the developments occurring in the
fields of communications and banking. I believe that our strategic business plan addresses those
obligations squarely.
The urgency for modernising the Isle of Man Post Office is reflected in the £1.2 million loss
reported in the 2017-18 annual report and accounts, which were laid before Tynwald in
October. This was the first loss in the history of the Isle of Man Post Office, emphasising the
need for the business to adapt its current operations and practices to ensure it is financially
responsible, in delivering services that meet the changing needs and expectations of its
customers.
To do nothing is not an option. It would mean our losses would grow and ultimately our
reserves would be drained, leading to a subvention from Government, putting further pressure
on the public purse. Is this a decision that Hon. Members would wish to be a part of today –
burdening the taxpayers of the Island with another pension headache for future generations?
Therefore, we are seeking to modernise our service, adapting to changing customer
demands, ensuring we provide value for money, improve job security and protect our selffunding status.
Throughout our change process thus far, we have sought to be inclusive, informing staff of
the reasons to change through face-to-face business-wide briefings and inviting questions,
written communications, involvement, and ideas every step of the way. Part of what has been
circulated has a timeline of the discussion that have taken place throughout the business.
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The President: Can I just clarify, your speech is to be circulated?
The Chairman: Circulated, yes.
1615

The President: Can I just ask the Clerk for an update on when that will be?
The Clerk: The photocopier is coping with it as well as it can. (Laughter)
The President: Right, carry on, Hon. Member.
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The Chairman: Okay.
Employees, including union members, have been asked to participate in a number of projects
being undertaken so they can evaluate trends, identify efficiencies and seek opportunities to
grow our services and customer base. Seconding staff to focus on the work of the strategy, using
their skills, knowledge and experience in their respective fields is critical to the success of the
business strategy.
The recommendations requiring your support today are primarily in respect of the Post
Office’s pension scheme, letter deliveries and the retail network, and I wish to speak on each of
these before the debate.
Firstly, our pension scheme: despite being fully funded, it is no longer affordable nor
sustainable in its current form to the business. The outcome of the 2017 independent actuarial
valuation highlighted to the trustees that while the pension fund was presently adequately
funded, because of worsening economic assumptions relating to future interest and mortality
rates, increase in contributions of 8.7% was required to fund future liabilities. The independent
Trustees wrote to the Post Office board notifying them that a required contribution of 21% was
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required from the Post Office to the pension fund to meet future liabilities. With the additional
3.7% in National Insurance contributions, this is a total of 24.7% – double the previous target
contribution of 12.3% and a cost of approximately £2 million per year contribution from the
business. It was estimated for nine-year period, which would be a cost of £18 million to the
business, which is clearly unaffordable for the Post Office.
At the recent pensions trustees’ meeting last Thursday, the value of the fund had decreased
by nearly £4 million in a three-month period, demonstrating the volatility of the scheme.
Many options were considered by the executive and board over a period of months before
they decided on the proposed strategy which is the recommendation that is before you today.
This, we believe, is fair to all stakeholders: the existing members, the Post Office and the
taxpayer. To do nothing or delay is financially irresponsible.
It is important for Hon. Members to note that this is a totally separate pension fund from the
Isle of Man Government and as such, the directors and trustees have a duty to that fund, rather
than considering consistency with the rest of the Government and new employees. As it is
funded, unlike the Government scheme, it is not reliant on new members for cash flow and
although it is not in crisis at this moment, it is less than prudent to wait for the crisis to hit where
the required actions might need to be more critical and severe. This could result in closure of the
scheme to all.
Currently the uplift in contributions is costing the business an additional £40,000 per month –
£40,000 which the business cannot afford.
The board would be negligent in not recognising where change is required and not taking
action to reduce potential future risks and protect its existing members. The board’s duty in
respect of the fund is to existing members, not just current employees, but to those already
retired.
Gaining support to close the scheme to new members is part of a package to keep the
scheme open to its existing members. By doing this, we are reducing our risk, capping our
liability for new employees and reducing our costs with no adverse impact on existing members.
We are asking current employees to share the burden of the increased cost of their future
liabilities – their current contribution is only 6%, unlike other public service workers.
The recommendation before you in respect of the pension scheme has been guided by our
independent actuary who has looked after the scheme for over 20 years and, as a board, we
firmly believe it is always best to be prudent rather than take risks when it comes to our valued
workforce’s pensions, and respect the professionals’ valuation
As a committed board, we recognise our social responsibility and propose to provide a
defined contribution scheme to new employees. We appreciate that this will not be the goldplated defined benefit scheme existing members have, but it will be competitive in the Island’s
marketplace and, most importantly, will be affordable and reduce the risk on the existing
defined benefit scheme. It will offer new employees flexibility and transferability options.
A survey among scheme members last year showed that 74% of respondents supported
opening a new defined contribution scheme for new entrants/existing employees that may
choose to join a pension scheme in the future.
Today, we are also seeking Tynwald approval to reduce letter delivery from six days a week
to five days a week, proposing to remove the Saturday. Parcel deliveries will continue six days a
week. This is a natural consequence of our reducing letter mail volumes and indeed, is a
suggestion put forward by the local branch of the CWU members and which is supported by the
business.
The Isle of Man Post Office operates in a supply and demand industry and therefore it makes
commercial sense to reduce the delivery of mail in accordance with declining volumes. We have
also received recognition to change and the support to reduce to five days from our customers,
with 66% of respondents of our recent public consultation supporting this proposal. Despite
savings and efficiencies to be gained by the Post Office doing this, no compulsory redundancies
are envisaged and the reduction of letter deliveries to five days a week has already been
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adopted by many other postal authorities around the world. Some in fact took it a step further
to three days a week.
Different from letters, we do not have the monopoly on parcels on the Island but pride
ourselves as being the preferred final mile provider. The parcels market on the Island is fiercely
competitive and while this continues to be a growing area for our business, we will continue to
provide the frequency of deliveries in line with customer needs and expectations.
Finally our retail network: with 23 post offices across the Island, we have more per head of
population than the British Isles. We absolutely recognise the social value and contribution these
offices serve in their communities, but with a significant shift in customers’ habits, with more
and more people opting to buy their goods and pay for services online, Isle of Man Post Office
cannot continue to offer this level of service at any cost any longer.
The retail network generates a loss of £1.5 million every year and this cost is subsidised by
the revenue generated from the commercial arm of the business. However, our commercial
success, which has historically helped to sustain an overall profit, is no longer sufficient to offset
the increasing costs of providing the service obligations under the Post Office Act. Therefore, it is
imperative that the board is focused on improving the efficiency and effectiveness of our
services, while actively seeking new business and enhanced delivery opportunities. Addressing
the issues the Post Office faces does call for some hard decisions and changes.
I feel it is important to stress that although the board recognises the Government’s drive for
efficiency and its digital strategy, it is imperative to note that the catastrophic impact this
strategy ultimately has on the retail network, particularly with regards to vehicle and driving
licensing, will be irreversible and place the future viability of many local post offices in jeopardy.
Natural consolidation of post offices is happening now and will continue to take place as
existing offices close through retirement and existing businesses assessing their own business
and the financial viability of continuing to offer post office services in light of reduced revenue.
The board is committed, however, to any Government initiatives relating to community hub
concepts and increased face-to-face opportunities which may help sustain the future of some
local post offices and welcomes the opportunity under recommendation 5 to further work on
the future vision for the social hub concept of delivering public services in our communities.
Appreciating the heritage and unique attributes, capabilities and social value of the postal
service, our public consultation allowed us to reach out to Island residents, businesses,
organisations and Isle of Man Post Office clients to gain a better understanding of their needs
and how the services might be improved, offering value for money, while assuring we, the Post
Office, remain self-funding and sustainable in the future. We strongly believes customers are
best placed to advise what services they want from their Post Office and the frequency and
location of them and this will be considered seriously ahead of any future recommendations we
bring to this Hon. Court.
The results have and continue to inform our discussions with key stakeholders including staff,
unions, sub-postmasters, local authorities and other parts of Government on the key issues and
the future service options. With regard to the future of the post office network, more
exploratory work does need to be undertaken in this area and when ready, Isle of Man Post
Office will seek Tynwald’s approval for any proposed changes. In the meantime, we seek your
support to undertake further work on the format of the delivery of retail services’ hub models
and come back to this Hon. Court with our results and recommendations no later than
October 2019.
To conclude, Isle of Man Post Office remains committed to bringing all its key stakeholders
along its modernisation journey while continuing to operate in a rapidly changing and
challenging industry. With regard to some of the key changes, the Post Office executive team
has been in negotiations with the respective unions for some time on a range of proposals with
supporting rationale, addressing concerns, implementing changes and exploring counterproposals put forward by both unions.
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The proposals under discussion include changes to ensure the Post Office is compliant with
the impending Equality Act, ensuring fairness, while seeking to attract and retain employees. It is
extremely disappointing that the CWU plans to take the course of strike action later this week.
While we respect its right to do this, strike action will not win and we continue to be open to
further talks with the CWU. We are only at the early stages of negotiations on keys aspects such
as pay and terms and conditions, which do not require Tynwald approval and have been used to
dilute the debate today. The report laid before Tynwald Members is for specific
recommendations, not a debate on the floor of Tynwald of terms and conditions of all of our
employees.
It is in all our best interests to conclude on negotiations in a timely manner and hopefully by
agreement. Taking strike action only ever has a damaging effect and in our case, it is on our
trusted brand, our dedicated and loyal staff and on our valued customers.
The Isle of Man Post Office must change and modernise if it is to have a chance of surviving
the ever-increasing digital age and therefore I call upon Tynwald Members here present to think
carefully about the decision in front of you today and encourage you to support the
recommendations in order to protect the Island’s much trusted and valued postal service.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Miss August-Hanson.
Miss August-Hanson: I stand to second and reserve my remarks.
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The President: Hon. Member, Mr Baker.
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Mr Baker: Thank you, Mr President.
In July, I brought a motion which was unanimously supported by Tynwald which
acknowledged the attributes and capabilities of the Isle of Man Post Office, recognised its social
value, clearly identified the need for changes to be made to secure its future, identified the
opportunity for the Isle of Man Post Office to play a significant role at the heart of future
delivery of enhanced public services in the Isle of Man and required a report back by this
Tynwald.
This was motivated by concern for a unique asset that we, unlike some other jurisdictions,
still have; and the fear of effectively death by a thousand cuts for the Isle of Man Post Office if
we failed to act, with the prospect of continued branch closures, service reductions and job cuts
and that we would not realise the missed opportunity until it was far too late.
The motion recognised that we do need to repurpose the Isle of Man Post Office for the
21st century; we cannot go back to the past. The realities of the issues that the Chairman has
touched on are real and they are not likely to reverse, but we need to understand what we have
and build a plan around it for the future.
That debate and subsequent discussion generated a lot of ideas about what the future could
look like and it was clear from that, and those subsequent conversations, that there is
widespread positivity around the Island about the Isle of Man Post Office and a recognition that
we have a special entity here – an entity that we need to ensure has a bright future. However, it
does not appear to me that the board shares this vision; in fact it is not clear to me what the
board’s vision of the future is. And if there is a clear vision, where is the passion they need to
make it happen? The report from the Post Office board is not convincing and it really reads to
me like they are softening us up for a huge decline. They might try, but they do not really seem
to convey the impression that they feel they are likely to succeed.
Undoubtedly, changes are required to working practices, terms and conditions, possibly to
remuneration and pension, maybe to service levels. It needs a long-term approach and the
support of its workforce. Those things are not in dispute: continuing to do the same old thing
will inevitably lead to continued decline and ultimately failure. But first, before you do anything,
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you have to set the strategic vision, decide where you are going and then set a plan to get there,
which may or may not include the actions proposed by the board as well as a whole host of
other actions.
The leadership and direction has to come from the board to define the vision through a
process, then get everyone committed to the vision and then to deliver it. That vision was
certainly not going to come from the consultation that the Post Office conducted, or from
conversations with senior Government departmental officers – both of which are referenced in
the Post Office Report. Without the vision, Hon. Members, there can be no plan and no success.
The board needs to take ownership of that. Tynwald, through the July motion have set the
direction, and the board needs to take it on.
I had expected and hoped that the vision would have been presented to us here and now,
and for it to underpin the planned actions. That has not happened and the Chairman’s motion
talks about coming back in October with a vision. But right now, the vision is not here. What we
have is a set of actions without the context and it leaves a fear – an understandable fear – of
where this is taking us. Are we making the changes that will resolve the problems, or will those
actions actually compound the issues? We simply do not know – if we do not know what the
vision is.
There will be plenty of debate today about the details of what the Chairman of the Isle of
Man Post Office is proposing. I do not want to debate those details, I want to step back from the
detail and to focus on the vision and to task the Isle of Man Post Office board with delivering it
to Tynwald exactly as we asked in July. Little progress appears to the outside observer to have
been made on developing the vision, and there is little sense of a solution having emerged. The
board may individually be committed to it, it is not clear. But to me, from the Report they have
presented, it is clear that the board can see the size of the challenge. It is big and it is hard, and
perhaps they are not seeing the solutions yet.
To be honest, that has little surprise. The board are used to looking at the business through
their existing prism – that is a decline in volumes, revenues and profitability. Managing decline is
not a pretty or an enjoyable picture, and that is why my July motion was cast in terms of Council
of Ministers, rather than the board, developing the vision. But Tynwald put the responsibility on
the board, so that is where it sits. Within the July motion which this Hon. Court unanimously
approved lie the keys to the Isle of Man Post Office’s future success. That is the direction that
the board needs to go in. This Hon. Court has set the direction and the board needs to take that
on.
That is why I am bringing in an amendment which has been circulated, which adds on at the
end of the Chairman’s motion. That amendment effectively reiterates the key aspects of the July
motion, stating that Tynwald notes with concern the absence of a clear vision from the Isle of
Man Post Office board, which recognises the unique attributes, capabilities and social value of
the Isle of Man Post Office; it requires the board to develop a sustainable vision for the Isle of
Man Post Office in which it plays a significant role in the future delivery of enhanced public
services and to present it back to this Hon. Court no longer than October, in line with the
timescales that the Chairman has talked about; and importantly between now and then it
requires the board to maintain the size and scope of the Isle of Man Post Office until the vision is
approved by Tynwald, unless any such changes are approved in advance by Tynwald.
In summary, the first two elements essentially restate the vision elements from July and give
the Isle of Man Post Office board the time they think they need to get to it. The third simply
ensures that in the period they are doing this, the Isle of Man Post Office cannot be allowed to
deteriorate or shrink, whether deliberately, consciously or inadvertently and thus preventing the
risk of death through the back door, whilst they work on this solution through the next
10 months or so.
My amendment, importantly, does not alter the five recommendations from the Chairman; it
can complement them. So if you feel it is right to support the motion there is nothing to stop
you supporting my amendment. These are totally compatible.
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Equally, should any other amendments come to those recommendations, they can sit with
my amendment.
So, simply, this is an effective restatement of the previous requirements for the board to set
the vision as this Hon. Court has defined. I am convinced that the Isle of Man Post Office is both
important and valuable. Hon. Members, its future is in our hands. The people of the Isle of Man
know that and they expect the right decisions to be made. It has to start with the vision; and
without that vision the future will be bleak for the Isle of Man Post Office.
Hon. Members, whatever you believe about the detail of services and pension arrangements
and the other matters that the Chairman has already brought to us, please ensure that you
reiterate the message that was so clearly stated by this Hon. Court in July. Please support my
amendment and create the foundation for the vibrant future of the Isle of Man Post Office.
Mr President, I beg to move the amendment standing in my name:
To add at the end of the existing motion, the words:
‘6. notes with concern the absence of a clear vision from the Isle of Man Post Office Board
which recognises the unique attributes, capabilities and social value of the Isle of Man Post
Office;
7. requires the Board to develop a sustainable vision for Isle of Man Post Office in which it
plays a significant role in the future delivery of enhanced public services in the Isle of Man and
to present it for approval by Tynwald no later than October 2019; and
8. requires the Board to maintain the size and scope of Isle of Man Post Office until the vision
is approved by Tynwald, unless any such changes are approved in advance by Tynwald.’
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The President: Hon. Member Garff, Mr Perkins.
Mr Perkins: I beg to second the Hon. Member for Ayre and Michael’s motion. Thank you.
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The President: Amendment.
Hon. Member for Ramsey, Dr Allinson.
Dr Allinson: Thank you, Mr President.
I rise to support the role of Statutory Boards on this Island. As Chair of Manx Utilities, I
understand the structure and responsibility placed on board members. I appreciate the
challenges boards must face and the scrutiny they are placed under. Unlike being a Minister of a
Department, the Chair of a Statutory Board is responsible for representing the views of the
entire board to Tynwald and to the general public. They have to exercise key functions and share
collective responsibility for the control and management of the organisation.
I understand the position that the Chair, Vice-Chair and the rest of the board face coming to
Tynwald with such an important motion as that which is laid before us today. But even with that
understanding and empathy, I cannot support some of the aspects of this plan.
I have spent this weekend discussing the future of the Isle of Man Post Office with my
constituents. In Ramsey we know our postal workers: we do not see them as overpaid; we do
not see them as benefiting from a so-called ‘gold plated’ pension; we do not see them as
militant. We see them as friends and part of our community. (Mr Cretney: Hear, hear.)
In 2014, when a previous board made the decision to close our post office in the Courthouse,
there was overwhelming support for the staff and opposition to the decision. We were told then
that closing the post office and employing staff to work instead within commercial premises
would save money and guarantee the future of the whole service. Now, just over three years
later, the Isle of Man Post Office announces a loss based on an actuarial calculation of its
occupational pension scheme. This has been used to create a sense of urgency and this Hon.
Court has then been asked to agree a strategy based on cuts: cuts to pay, cuts to working
conditions and cuts to pension provision.
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Earlier today the Digital Strategy Review was laid before us. This shows Government fulfilling
its promise to bring services closer to people, allowing them to engage easily online. This is a
success and there are ambitious plans to do more. But the Post Office has failed to meet this
challenge and sees a digital future as a threat. Its strategy is to manage decline and to do so by
cutting services with the standard of living for the very staff who provide the invaluable public
service. It is employing more sales staff but appears to be trying to pitch an outdated product. It
is losing market share to competitors and yet is failing to alter its business model to compete
effectively.
This Government, in the last two years, has been impressively progressive and ambitious: it
has set out a comprehensive Programme for Government, arrived at by achieving overall
consensus; it has passed the Equality Act, which will guarantee equal pay for equal work; it has
worked with unions to bring in public sector pension changes through dialogue not threat; a
fairer minimum wage, a living wage for some; increased benefits for those struggling to make
do; a real emphasis on helping the low paid through tax breaks; and now a committee on
poverty and homelessness. That a Statutory Board proposes to close its pension scheme to all
new members is at odds with this progress. This administration stands for community and
inclusivity, not separation and division.
The sums presented in the strategy document appear worrying but they paint one narrow
view of a complicated picture. Closing the pension scheme will do little to address the
fundamental challenges the Post Office faces, and yet it will potentially destroy the morale of
the workforce. It is the post men and women, the sorters, the drivers and the counter staff who
are the Post Office. They are the public face, the helping hand and sometimes even the
makeshift social worker that the public trust.
I would like to turn my attention to the Communication Workers’ Union, which represents
the vast majority of the staff. I have met with their Deputy General Secretary and local members
in Ramsey: I have been struck by their wish to negotiate and improve the service. The CWU have
been successful in negotiating a collective defined contribution scheme with the Royal Mail,
which may prove to be a model for future negotiations across the public sector. They have the
resources and expertise to work with our local management to plan for the future, and I am
saddened that strike action is now planned for later this week.
Let me be quite clear that I see strike action as a failure of negotiation. None of the staff wish
to lose two days’ pay just before Christmas and inconvenience the very people they have
pledged to serve.
With that in mind, I would like to address the five recommendations before us: I cannot
support recommendation 3, which will fragment the workforce by splitting them into two
groups, one with a decent pension funded by hardworking contributions and the other
compromised of younger staff on different contracts who will find it difficult to plan for their
future. This is why I have tabled an amendment which instead:
approves in principle the intention of the Isle of Man Post Office to bring forward proposals concerning the
required legislative changes to offer a voluntary defined contribution personal pension scheme to new members;
and instructs its Board to negotiate with all employees and their representatives as appropriate to make changes
to the existing scheme to ensure its long-term sustainability and affordability.
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The next recommendation tells us to approve a cut in the delivery of letters and parcels from
six to five days a week, parcels and priority post will be delivered and competitors will fill the gap
in the market to seize more of the market share. Service cuts are no way to grow business and
my amendment to this plan states that Tynwald:
approves in principle the Isle of Man Post Office’s intention to bring forward proposals concerning the required
legislation to formalise the public service obligation for delivery of letters and parcels on the island, which may
include a reduction from 6 to 5 days for standard letter delivery.
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As a nation we need to decide whether we feel it is morally right for private overseas firms,
employing workers on zero-hours contracts or piece work to compete unfairly with our public
service. We should support locally established courier firms which provide flexibility and choice
rather than join a race to the bottom in terms of service and cost.
The final part of the motion suggests a consultation and yet more cuts. Nowhere do I see a
vision for harnessing the goodwill, expertise and passion of a dedicated workforce to improve
and develop the postal service. It is this vision which I want to see and which I feel Tynwald
should demand.
My amendment simply states that we reaffirm:
the important position the Isle of Man Post Office as a universal public service provider and, following public
consultation, approves further work on a vision for the Post Office to remain and integral part to the community
and to work with Government departments to deliver enhanced public services in an efficient manner, and that
the Isle of Man Post Office should report to Tynwald with its results and recommendations no later than October
2019.
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Mr President, I regret having to stand to make this speech. So much of the conflict and
anxiety we are witnessing is wholly avoidable. None of it is inevitable. I hope Hon. Members feel
able to support my amendments because they will give the chance for the Board and the
employees to pause for thought, restart a dialogue and share their common goal for protecting
the public service we know and work together to ensure a future we can all be proud of.
Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move these three amendments in my name:
To leave out the words in paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 and to insert in their place:
3. approves in principle the intention of the IOMPO to bring forward proposals concerning the
required legislative changes to offer a voluntary defined contribution personal pension
scheme to new members; and instructs its Board to negotiate with all employees and their
representatives as appropriate to make changes to the existing scheme to ensure its long
term sustainability and affordability;
4. approves in principle the IOMPO’s intention to bring forward proposals concerning the
required legislation to formalise the public service obligation for delivery of letters and parcels
on the island, which may include a reduction from 6 days to 5 days for standard letter
delivery;
5. reaffirms the important position of the IOMPO as a universal public service provider and,
following public consultation, approves further work on a vision for the Post Office to remain
an integral part of the community and to work with Government departments to deliver
enhanced public services in an efficient manner; and that the IOMPO should report to
Tynwald with its results and recommendations no later than October 2019;”
The President: Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Callister.
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Mr Callister: Thank you, Mr President.
I am more than happy to second the motion being tabled by my colleague from Ramsey,
Dr Allinson. I am also extremely disappointed that I am having to stand here today to vote down
the original recommendations tabled by the Chairman of the Post Office. Given the comments
made by the Chairman this morning on Manx Radio and in this Chamber, I feel that I need to add
some clarity to several points in respect of my own position as a Member of the Department for
Enterprise, which is the sponsoring Department for the Post Office.
The Post Office Strategic Business Case was discussed seven times by DfE since January 2018,
which included just one presentation to Members, so I definitely have not attended multiple
meetings with the Chairman or the Executive. The version that we were asked to look at in
January 2018 was version 4, and as Members look at their pack they will see that they have got
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version 5, and that has been amended quite significantly since we had our initial discussions
back in January.
There was also an ongoing dialogue between the CEO of DfE and the CEO of the Post Office
which went over a nine-month period, which outlined many of the concerns raised by me as a
political Member of DfE, along with some of my colleagues. So I was very disappointed when
that dialogue suddenly stopped and the business case and the recommendation report suddenly
just went to the Council of Ministers and that dialogue was not able to be communicated
through. We were never to be able to get the answers to the questions that we raised and I feel
we would not be in the position we are today if the Post Office executive, the board and its
Chairman had actually just listened to the questions being raised by the sponsoring Department
over the last nine months.
Just looking at some of the actual recommendations, Mr President: recommendation 3, I
cannot support this. Unlike the Chairman I can see no immediate fire burning in the Isle of Man
Post Office pension scheme. We have to remember if you look through the information, the
pension scheme actually made a £1.5 million surplus in March 2014 and then made a loss of half
a million pounds in March 2017 – given the recession, Brexit and other matters going on beyond
these shores, I am not surprised the pension pots have struggled in recent years. The ongoing
funding level, as of March 2017, was 99.4%, with members contributing 6% or 6.2%; Post Office
contribution of 21% over a three-year period from March 2017; but I think the Chief Executive at
a recent presentation actually said those contributions was more towards 24%, and I am happy
to acknowledge that. I also acknowledge that the ongoing funding level is expected to fall to
96.4% by March 2020 – these are only projected figures and the service liabilities will
significantly change as market forces going into the future.
As a Department Member I have clearly seen more information than most Members in this
Hon. Court and I am also aware of the professional advice given to the Post Office board in
which the professional adviser actually says that the scheme is likely, in the normal course of
events, to meet the full liabilities of the scheme as they fall due. And this is up to the period of
March 2020, so again, there is no urgency, and I encourage members of the executive, the
board, to actually start having these negotiations or these continuing negotiations with unions
and with the employees.
When I was researching and looking at my speech, I was quite surprised to note that since
March 2014 there had only been 31 retirements, but they had been replaced by 26 new
entrants. So we are not talking huge numbers in this pension pot, Mr President.
Just looking a bit closer at the voluntary defined contribution scheme, I am certainly not
against the Post Office board exploring a voluntary defined contribution scheme. What I am
disputing is the timing and the urgency here today. And, as I have just said, I would definitely
encourage further dialogue between the executive team, the Post Office board and the staff and
the unions. That was my opinion back in January and it has not changed here in December 2018.
We know from a recent Government workshop the pros and cons of this type of scheme. For
the Post Office it will cost less in the long term, it transfers any risk over to the member. Post
Office contributions will be flat or matching. For future members it will increase the risk for poor
choices, could result in future pension poverty, potential lower retirement benefits. Members
will pay the running of any cost for running the scheme, but I am not against further dialogue
and exploring this option.
I have also got concerns relating to recommendation 4, Mr President. Page 5 of the business
case 2017-21 clearly states, and I quote from the document:
Review our 6-day letter delivery service in line with reducing customer demand (average – 7% per annum)

is needed. But the recommendation on the Order Paper today, recommendation 4 is that now
there are seeking Tynwald approval to remove that service and to reduce the service from six
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days down to five. I have some real serious concerns about this because it has not been
explained to me in enough detail exactly how this will develop.
In the document it says that there will be a saving of around half a million pounds per annum,
but how will that actually be achieved? Maybe when the Post Office Chairman is summing up,
she may be able to explain because it states in the document there will be no redundancies.
Now, as I have said, there have been 31 retirements since 2014, so to save half a million
pounds it does need further exploring because I am not sure how many years – maybe the
Chairman could explain – it will actually take to achieve half-a-million-pound savings through
natural wastage, and I hope the Chairman could explain that.
Maybe the Chairman can also explain about the mutually agreed resignation scheme, if the
Post Office is going to offer this as part of any looking at reducing staff numbers. If it is will it be
on the same terms to the Post Office as other Government Departments which have been
offered it in the past, because members are telling me that when they have approached people
they have only been offered a three-months MARS scheme but other Government sectors have
been offered up to 12. So maybe the Chairman could just clarify that point.
Like my hon. colleague from Ramsey has already said, when we have had negotiations or
discussions with employees and with the unions, the one thing that is very clear from this,
Mr President, is the workers – all they are asking for is fairness, fairness and fairness. And at this
present moment in time, this document or these documents that have been presented to us this
morning do not give us the clarity, the vision or the objectives. So I urge Hon. Members to
support Dr Allinson’s amendment and allow the Post Office to go away and actually look at these
properly and to bring back proper recommendations that have been agreed with the workers,
negotiated properly with the unions and actually put in place the actual mechanisms that the
Post Office needs to become successful, as it always has done in the past, in the future.
Thank you.
The President: Hon. Member for Douglas East, Mr Robertshaw.
Mr Robertshaw: Thank you, Mr President.
I am a bit embarrassed to be a Member of Tynwald today. Here we are sitting in judgement
of the Post Office. I think what I would like to do is to take the searchlight off the Post Office and
put it on us.
Very recently we, Tynwald, decided that the Post Office was a special case: that we did not
wish to see it go out, as it were, into a private sector environment; that it was a special service
that was an important role that existed for the Post Office between it and the Government. And
we sit here today nit-picking around management issues when in fact we, Tynwald, have yet
again failed to address strategic issues. (Two Members: Hear, hear.) and there are a load of
strategic issues which we have to face. So let’s look at us and let’s criticise us for a change, about
how we cannot handle strategic issues. I do not know how many times I have got to say this: we
simply have not got the capacity to deal and to think strategically. Let’s look at the strategic
issues.
We have heard recently about how the Post Office has to be competitive; and yet in our role
we let the concept of zero hours and the gig economy run wild. The Chief Minister – he is absent
today – has talked about having a review of that zero hours issue. Well, when you look at the
terms of reference, they are thoroughly inadequate. They talk about how big is it and what is it
doing. It does not address the lives of the people who sit and live inside zero-hours contracts
and there are some Members here who will be young enough to reap the harvest we are
sowing, and I am looking now at the Member for Ramsey and perhaps the Speaker and one or
two Members of Council, (Mr Cretney: Thank you.) (Laughter) and my fellow Member. That
committee, that group, is not looking at the impact on the lives of those people. I have seen
those people running around in clapped-out cars with the kids in the back and piles and piles of
parcels delivering at next to nothing, and we expect them –
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Mr Robertshaw: Indeed I will.
2060

Mr Ashford: Thank you, Mr President.
Just to clarify, as Chairman of the Chief Minister’s Group on Zero Hours, we will indeed be
looking at the impact on people’s lives, because without that, it is not much we can do.
So I would just like to make that point.

2065

Mr Robertshaw: I am grateful to the Minister for interceding there when asking that
question, because it was not in the terms of reference and he knows that I wrote to him, and I
am glad that he has now responded to approaching this as a responsible approach.
So until such time as we know where we stand on the gig economy and zero hours, I think it
is all a little bit too premature to start judging the Post Office desperately trying to compete in
an impossible situation. That is ludicrous; that is a strategic issue.
So there is an issue here about the ‘parcel wars’ – call it the parcel wars if you like. For years
and years, the highly respected Post Office has worked on the basis that we, in law, have given
them control over I think it is letter items up to £7.50, and yet we have made no judgement at
all about how to protect the Post Office in terms of being able to compete in the parcel market.
It is just impossible at the moment.
I want to go on to the importance in strategic … This is all strategic; it is not messing about in
areas we should not be messing about in, which is management and directors. If we are going to
be managers and directors, let’s all resign as Members now and go out into the private sector
and get jobs as managers and directors. We are not; we are politicians, and we need to think
about that and think about strategic decision making.
As far as the sorting office is concerned and the whole concept of parcels, let’s step right back
and think about the Common Purse Agreement. We all know how important the Common Purse
is to our revenue stream and we are keen that it continues, but we know that it has the capacity
to be closed off by either party, as I understand it, and there is a given period of time over which
that can happen. There are two parties to everything and if the other party decided that they
wanted to close out on us we would be in a very interesting position, because suddenly we
would have to reconstruct an indirect taxation system which recognises that at the moment we
get, through our Common Purse Agreement, VAT income associated with online purchases. If it
ended, that would stop and we would have to replace that. Consequently, we would have to
have one point of delivery and control for parcels coming into households. And that means we
need to be very careful to protect our sorting office.
It is a strategic issue and we must do it. We must protect ourselves very carefully. I have not
heard anybody talk about that. That is the sort of level this Hon. Court should be looking at and
we are not. We know that as each month goes by more and more parcels, more and more online
purchases are being made, more and more VAT is directed towards that particular form of
purchasing. In my view, should that happen, our Post Office should be put in a position where it
is in a very special place to protect the interests of the Treasury, the Exchequer and income to all
that will impact upon all our lives. That is strategic thinking.
In terms of the pension scheme: well, here we are – we are the politicians and those who
came before us, from our side of the fence, decided that we would run a pension scheme which
was not funded. So we are in a mess and in a few years’ time we will have to find £40 millionplus a year to fill the gap that if we had been prudent would not now be a problem. So who are
we to judge the Post Office when they have constructed a funded scheme? And if in their
prudent action they decide it is appropriate to adjust the process to protect their existing
employees with the existing scheme, but to introduce a new defined contribution scheme, then
from a point of view of prudency, I think we need to support the Post Office.
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I want to turn to the retail network: the retail network is not sustainable as it stands – end of.
It is just not sustainable. So what is the future role of the retail network? We cannot just point at
the Post Office: when we decided, as Tynwald, that we did not wish the Post Office to
corporatise we committed ourselves to a partnership between ourselves and the Post Office to
construct the vision which Mr Baker and others are talking about. It is not the Post Office vision
that we need to be concerned about; it is a joint vision that we, the Isle of Man Government,
those of us here representing the people of the Isle of Man, have brought together and made
sure that what we produce is a joint vision.
What we are doing at the moment is just making the life of the Post Office increasingly
impossible. The latest thing I think we have done is to make sure that the remittance advice
notes that we receive each month no longer go through the post for the staff; they are going to
go online. So every day almost – well, every week – we are taking another service away from the
Post Office and then beating them up because they are in difficulty. What absolute nonsense! It
just beggars belief that we cannot think strategically.
So the vision that we require of the Post Office we must require of ourselves. It is a joint
endeavour. It was a joint endeavour when the letters were the main key issue before us and we
protected that. The future is all about the parcel wars, about making sure that we are not
undercutting a well-structured organisation through zero hours and gig economy. Zero hours
have their place – I respect that – but it is getting out of hand and we need to thoroughly focus
on that. Now, I have been advised that the group looking at it are broadening their remit, I think
we need to wait to see where we stand with that before we go any further.
So I cannot support the Hon. Member for Ayre and Michael, Mr Baker’s amendments. I think
we should just for the time being support the Post Office, stop criticising them and start thinking
about what our role is in this vision and explain that to the Post Office so that they can work
with us.
I am really getting exasperated with Tynwald’s determination to keep migrating down to
management issues, instead of fulfilling its role at a strategic level, recognising that Tynwald has
not yet and Government has not yet decided how it is structuring strategic thinking. We are
watching other Crown Dependencies deal with this clearly and concisely and we are just
blundering on with our old inadequate structures and systems. It has got to stop.
So I have got serious reservations about going from six to five days at the moment as
described by the Post Office. Not that I think they are wrong because I think they are right; it is
just that I … This is the only particular item that I am hesitating over. It is for us, Tynwald, to
decide how we are going to ensure that the Post Office wins the parcel war fairly and honestly,
and when we have delivered our responsibilities and duties on that and I am confident that the
Post Office has got the degree of protection that it needs against impossible competition, then I
would be content. What I am concerned about is that if we go down now from six to five, where
the Post Office is already weak and exposed in terms of parcel delivery, then we are going to see
further and further contraction.
So the issue is not what the Post Office needs to do for us – here we go! (Laughter) It really is
what we need to do for the Post Office.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Member for Ramsey, Mr Hooper.
Mr Hooper: Thank you, Mr President. I am not sure I can follow that.
I would like to say really how disappointed I was when I saw this motion on the Order Paper
in this format – disappointed but not surprised, actually. Since the original strategic business
case was circulated to Hon. Members some time ago there have been a lot of attempts at
ongoing dialogue with the Post Office. The proof of this, as they say, is in the pudding: the
recommendations in front of us today and the reduced business case, the redacted business
case that has been laid before this Hon. Court remain almost entirely unchanged.
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This morning on Manx Radio the Chairman claimed that this strategy document and these
recommendations had been produced in collaboration with the sponsoring Department. Hon.
Members, I absolutely and categorically refute that statement. My hon. colleague from Onchan,
Mr Callister, has already explained this in some detail.
It would also seem that over the last few weeks I and some of my colleagues in this Hon.
Court have spent more time talking to workers and the union than the Post Office board have
spent. That is certainly the view from the ground floor and that is backed up almost entirely by
this timeline that we have just had circulated. The board, who are the decision makers in this,
have been conspicuous by their absence from stakeholder engagement, with everything
seemingly being left to their executive. The Chairman has already made statements pretending
these decisions are mainly operational decisions, but as some of them have reached the floor of
this Hon. Court that claim does not stack up. So when the board and the Chairman talk about
their willingness to listen, to engage and to negotiate, to bring all their key stakeholders with
them, please bear that in mind, that the evidence in front of you says otherwise. The very fact
that the union is planning on striking and yet the Chairman can still talk about inclusivity and
working together shows the absolute disconnect between the rhetoric and the reality.
A lot of the comments that were made by the Chairman in her opening remarks, as she
herself says, relate to things that are nothing to do with the recommendations in front of us –
and please, Hon. Members, bear that in mind – although, from my perspective, how you can
negotiate changes to a pension scheme separately to the question of whether it should stay
open to new members is a bit unusual, as I would say one impacts on the other.
Anyway, I would like to take you right back to the beginning of this policy formulation, back
to when we first heard that the Isle of Man Post Office would be bringing back
recommendations to this Hon. Court. We started off originally with a Statement in December
2017 in which the Hon. Chairman told Tynwald Court that we would all be part of the full
debate, and yet now we are being told many aspects of the full debate are out of scope. The
Hon. Chairman went on to claim that it was at this December sitting that the Post Office sought
Tynwald approval to put corporatisation on hold, a claim repeated in the Post Office annual
accounts – clearly an inaccurate claim, as statements do not seek Tynwald approval for anything.
A few months later, in July, a further Statement was made to this Hon. Court at which the
Chairman promised:
fully evaluated recommendations on the strategic choices we face will be presented to this Hon. Court for
approval …

2190

And she went on to say:
our analysis of alternative solutions and service opportunities, will be used to inform the strategic choices that we
will bring back to this Hon. Court for review and approval later …

Further, a Written Answer on 18th September stated:
The output of the consultation will determine the future strategy of the Post Office which will be presented to
Tynwald for approval.

And finally, in a press release issued yesterday:
it has always been the intention to bring key aspects of the five year strategy, which requires Tynwald approval, to
the Honourable Court …

2195

So, just to recap, and really to echo some of the comments Mr Robertshaw has just made, we
have been promised that an analysis of alternative solutions will be undertaken and used to
inform strategic choices which will then be presented to this Hon. Court as a strategy for review
and approval. This is what we have been led to believe. This is exactly what the Hon. Member
for Ayre and Michael is asking for, exactly what the Hon. Member for Douglas East is asking for
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and exactly what Tynwald asked for in July with the motion that was supported. Clearly this has
not happened. There is absolutely no analysis of alternative solutions or service opportunities,
which was clearly promised. So where is it? Why did the Chairman state she would be seeking
Tynwald approval for a strategy at a strategic level, when this was clearly never the intention?
Alternatively, if these recommendations are the entirety of the strategic choices facing the Isle
of Man Post Office, then they are massively underwhelming.
Tynwald resolved in July that the Post Office should come back by December with their plans,
and so if these few recommendations are the plans for the Isle of Man Post Office, are the
Chairman’s and the board’s attempts to meet this instruction, they are lacking in vision, lacking
in breadth and are wholly inadequate. Taking this to its logical conclusion, these are the
complete set of plans. All that is needed to sort the issues and address the challenges facing the
Isle of Man Post Office is to reduce letter deliveries by a day, review the retail network and shut
the pension scheme to new entrants. I did not know it was going to be quite so simple,
Hon. Members.
The reality, as we all know, is there is far more to be done than this, and yet for some reason
promises made have not been kept, the analysis, the strategy, has not come back to Tynwald
and the Tynwald instruction of July has not been complied with. Why not? Could it be perhaps
that when the full facts were known, that the board’s chosen course of action did not really
stack up, rather than simply admit that the facts did not support their position the board’s
decision is to plough on regardless? The truth is we will never know, because this board have
been so opaque in their decision-making and so unresponsive to feedback that the full
information has not been presented to this Hon. Court before this debate and it is my view that
it is unlikely to ever see the light of day. Some of the information that has been made available
has been presented in such a way as to be potentially misleading or presented to support only a
particular interpretation. When this has been highlighted, often the response has simply been a
reiteration of their existing position, seemingly ignoring facts they do not like. Sometimes the
response has simply been silence, or responses just ignore questions they do not want to
answer.
As Hon. Members are no doubt aware, like some of my colleagues from Garff and Onchan I
am in the precarious position of having had access to more information than has been laid
before this Hon. Court and I am sure by now it will not surprise Hon. Members to hear that the
more information I saw the less sense some of these recommendations made. So I thought I
would try and take this opportunity to dispel some of the myths that have been presented to us.
I will start with the simple one, the loss. The Chairman claims the loss is the primary reason
for the urgency. Those were her opening remarks. As has been said countless times, the Post
Office did make an accounting loss in their income statement of £1.2 million for the financial
year to March 2018. That is a fact. Unfortunately, what has not been mentioned is that – you
have put the page in those accounts – the total comprehensive income of the Post Office shows
a surplus of £9.9 million, resulting primarily from a revaluation of pension liabilities. Turning a
few pages further on, the Post Office generated £3.4 million more cash than it spent in that
same accounting year. After accounting for one-off things – the sale of the building, the
Government levy – this figure is still a surplus of £2.8 million in cash. The Post Office has nearly
£15 million in reserves, and that is after accounting for any pension deficit. When it comes to
cold, hard cash, the Post Office generated £2.8 million more than it spent.
Why is this figure so different to the income statement that shows a loss? How can the Post
Office make a loss and yet still generate more cash than it spent? The answer, as Mr Speaker
and Mr Baker will be more than aware, is that the loss is largely as a result of the way the
pension scheme is accounted for. It is an accounting loss, and despite claims made on Manx
Radio this morning, the loss has nothing to do with the Treasury levy. The Post Office would
have you believe that this loss is due to their very high cost base, but the reality is their pricing
model is just as much to blame. They have lost I think it was 13 contracts due to their
uncompetitive pricing, and yet it seems they are still the ones on the ground actually delivering
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this mail. So an overseas supplier can quote a cheaper rate than the Isle of Man Post Office for
delivering post to the Isle of Man, and yet it is Isle of Man postal workers still delivering that post
on their rounds. So the Isle of Man Post Office is still bearing the cost but cannot price to win the
contract. You have to wonder what is going on there. (A Member: Hear, hear.)
What we have here is a cash-positive operation with significant reserves and just over
£11 million in the bank. So why, then, is there so much urgency?
I think we all know and we all agree the Post Office is facing significant challenges which it
needs to face up to, and in my view the only way it is going to be able to face these challenges is
with the staff and all the stakeholders on side. I think imposing unwanted changes on staff
without any real negotiation and using this Hon. Court to do so under the guise of urgent
reforms is not only disingenuous, it is completely unnecessary.
During my short stint as a Ramsey Commissioner our organisation went through a period of
change, and to do this while giving proper time for engagement with all stakeholders we ended
up utilising a portion of our reserves, because that is what reserves are there for.
The Chairman might talk of the five-year strategy as how the board will be turning around the
Post Office, but when you look at the document itself it is surprisingly light on detail. This brings
me to the first recommendation that I feel that I cannot support, which is recommendation 2.
The recommendation seems harmless enough, but when you read it closely I feel it has very
sinister undertones. The recommendation starts with asking Tynwald to approve the Post Office
aim to be self-funding. I have no issues with that. It is a bit redundant, actually, because Part 5 of
the Post Office Act requires the Post Office to ensure that its revenue is not less than sufficient
to meet charges properly chargeable to revenue.
The second part of the recommendation makes it clear why they are asking us to support
this, because it is asking Tynwald to support the Post Office by doing a few things: by protecting
the core business, by being efficient and effective, by growing profitably and diversifying
selectively. Those words sounded familiar when I read this recommendation, so I went back to
the strategic business case and it turns out that protecting the core business, diversifying
selectively and growing profitably are all core aspects of that business case document. So by
asking Tynwald to endorse those phrases, to support their aims with these words, are we
actually being asked to support the strategic business case as a whole? If so, that is more than a
little bit disingenuous, tabling a document to be received and then wording a recommendation
in such a way as to imply support for that very same document.
Mr President, I could talk for some considerable time about this document, mainly to
highlight what is not there in some of the rather unrealistic forecasts that have not been
supported when questioned; but I will not be doing that, because primarily the Post Office, in
my view, are not asking for us to support this flimsy business case.
As I said when I started speaking, Tynwald is not being asked to support a strategy, which is
good because there isn’t one, although the wording of this recommendation does make me
wonder. I think we should get absolute clarity from the Chairman before she asks anyone to cast
a vote: are the contents of this document laid for receiving being approved by Tynwald, or not?
It is the third recommendation where some of the real problems lie: pensions. Closing the
scheme seems to be where the union has drawn their red line; not increasing contributions, not
reducing benefits. The union has publicly stated they are willing to talk about these issues.
Closing the scheme to new entrants is the real no-go area. As has already been explained by the
Hon. Member for Douglas East, if this is really the prudent and rational solution to a problem,
then it should be supported, but unfortunately the evidence is simply not there to support this.
Back in July when the Statement was made to this Hon. Court, the Chairman stated that the
Post Office wanted ‘to get back into a profitable position, by making the changes to the
pensions, which have been discussed with many members of the staff and they are quite happy.’
I wonder if, in light of this week’s upcoming strike, she would care to revisit that Statement. The
Chairman also stated in July that closing the pension scheme to new members was being done
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based on feedback from members, and this was again referenced in her opening remarks. So
that is another myth to dispel.
When you look at this Statement a bit further you find that only 35% of pension scheme
members even responded to the survey, probably because the union that represents 60% of
workers had already set its views out very clearly, and it is worth noting that the CMA, the other
union who are described as supportive of all these changes, represents 11 members of staff out
of 324 in total. So of the 35% who responded, only 75% supported closure of the scheme to new
entrants, so only a quarter of members could be said to be supportive of this action, and we
know that 60% of staff are not supportive of this action – they are about to go on strike over this
very issue. So the statement that this decision was based on feedback from members cannot
even be remotely true. We know the vast majority of members of staff are not in favour of this.
They are so not in favour of this they are willing to go on strike over it.
Looking at the rationale for the decision, things get even more bizarre. Section 6.3 of the
report that has been laid sets out the urgent need for pension reform under a title ‘The Case for
Change’. It states:
The IOMPO reported a loss of £1.2m for the year ended 31st March 2018, and is forecasting further losses for the
years ended 2019, 2020 and 2021 …
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It describes the cost of the current pension arrangements as a contributory factor. So, in
essence, the Post Office made a loss and will keep making losses for the next three years, so we
need to make radical changes to the pension scheme. That is almost the entirety of their
argument.
The section also talks a little bit about de-risking the scheme; but as we all know, that is
nonsense. The PSPA have managed to de-risk the existing unfunded public sector DB scheme
with the cost envelope proposals, so if Minister Thomas and Minister Ashford can do that I am
sure the Post Office could follow their example. I wonder why they have not.
Let’s analyse the savings a little bit. I have already outlined how the loss in 2018 was not
quite as presented, so assuming the future forecasts are presented along similar lines – we do
not know; we have no information – I am not sure how reliable that statement really is, and the
Post Office, as I have already outlined, has a track record of making rather unreliable statements
to this Hon. Court.
So, the first question: how much will this change to the pension scheme – closing it to new
entrants – save over the next three years, those three years where the Post Office will be
making a loss? That is what they have argued. We have heard the total saving will be £½ million
a year by year 10, but the reality is that over the next few years the savings from any cost
envelope agreement are where the savings will be made. I asked the Post Office the question
about how much will closing the scheme to new members save over three years. The response I
got back was £21,000 in the first year, £37,000 in the second year and £67,000 in the third year.
That is cumulative totals. So the Post Office board have pushed staff to the brink of strike action
through heavy-handed for a revenue saving of £130,000 over the next three years.
Okay, maybe, but then you dig a bit deeper into that. Some of the assumptions that have
been made underlying those forecasts do not really stack up. They have assumed that none of
the existing employees who are not already enrolled in schemes would join, so they have said no
one is going to join the new pension scheme if they are an existing employee. If they did – so if
you include the existing staff who are eligible to join this new scheme – you end up with an
actual extra cost of £44,000 a year. The forecast savings over the next three years disappear –
they reduce right the way down to £2,000. So the Post Office are pushing their staff to strike
action over a decision that may save them as little as £2,000 over the next three years – and that
is using the Post Office’s own illustrations.
Why are the next three years important? Why is the Post Office referring specifically to the
next three years in its report? The answer to that is quite simple, I think. Every three years there
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is a fresh actuarial valuation that is used to set contribution rates for the next three years. Every
three years the valuation changes and the required contribution rates also change. So by the
time we get to 2021 the predicted contribution rate of 25%, which has been confirmed today,
will almost certainly have changed. Part of this 25% is amortising the current pension deficits. To
give Members an idea of how changeable that is, in 2014 the scheme had a surplus of
£14 million; by 2017 this had changed to a deficit of £5 million. This changes every three years.
So, depending on how that gets treated, the effect on the contribution rate could be quite
significant. By the time any of these changes start to kick in – which will be 2021 – there will
have been another valuation that will show different valuation and contribution figures and will
require potentially different responses.
I talked a little bit earlier about how information is being presented in a particular way to
support a particular argument, and this is a very good example of it. Material savings from these
changes will not materialise for years. There are plenty of other means by which those savings
could be made and it would seem from public statements made, as well as meetings that I have
had with a number of workers and the union, that staff are open and willing to engage with
these other means.
Hon. Members, most of you will not be aware, but the scheme actuary did prepare a number
of possibilities for changes to the scheme as part of their initial valuation and I am aware that
none of those included closure to new members. You may also not be aware that prior to this
sitting the view of the actuary was that in the normal course of events the resources would be
likely to meet the liabilities in full as they fall due, and when making that statement no assumed
increases had been made to contributions until 2021. It is a big increase, but only – and this is
key – if no other changes are made to the scheme.
Do we really think that is going to happen? Do we really think that the public statements by
the union and the Post Office where they say ‘We need to make changes to this scheme’ … Do
we really think they are not going to do that over the next three years? To try and present this
increased contribution rate as unavoidable as an inevitable consequence of not supporting these
proposals is massively disingenuous.
So when all these changes are made to sound urgent and unavoidable, please take that with
a very healthy pinch of salt. The Post Office is cash positive, has adequate reserves, has time
before any significant changes are required and has a supportive staff base who, even according
to the Post Office’s own consultation, are willing to pay more into their pensions. There is more
than adequate time for the board to negotiate with the union on alternative solutions – and
remember, we were promised alternative solutions. I think the Chairman’s earlier reference to
the pension as ‘gold-plated’ sums up exactly the reason the board wants to close the scheme:
they just do not like it. The numbers are not there, but they do not like it.
Throughout this entire process the Post Office has made borderline statements in respect of
a strategy, in respect of Tynwald approval, proposed changes, pensions and the urgency of
changes. Many of these are recorded in Hansard. When you delve slightly beneath the surface of
some of these proposals the case for change really starts to get weaker and weaker.
I cannot for a moment believe the Council of Ministers had all this information presented to
them, nor that they could possibly have considered all of this properly. If they had, they surely
must have reached the same conclusion that was reached by myself and my fellow Members,
who have had time and information – more than is here today – and who have been pushing for
months to try and make sense of some of this as well as pushing for much of the information,
including the business case, to be made public. If I were a Minister sitting here being asked to
support these recommendations off the back of some of this quite flimsy evidence and broken
promises, I would be quite worried right now – unless, of course, I knew all this already and was
more than happy to cause potentially untold damage to a very valued public institution and risk
the livelihoods of over 300 staff on nothing much more than a wing and a prayer. I wonder,
Mr Thomas, whatever happened to evidence-based policymaking?
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As a last thought, I asked a question some months back about what response the unions had
each given to the proposals about the pension scheme, and this Hon Court was told, ‘As
negotiations with both unions are ongoing, it is inappropriate for the Isle of Man Post Office to
comment.’ The Post Office report in front of us talks about how all these proposals, including
pensions and reduced delivery days, are still all under negotiation. So we are being asked here to
make a decision on something that the Post Office admit is still under negotiation with the
unions. This was confirmed this morning in response to Questions: final negotiations are
ongoing. The union had stated publicly that the Post Office had refused to negotiate and the
Post Office had responded that these claims were untrue, negotiations are still ongoing. So the
view of the Post Office is that it is inappropriate to comment while negotiations are ongoing, but
it is not inappropriate to come before this Hon. Court and ask us to make a decision.
Hon. Members, do not be led down the garden path. Do not allow yourselves and this Hon.
Court to be used as a shield behind which the Post Office board can hide from the difficult
decisions they have to make. And do not allow the Post Office to use this debate as a
replacement for real, meaningful negotiation with the union and the staff of the Post Office. I
guarantee you, Hon. Members, when the time comes to stand up and be counted, if Tynwald
approves these recommendations the Chairman will be the first one to say, ‘We were only
following Tynwald’s instructions, only doing what Tynwald told us to do.’
And yet, as the Hon Member for Douglas East, Mr Robertshaw, has set out, we are not being
asked or allowed to be strategic here. He mentioned that we are not talking strategically, and
that is solely because the Post Office board have taken the decision to do that role themselves.
Absolutely fine by me – if they want to box themselves in in that way, it is their choice.
Personally I do not think it is the best way of enabling cross-Government working without
Tynwald support on their strategy and big-picture stuff. I think they will find it very difficult to
get Departments to buy in to the sort of change that is going to be needed. But I would like to
assure the Hon. Member for Douglas East that for the best part of a year Members from within
the Department have been pushing for a more strategic approach – it has clearly fallen on deaf
ears and those are the recommendations we have in front of us today.
Mr President, I firmly believe that the lack of information around these proposals and the
very opaque and unhelpful way the Post Office board has approached this whole process means
that supporting them here today would be an act of gross negligence. Members of this Hon.
Court should not let themselves be led blindly into these extremely important decisions.
I agree with the comments that were made by the Hon. Member for Ayre and Michael,
Mr Baker: the recommendations in front of us show that there is absolutely no vision, no longterm plan other than to cut and cut, and absolutely no recognition of the value that the postal
staff and the postal service provides. The public consultation itself was a joke – 18 questions
about service and no differentiation between business and personal customers. I find it difficult
to see how this can provide real, meaningful feedback.
I would like to echo many of the statements that were made by my hon. friend from Ramsey
and I urge you all, and none more so than the Council of Ministers, to support the amendment
that he has tabled which supports the Post Office but requires them to do the things they were
asked to do months ago, including a holistic review of the business, not just of the retail
network, as well as putting the social aspect of their enterprise and interaction with other
Government services as a core part of their review.
A key part of this amendment requires them to go back and develop firm cost envelope
proposals to solidify the pension scheme. Cost enveloping has been accepted, I think, by every
other group of staff in the public sector, so why is this group of postal workers being treated
differently? Reducing risk, capping liability and securing the scheme are all achieved through the
cost envelope proposals. Closing the scheme entrance does not do anything a properly
established cost envelope will not achieve. The amendment in front of you also supports the
establishment of a defined contribution pension scheme as a voluntary alternative for those
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staff who do not wish to join the existing defined benefit scheme, which will inevitably result in
some of the savings the Post Office is aiming for.
We all know that things need to change, but using Tynwald as a sledgehammer in place of
proper negotiation and engagement is not the way to go. We need a vision of what the Post
Office will look like in 10 years’ time. As a number of Hon. Members have said, we need a
strategy that takes us there and the Post Office board need to take all their stakeholders,
especially their staff, with them on this journey. These proposals do none of these things and so
I would urge you all to support the amendments tabled to ensure the stability and longevity of
the Isle of Man Post Office.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mr Cretney.
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Mr Cretney: Thank you, Mr President.
Can I congratulate the Member who has just resumed his seat and the other Member from
the Department of Economic Development – or whatever it is called these days – who have
been brave enough, despite being the body which is responsible for the Post Office, to speak so
openly. I think that is something that I certainly welcome.
On 30th September I was invited to attend a meeting at the Sefton Hotel by members of the
trade union, the Communications Workers’ Union, and I did so. I have to say I have not seen in a
long time a roomful of people who were so disappointed and disillusioned with the progress, or
lack of it, which was happening with their employer. As has been said already in here, Post
Office staff are very much valued around the Isle of Man and they very much value the work
which they undertake on behalf of the people of the Isle of Man, but there has certainly been a
breakdown in communication in a business which is supposed to be one of communication.
I asked the management of the Post Office if I, together with trade union representatives,
could meet with the board and they were good enough to arrange that after 30th September.
We had a meeting. It was at times a challenging meeting, but it was quite apparent to me that
there was certainly an area where progress could be made in terms of ongoing dialogue
between both parties, which seemed to be, in some instances, absent. I was disappointed,
therefore, that we have reached the stage we have, where I believe that what is before us today
is premature, to say the least.
I certainly support both the groups of amendments that have been put forward by Mr Baker
and Dr Allinson. I think those both make sense to me; I will certainly be supporting them.
I have said also in here previously that I do not believe that the present management are
responsible for the situation that the Post Office finds itself in presently. It is world
circumstances in terms of the way things have changed, but a management failure earlier to pick
up that things were changing and they needed to do things differently, and I regret that very
much but I do not believe – and I have said it before – that is the fault of the present
management in here.
If I could just address a point that the Hon. Member, Mr Robertshaw mentioned in relation to
supporting the Post Office in terms of parcel delivery, as the person who took the Isle of Man
Post Office legislation, in I think 1991, through the House of Keys as then Chairman of the Post
Office, the exclusive privilege related only to letters and I just worry a little bit that if the Hon.
Member is saying now that there should be additional protection for the Post Office versus
other businesses who are in that area … I do worry a little bit about that, I have to say. But I
certainly agree with the points he makes in relation to people going round in the back of cars,
dropping off parcels and stuff. That is a different matter altogether and I welcome what
Mr Ashford, the Hon. Member for Douglas, has said this morning – that his committee is going
to take into account the points that were raised by Mr Robertshaw in that regard.
One of the things that in discussion with the management of the Post Office I again raised
was this subject of hubs around the Island whereby a number of services could be provided in
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post offices which would be of benefit to a number of different Government Departments. I was
told – and I think this is very sad – that there was not a lot of enthusiasm for other Government
Departments to get engaged in that. I think we, as Tynwald, should be saying to other
Government Departments … If I am right, I think we should be saying to them let’s try and
explore this, let’s try and work together to recognise the social value, as Mr Baker has in his
proposals, and what can be done collectively around the various elements of Government to
provide a service to those in particular you represent – I no longer have a direct representation
of the people, but all the Members of the Keys have – and I think that would be welcomed
Island-wide. (Mr Robertshaw: Hear, hear.)
I did not come with a prepared speech and I do not want to be repetitive because each time
this matter is discussed in here I get up, I say that I used to be a postman and I say that I was
sacked (Laughter), but I still, together with the public, have a great deal of loyalty to the Post
Office and I hope that Tynwald will demonstrate that today by supporting both groups of
amendments.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Miss August-Hanson.
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Miss August-Hanson: Thank you, Mr President.
I know that not everybody in this room agrees with the approach that the Post Office is
taking in coming to Tynwald with the recommendations it has for reform, but I hope that
Members do understand that it is attempting to be brave in a declining market for the universal
service obligation (USO), which is currently being propped up by commercial activities and
protected by the privilege under the Post Office Act 1993, which is what has just been discussed
by my colleague on Legislative Council, Mr Cretney.
Can I suggest that perhaps it is time, then, that we look to update the requirements of the
universal postal service to meet the needs of customers and alternative means of delivery,
which is precisely what a number of people in this room have been discussing – or a number of
Members in this room, I apologise, have been discussing – over the course of this debate. (A
Member: Court.) Court.
I will not look to repeat what has already so eloquently and passionately been put certainly
by the Member for Douglas East, Mr Robertshaw, but in my capacity as a Member of the
Legislative Council and, as part of that role, as Vice-Chair of the Isle of Man Post Office, I will
speak to its legislative needs as it attempts to navigate through what lies ahead.
In Part 2, section 10 of the Post Office Act we find reference to the so-called postal monopoly
and in it the law bestows the exclusive privilege of conveying letters. Exclusive privilege is
granted in return for its undertaking to supply a postal service for all residents that meets
Government requirements. This includes daily collections, deliveries to all parts of the Island,
maintaining a range of affordable services to worldwide destinations, single-tier pricing and the
provision of postal offices.
But each and every Member of this Hon. Court knows that the mail’s market is constantly
evolving with technological advances in communication and in the availability of exponential
technology. Just think of the rise of telecommunications, the internet, e-commerce, and soon AI.
There has been a sustained decline in letter mail – we know that – due to electronic diversion
and changing customer needs, with the Isle of Man Post Office having seen an average volume
reduction approaching 50% over the last 10 years, 7% per annum over the last three. That trend
presents a challenge for the business as revenues from letter mail are increasingly insufficient to
cover the largely fixed costs associated with delivery of our obligations.
Parcels income growth, however, does not offset letters income decline. The cost of
providing the basic services has risen, whilst overall revenue has fallen. However, the
requirement on the Isle of Man Post Office to continue to supply the same level of service to all
Island residents under the Post Office Act remains, and here lies the dilemma. The privilege
under the Post Office Act 1993 is increasingly falling out of line with the cost it is incurring in
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maintaining the Island’s postal service, but the growth in parcels … Those services are outside of
the universal service obligation. The protection afforded to the Post Office via the USO is
becoming less and less, and that means that the Post Office has to compete on a commercial
footing. It is unable to do this on expensive public sector terms and conditions when competing
with the private sector, whose terms and conditions are significantly less. The privileges under
the Post Office Act increasingly do not compensate for the costs that we are incurring
maintaining the whole-Island postal service, hence requesting Tynwald’s agreement to cease
delivering letters on a Saturday, concentrating instead on priority parcels and other premium
products. We need to find a way to define a process for reviewing requirements in the exclusive
privilege, specifying that it is granted for the purpose of supporting the USO, and as a
suggestion – an easy win – perhaps we might look at simplifying the definition by reference to
weight and price of a postal item rather than by a letter.
As Members have previously said in a sitting of this place, the Post Office needs to consider
the social needs of the Island – we have talked about that at length – that sits in section 2 of the
Act in the general duties of the Post Office. A great many Members have different individual
interpretations of what that means, so you can imagine how difficult that might be to quantify
for the Post Office.
Then there is a market to purchase old discounted stamps from dealers who sell old stamps
issued by the Post Office at a discounted rate. Often that is in order to provide the full current
postage amount – more than one stamp is affixed to the postal item. Whilst at some time in the
past the Post Office would have had the revenue of the stamp item at the time, we are today
incurring the cost of processing these items without receiving any of the revenue for it. Is there a
way to amend the legislation to continue a new prohibition on the import into the Isle of Man of
un-cancelled postage stamps issued by the Post Office or that they would cease to be valid after
a certain date so that they cannot be used?
Why can’t we just clear it up to provide us with a better foundation stone than what we
currently have right now, which is outdated? Unregulated parcel operators are now operating
on the Island as well. Many of them are non-Island based, and because they do not maintain
reasonable levels of pay and conditions to Island workers they are gradually eroding the
capability of companies like the Isle of Man Post Office to be able to win profitable work to allow
for reinvestment and growth. That is fact. The Post Office and any other Isle of Man licensed
delivery company should be able to compete fairly against other companies in the parcels
market, but with the gig economy allowed to flourish unregulated, put simply we need to ensure
that the exclusive privilege is appropriate to meet the service obligation.
I thank Hon. Members for hearing me out. Thank you, Mr President.
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The President: Hon. Members, that is a perfect time to take our lunchtime break.
I make a reminder of a general meeting of CPA members during the lunchtime break.
The Court will now stand adjourned until 2.30.
The Court adjourned at 1.02 p.m.
and resumed its sitting at 2.30 p.m.

Isle of Man Post Office –
Debate continued –
Motion carried

2595

The President: Please be seated, Hon. Members.
We resume our debate on the Isle of Man Post Office and I call on the Hon. Member for
Middle, Mr Shimmins to speak.
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Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
I listened with interest to the speakers before lunch and my overall impression was actually
to take a step back and try and think about why we are in this situation. The context to this of
course is technological change; this is social trends that are driving a lot of the issues that the
Post Office is facing – this is email replacing letters. Actually, that feels really hard and that feels
very unfair if you are working for an organisation which is in that situation; you have been
disintermediated – to use a long word. Actually, this just feels unfair because you are doing a
good job, but actually technology has changed that job significantly.
So I have a great deal of sympathy for those who are in that situation. And of course they are
not alone, because tens of thousands of bank cashiers used to be employed across the British
Isles, and many thousands of branches have closed because the internet has changed the way
people do their banking, and now it is unusual to see many cashiers in banks. And many bank
branches have closed here in the Isle of Man. As a former bank cashier many years ago, it is
something I regret and something that I feel some sympathy for, and I hark back to those days,
but that is the harsh reality of technological change.
You see that in other industries as well. We used to take our holiday snaps to the chemist and
we used to go back a week later and collect them – it just feels like an incredible thing now
really, when you think of where we are, and clearly people like Kodak have struggled as a result
of that. If you look at other aspects of our daily lives – HMV, Woolworths – we used to buy CDs
and we used to buy DVDs, but technology has changed that. I think it is very important that we
understand that is the context to this whole situation that we have got, where email is replacing
letters. But that does not make it any easier and it does feel unfair if you are working in that
situation and when you are doing a good job.
However, I looked at Mr Baker’s amendment and in the context of this technological change
when we talk about requiring the board to maintain the size and scope of the Isle of Man Post
Office, it just does not feel realistic to me in this kind of changing world – it almost feels a bit of a
Luddite approach and so unfortunately I will not be able to support that.
I listened to some others who talked about some of the other things that the Post Office does
at the moment – and I cannot remember, forgive me, whoever spoke on this – but they talked
about the payslips which are posted out every month, in most cases, to Government employees.
The Hon. Member for Douglas East, Mr Robertshaw mentioned that – and there are about
10,000 payslips that are posted out at the moment. Other organisations stopped doing that
years ago and people download their payslips. To suggest that we would want to keep on doing
that, for whatever reason, really does feel an extraordinary thing to do when it is no longer the
norm – it is another artificial subsidy, if you like. I understand why it will not be welcomed by the
Post Office, but when you take a step back from that and you look at it and you think, ‘Why
would you do that?’ It just does not really work on a number of levels.
I note that this week I received an email, as I am sure other Hon. Members received an email,
saying, ‘Please do not stop the paper car tax discs, or vehicle excise duty discs’; and the whole
premise of that was actually that it will damage the Post Office counters business. Again, I
reflected on that and I thought, ‘Well, elsewhere have got rid of that and it is now done
electronically’. You have got an electronic disc. It feels that – again, why would you do that? It is
an artificial kind of desire – perhaps an understandable desire – to resist change. But if you take
a step back from that you think it is actually quite dangerous once you fall into that kind of
mindset, because it means that you do not really want to change anything. You will always find a
reason to keep things which you think fondly of from the past. So I would really just caution
Members about that.
I mean, at the moment our Hospital sends out letters to people for appointments.
Unfortunately, sometimes the attendance record for those appointments is not great so the
Hospital is now looking to text people. I am sure most people who go to the dentist or the
doctors’ hopefully get a text now, and they have got higher percentage rates for people turning
up to these appointments. So are we really saying that we want to keep sending those letters in
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the knowledge that actually that will mean there will be more missed appointments? I do not
think that makes sense, although I understand why we would want to do it from a Post Office
perspective.
I absolutely understand how hard this is, having worked for an industry which has struggled
with this. The point I would make, though, is the longer you delay making decisions on this, the
harder they become, in my experience, and I do sense there is a reluctance to grasp some of
these nettles from speakers that I have heard before.
Another point I just wanted to make again, my hon. friend from Douglas East,
Mr Robertshaw, talked about strategy and the lack of strategy. I absolutely like to see strategies
in organisations, I think it is fundamental. But I was slightly concerned with what I then heard,
and I wrote this down, because what I heard was, ‘Tynwald should help the Isle of Man Post
Office win the parcels war’.
Now, that I found quite difficult because, Hon. Members, there is a large employer in my
constituency which employs over 100 people, that is well regarded and it has been established
for over 30 years in the Isle of Man – it is not a fly-by-night organisation, it is not a gig economy.
And when I hear we want to help the Isle of Man Post Office win the war on parcels, that feels
really unfair on these people who are employing lots of people and who have built up their
business. I understand why postmen feel it may be unfair, with some of the things they are
looking at in terms of technology change.
Hon. Members, that is not the answer but any monopoly, from what I can see, is attractive –
so that is effectively what is being proposed. A number of people have said, ‘Actually, let’s
change the rules; let’s change the rules governing our postal service to make sure there is no
competition’. Now, there are different ways of doing that, and again people will say that is
another subsidy, but any monopoly probably makes sense for those people working for that
organisation. But it has some major downsides for the rest of our Island community. So I would
urge a real degree of caution on that type of proposal in terms of putting in place monopolies,
particularly when there are reputable businesses, long-established businesses in the private
sector which are already doing it. That is part of Dr Allinson’s amendment.
So I regret I will not be able to support that or Mr Baker’s amendment but I welcome the
debate that we are having on this important issue and I do understand how difficult this is for
those people who are having to deal with this technologically driven change.
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The President: Hon. Member for Garff, Mrs Caine.
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Mrs Caine: Thank you, Mr President.
When is a strategy not a strategy? Perhaps when it is also a business case. Weeks ago we
received the final draft of the strategic business case from the Post Office and then a strike is
called by the main postal workers’ union. We get a robust statement and counterclaims galore.
So who are we to believe? How do we find our way through the mire of manager versus
postie? For that is what this feels like – management versus worker. How did we arrive at this
impasse? Why is it we are here today with some apparently expecting Tynwald to determine
whether or not this strike shall go ahead on Thursday and Friday this week? And why was there
so little engagement and negotiation? Oh, sorry, that was also denied, refuted and a robust
response issued. Who to believe?
Well, can I confess I am fed up with robust statements? I am perplexed how the third mosttrusted public service is suddenly facing the chop, or certainly cuts to the service. Why has it
gone so wrong? Turning back to basics, Tynwald Members supported the Chair, the
Hon. Ms Edge to discard the distraction of corporatisation – that was off the table; so the focus
could be squarely on the vision for the future to enable the Post Office to develop a strategy to
ensure a sustainable future for the Isle of Man Post Office. Instead, we got the strategic business
case and page after page causes me concern.
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Setting aside it is dated from 2017 and we are already at the end of 2018, this appears on the
surface to be a business case for a business-like restructuring of the Post Office, putting it on a
business-like footing, making it a business – a profitable, sustainable business. Well it has
previously been profitable so Treasury surely wants its pound of flesh, its couple of million
pounds’ payment; but suddenly, dramatically and calamitously for the postal workers, it is
seemingly no longer profitable. So the board, being business focused and bringing their
professional expertise and business brains to focus on the issue, have come up with a strategic
business case to put it on course for a profitable future.
But that jars with me. Aside from the forensic accountancy assessment so thoroughly
undertaken by the Hon. Member for Ramsey, Mr Hooper that calls into question some of the
figures, the remaining big-picture vision is still blurry in my eyes. Is the Post Office a public
service or a business? Did we knock on the head corporatisation, only to get it by the back door?
Shall public workers, with outdated terms and conditions – Ts & Cs that managers have
neglected to update for 24 years – be penalised because for once in its history it made a loss?
Not a massive loss, but on paper in fact an actuarial loss, and future predicted losses because of
actuarial reports and gloomy forecasts over pensions and future business.
It is accepted that letter volumes are declining and are unlikely to survive. We all accept the
world has changed and any business must adapt or decline. So I could entertain the possibility of
reducing letter post to five days a week – no big deal for me. But dig a little deeper behind the
glossy strategic business case and we hear that means significant job losses – hopefully
voluntary redundancies, but redundancies nonetheless. And then how will the business expand
and become profitable? How will it take on new services, such as community hubs referenced by
the Hon. Member of Council, Mr Cretney; or such as the often-suggested Island-wide ‘Call and
Check’ service?
Where does the Post Office see itself in five or ten years, because that is not apparent to me
from this document? My main worry is that supporting recommendation 3, as tabled, and
possibly recommendation 2, before us today, sends out a message that the public service of the
future will not care for its workers – it will permit reduced salaries. I am also not sure exactly
how that will sit under equality legislation. The plan is for a starting salary £8,000 lower than
currently, plus a reduction in allowances that will seriously impact many workers. And this is
about people – the people who deliver the public service of the Post Office. But all these
changes and reductions is all for what future exactly? For what savings? The figures do not stack
up.
The grand plan is pessimistic: it is based on worst pay and conditions for workers, minimal
savings for the employer on pensions and based on the employer contributing less to those
pensions. Meanwhile, predictions for future expansion or growth seem over-optimistic. I do not
quite see how the IMS department – their Integrated Mailing Solutions business – is going to
recover from a £431,000 loss to make a serious profit for the Post Office. I do not see the
necessity to disadvantage new starters by such a significant reduction in salary and terms and
conditions, and that will also disadvantage the existing workers long into the future. But mainly I
do not want the details to come before Hon. Members. As the Hon. Member for Douglas East,
Mr Robertshaw, said that is a matter for management and the board and its Chair, who should
be eager to get to the negotiating table and to agree a compromise way forward for the
sustainable future we all want to see for the Post Office – and to avoid any strike action.
It would be brilliant for us to focus only on the strategic direction but the details have been
put into our hands as the case for change by the Post Office, and we must understand the detail
to determine whether or not the business case will achieve its aims. Is the Post Office a business,
as it would seem the board feels it must be, to deliver dividends to Treasury? Or is it a public
service, or perhaps a social enterprise? My fear under the current strategy, which has only three
years to run, is that it alienates its core customers, becomes unprofitable, uncompetitive and
anachronistic.
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If it fails to deliver profit – which seems likely on the business plan sketched in the strategy –
where does it go from here? Further cuts to deliveries to the retail service? Further reductions in
allowances and pensions? Privatisation? Even on pensions, we are informed the Post Office
pension scheme is fully funded so it is a good time to close it to new entrants, protect those
already in it and start a defined contribution scheme to new members. No more new starters on
the defined benefit scheme. But it seems to me the savings are principally in the reduced
contributions the employer would make, disadvantaging the next generation of workers. They
have been based, as Mr Hooper said, on assumptions that are not clearly articulated and do not
seem to stack up, and result in savings over the next five to 10 years. Is that really evidence
enough to pull up the drawbridge and say, ‘We’re all right Jack, but any new starters can get
paid less, get fewer allowances and less pension at the end of the day too’.
This is a time that Government should be encouraging everyone to take out a pension
scheme, to plan for a more comfortable retirement. This is the time when the board and
management urgently need to get back to the negotiating table with the unions representing
the majority of its workers. Let’s hear a compromise and agreeing a way forward, not of
contingencies and how management can break the strike. I have witnessed the fallout to a
previous public sector strike. The damage since the bus strike over TT 2013 will never be
overcome until the protagonists retire. Bus Vannin is still divided – there are two factions who
barely speak to each other and it does not make for a happy working environment for anyone. I
do not want to see the Post Office go down that route. I would urge management and the board
to get involved and listen to the posties – as the workers generally, in my experience, know
exactly what is needed to fix any issues in the business.
Mr President, it should be apparent that I cannot support recommendation 3 for ideological,
moral and philosophical beliefs and I firmly believe the workforce deserves a better, fairer
future. I am supportive of the amendments and I trust these will allow a breathing space for a
more workable proposition to be brought forward for the Isle of Man Post Office. As the Hon.
Member for Ayre and Michael, Mr Baker said, it is understood what a national asset we have in
the Post Office and it is necessary to build a plan and repurpose it for the future. I am not
convinced the board’s strategic business plan will accomplish that, but I am content to support
the amendments to enable the development of a new vision and strategy for the Post Office.
Most fundamentally I think this Hon. Court, and indeed the Island, needs to determine what it
wants the Post Office future to be – commercial or community-focused? Public service, private
business or social enterprise? Until that basic question is answered I do not believe there will be
any workable strategy or a sustainable future.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Member for Douglas East, Miss Bettison.

2790

2795

2800

Miss Bettison: Thank you, Mr President.
It was a privilege and an honour to serve as Vice-Chairman of the Board of Isle of Man Post
Office. During my time I witnessed first-hand the passion and commitment of all staff members
throughout this highly valued Island organisation. I also witnessed the passion of the board, the
executive and the management to work to secure its prosperous future.
There is no question that traditional post office services are declining and we are moving
apace towards a digital economy. This is evidenced through the declining mail volumes and the
move away from traditional transactions within our network of sub-post offices. Convenience
and a drive to reduce costs within both Government Departments and external organisations
have led to many of the counter services that the post offices have relied on, simply
disappearing. The executive and management teams have spent a huge amount of time
exploring new opportunities to expand services and secure additional business to stabilise the
position of the business. In some areas they have been successful and in other areas they have
not gained the traction they had hoped for.
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One of the challenges they face is competing with companies that deliver parcels using
exclusively zero-hours contracts. We should not, and we cannot, expect our Post Office to
compete in an impossible market. Making amendments to pensions and moving to a defined
contribution scheme for new starters would provide assurances for current staff relating to their
pensions. I understand fears of a two-tier system, but changes were made within our
Government schemes with current scheme members protecting their rights and new joiners
entering on new terms. Has this led to a two-tier system?
We must not wait until we reach the cliff edge. We must ensure sustainability for current
employees as well as creating a new pension scheme available for both new starters and those
who have not yet joined the current pension scheme if they wish. Those seeking employment in
the future and considering the Isle of Man Post Office as an employer would be able to examine
the package of benefits, including a defined contribution pension scheme if that were
supported, and decide if that employment suited them. This is no different to any other
employment decision that people make throughout their lives.
Personally, I was very interested earlier in Mr Cretney’s comments. During the early part of
this year I was Vice-Chairman of the Post Office, Member of DHSC responsible for Adult Social
Care, DHA Member responsible for Prison and Probation Services, as well as reviewing our
library services. The level of overlap is huge. As a Government we run many services that have
failed to evolve in a rapidly changing digital world. Many of the same themes arose again and
again. I wholeheartedly support the concept of community hubs providing necessary services in
a strategic and coherent manner, but our whole Government system is designed to trip up
projects such as this where we must work together, (A Member: Hear, hear.) as Mr Robertshaw
frequently tells us.
What is clear to me is that the current board were appointed to the Isle of Man Post Office
and, as with various boards over the years, they were sent on a journey. At that time, the
particular journey was one of corporatisation. In a world where the mail services were in decline
and the Post Office was at risk, they were focused on corporatisation as a result of a Tynwald
debate. They were aware also of many other Tynwald, and external, reports each with its own
recommendations – some accepted, some rejected and some amended. Corporatisation has
now been taken off the agenda to allow the Post Office to focus on its statutory obligations and
commercial activity; and rightly so.
The board also comprises political Members and as we have seen today we are not all on the
same page at the same time. Every two and a half years the political Members of the board are
changed. This gives just enough time to develop a strategy, consult on it, engage with
stakeholders, obtain Tynwald support and then just as the implementation of the bits that
Tynwald might have liked is being planned, the chairmanship and political direction changes.
How is this conducive to coherent policy and strategy? (Two Members: Hear, hear.)
If we ran our public transport services like this we would tell the driver that the route was
Douglas to Onchan, that is his USO and that is what he must do – he or she. We would then tell
the driver to carry on to Ramsey and just as they travel through Laxey we would advise that we
are not going there anymore, turn around and go to Peel. However, the driver might tell us that
there are three other bus companies also going to Peel, but we are going to continue anyway
unabated. At some point perhaps we will decide that the bus should increase the charges and
perhaps pull the bus in to gather the increase in fares from all the customers already on board.
There is a real possibility before we get to Peel or Ramsey, the bus will need retiring from service
as buses will have been completely superseded by driverless electric vehicles and we were so
busy deciding the route, we missed the bigger picture!
In this description ‘we’ is Tynwald and the bus operators and drivers have been forgotten. I
feel we are really at risk of this happening in our Post Office. Will we cause more years of
confusion and distraction with further amendments to recommendations? Or will we allow the
Post Office to make the changes it must to meet society’s needs of a modern Post Office? Years
of uncertainty are what have led to our Post Office seeking consensus for things that are and
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should be operational. As Mr Robertshaw said, we are here to facilitate and enable, not obstruct
and disable.
I will be supporting the motion as laid by the Post Office and Ms Edge.
A Member: Hear, hear.
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The President: Hon. Member for Ayre and Michael, Mr Cannan.
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The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Cannan): Thank you very much, Mr President.
We have had some very interesting contributions today and I understand some of the
frustrations that have come from some of the Hon. Members. The Post Office has been with us
for many decades. Many of us in this room have grown up with the Post Office. Many of us will
remember the days before computers and the internet when we would go to the post office, or
our parents would go to the post office and probably take us along as well, for a number of often
daily items of importance, including paying bills, posting letters, collecting letters, collecting
parcels, pensions and a number of other items.
But, as Mr Robertshaw, helpfully, I think, this morning pointed out, rather than taking our
frustrations out on the board of the Post Office, which is what some Members in here have
sought to do, we need to look closer to home because it is this place, in this Court, whereby we
are dictating and setting the pathway for our services for our community and trying to keep pace
with the pace of technological change.
This morning, Mr President, I received my vehicle licence application form in the post from
the Department of Infrastructure. It used to be the case that you would pay this at the post
office predominantly but now the option is to pay it online. It took me two minutes this
lunchtime to pay it online. I did not have to queue, I did not have to get in my car, I did not have
to burn fuel going there and I saved myself, in doing so, some pennies – some valuable pennies,
which I will not necessarily have noticed at the time but will presumably help me pay for my
next cup of coffee or go towards my next leisure activity or help buy some more clothes for the
kids or for whatever purpose.
The point is this Hon. Court is promoting digital strategy in our Government. Millions and
millions of pounds is being spent throughout Government promoting digital strategy and here
we are today talking about – some Members talking about – the other side, how we can actually
find Government services to put over to the Post Office when we are taking some services away
from the Post Office. So it is a very muddled and difficult picture, and who can blame the board
in those circumstances when they come with a very difficult strategy and, unfortunately for
some of the Members, have not painted quite the perfect rosy picture that they would have
expected. Instead, what I think the board have done today is they have come along with some
actions that they need to bring about to provide a platform for them to move forward and to
enact broader change.
If you were in a business and you were uncertain about your way forward and you were
losing money, and despite what the Hon. Member for Ramsey says – and I am very surprised at
him for talking about paper losses – when you look at your accounts and see that your turnover
is decreasing and your costs are going up, then you will want to take action and you will want to
take action quickly, particularly if this has been an ongoing pattern. To suggest that somehow
the Post Office starts burning through its reserves whilst it starts waiting to find a way forward is
not going to solve anything, it is going to make the situation worse. Those reserves may well be
needed in the future to help protect members of pension schemes, possibly, if there is any
question or further question about the sustainability of those schemes.
I know the Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Callister, seems to think there is absolutely nothing
wrong with the schemes. The bottom line is they fluctuate, they change. The actuaries always
have a different view. The problem is they are clearly unsustainable. Nobody is running these
schemes anymore, Mr President, outside the public sector. They have been shut down. If
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actuaries thought they would succeed and they were feasible and sustainable then they would
all be in existence. Our constituents, my constituents, your constituents, no longer have access
to these schemes. They are not sustainable.
So it was incredibly helpful, I think, Mr President, when we got the letter from Mr Pullinger
this week, of the Communications Workers’ Union, that set out along with the Four Pillars
document, clearly the need for reform in the Post Office and the need to reform pay and
conditions, particularly the pension scheme. In the third paragraph of his letter, Mr Pullinger
helpfully informs Hon. Members that the Post Office scheme is fully funded but needs a solution
because higher contributions are required. He then indicates that the necessary adjustments will
need to be made to respond to the greater contributions required.
But put in simple language, Mr President, Mr Pullinger is saying, in my view, that he notes the
scheme is unaffordable and that it needs more money or else it is going to need its pension
terms adjusting. I think in many ways that letter was good news. To me, it accords with the
views laid out by the Post Office in their strategic proposal and we can clearly see that his union
has reacted to this in the UK by helping form and create proposals for a collective defined
contribution scheme, otherwise called a CDC.
This is at a very early stage of development and whilst there is and appears to be broad
welcome for these types of schemes, there have also been siren voices that have termed these
schemes as a leap into the unknown and with the potential to cause irreversible
intergenerational injustice. I am not going to judge today the rights and wrongs of these
schemes, but I do note that the UK government is still in the stage of consultation for
introducing the legislation, and the impact assessment with that consultation says: ‘The
objective is to introduce more flexibility in occupational pension provision so that the pensions
industry may offer a new type of occupational scheme that is more sustainable for sponsoring
businesses than a DB scheme.’ I do note the words ‘more sustainable’. It does not imply to me
that these schemes may not run up liabilities in the future.
But the key point I think is that Mr Pullinger and the views of the Post Office management
and board are almost exactly aligned. What the Post Office are asking for today is, in principle, to
get on and decide how best a collective DC scheme might work and bring back those proposals
for legislative change. Bring them back, Mr President.
So why then, I must ask, also in that letter does Mr Pullinger go on to deny that the final
salary scheme should not be closed to new entrants and to argue against that, and to argue that
the scheme is affordable, when clearly he has already noted that more contributions will be
required? Why the fuss, Mr President? Is it because Mr Pullinger thinks that the numbers are
wrong? Is it because Mr Pullinger thinks that a DC scheme is not the way forward? But, if so, why
is he collaborating in such a way on the one in the UK? Or is it because on a point of principle
Mr Pullinger has been told that the final salary schemes are no longer sustainable and do not
work and that we must move to a defined contribution scheme or with-profit scheme that he
may not have sanctioned?
I suggest that the stance of Mr Pullinger has nothing to do with the reality and everything to
do with the flawed principle that closing the current scheme to new entrants is somehow
harmful to the principles that he believes in. But I do not believe, Mr President, that we are
actually far apart, nor that we should seek out to smash the Post Office or battle our way
through.
I would suggest instead that what we need to do, what we all need to do, is we need to work
to reform and shape the Post Office to face its future challenges, and that when it comes to
pensions, though, we must accept that it needs and means change. The rest of society has no
access to these schemes; why should the public sector and associated public businesses think
they are any different or think that they are any more sustainable in public hands?
I know that many in this Hon. Court and across the public sector recognise that, and that is
why we are engaged together in seeking a way forward for the Government Unified Scheme,
and that an option that we continue to discuss in great detail and with great seriousness is
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closing that scheme to new members. We are not doing that because we want to weaken
people’s working terms, but because we have to protect their futures.
That is what the Post Office are saying to us in their motion today. They are saying we must
protect the existing workers, we must protect those who are already in the existing scheme, and
that we have to find a new way forward for new employees – and we should respect this
position. Postmen and postwomen should respect the position and recognise that closing the
scheme to new entrants will protect their futures and that allowing new entrants to have a
properly designed defined contribution scheme will protect their futures.
I say this to the workers: when you joined you knew that a lifetime service would give you a
defined income benefit in your retirement. I emphasise the word ‘would’ because that has
always been the case. But ‘would’ is starting to turn to ‘might’, or at least it will if the Post Office
carries on.
Why not give future generations a chance with a modern defined contribution scheme that is
flexible, meets the standards required by pension freedoms, gives them a pension fund they can
monitor and see and grow, a pension scheme that is effectively transferable should they want to
leave the service? That is what the Post Office are stating with recommendation 3.
The evidence is that Mr Pullinger knows this has to be done, but I say to Tynwald that we
need to support the Post Office to protect their current employees’ pensions and to give the
new entrants every chance to have a modern flexible pension that is sustainable and affordable.
We should not be cowed away from making the right decisions and from protecting people’s
pensions, because that is what the Post Office board are seeking to do and that is what they are
seeking support for. Not to give them the support would just be foolish.
We must accept the reality of the situation and keeping the scheme open does no favours to
its members – none whatsoever, Mr President. It puts the pensions into a higher risk category.
No, no, no. Do not be misled. The actions of the Post Office board, in my view, by coming
forward with this statement now will protect the future, not dilute the future.
Mr Pullinger calls for strikes and battles. We should call for a recognition that the action
required at number (3) on the Order Paper of the strategy is the action that is in the best
interests of the postal workers and is the right way forward. And the right way forward is to
move forward, recognising that reform is in the greater interests and not only that, not only in
the interests of the Post Office, but also more broadly for society in terms of protecting the
value of the Post Office and also in the interests of fairness to create more of a level playing
field. Our constituents cannot access these schemes. That does not mean to say we should not
seek the best outcomes for people, but we can do that with a defined contribution scheme, a
scheme that will give people greater flexibility, greater freedom, more control over their own
pensions and will provide them with sustainable and affordable pensions into the future. Let’s
not turn ‘will’ or ‘would’ into ‘might’ or ‘can’t’.
I just want to deal quickly with the amendments that were calling for greater public services
to be delivered from the Post Office. I have heard a lot today of people calling for that for
community hubs, but what exactly is going to be delivered? Social services? Medical services?
Care services? When you say community services what exactly do you mean?
I would say to Hon. Members this: there will be a cost to this. There will be a cost for delivery
whichever way you want to spin the dice. If you want to deliver social services then somebody
will have to give up the social services they are delivering and pass them through to the Post
Office. That means within that Department or Government office, jobs will be most likely lost
and the cost centre will then simply be transferred; or will it be transferred, will they be
managed by the Post Office but paid by the Department or how will that actually work? Because
nothing is for free, Hon. Members. There is no magic money tree here that is just going to start
paying for everything because we have lost ourselves in some sort of Nirvana of perfection.
What I will say to the Post Office board is that they do need to take every action in their
power to find an innovative way forward that allows access to services where possible and to
find as many ways that they can in which the Post Office can realistically serve the community.
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But let’s get the organisation to determine the way forward, let’s get the board, give them
the power and the ability to determine the way forward. We need to put our trust in the board
that what they are bringing forward today is not perfection – nobody, I think, is saying that it is –
the board indeed themselves say that they have more work to do, but it does give them a
platform – a platform that anybody in their circumstances would want to seek to address. They
almost have to step back before they move forward in some circumstances. Businesses need to
refine, ensure that the practices that they are using are right for the circumstances and that the
undertakings and commitments and liabilities that they have are affordable into the future.
Now is the time, Hon. Members not to get lost and wait and delay and procrastinate because
you have a view of a perfection that may or may not be out there. Now is the time to accept that
the board are acting in the best, or trying to act and seeking to act, interests of the Post Office;
and most importantly, they are not trying to denigrate terms and conditions for workers or find
or dilute pension arrangements. What they are doing is seeking realistic, appropriate and
affordable ways to address the issues that they are facing. The defined benefit scheme is not
sustainable into the long term. The longer members of that scheme are paying in, the more
people that join the scheme, the likelihood is that those liabilities will increase and further
alterations to people’s terms and conditions around the pension scheme will be facing challenge
and change.
I say let’s work with the Post Office, with the Post Office management, board and indeed the
staff to move forward, but in moving forward we must also accept that sometimes we need to
make difficult decisions and the platform that is provided today from the board is a step forward
for a better, secure, more affordable Post Office, and we should support that.
The President: Hon. Member for Arbory, Castletown and Malew, Mr Cregeen.
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Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Mr President.
Just to record my position as a past member of Isle of Man Post Office.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Lord-Brennan.
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Mrs Lord-Brennan: Thank you, Mr President.
I was not actually planning to speak today. I certainly was not planning to move an
amendment, but I am going to. I am getting back to the debate that was at the very start of this
topic and I think actually there was quite a lot of consensus really amongst all the things that
people were saying.
The Hon. Member for Ayre and Michael started off by saying: is the vision really there? Is
there more work that needs to be done on that? I have been left with the feeling that there is
something a little bit lacking with the vision and the strategy, but I have also had to ask myself is
it reasonable that we would expect that the Post Office is going to come up with what we as
Tynwald are really expecting or perhaps wanting the Post Office in the longer term? I think that
is the bigger question really.
When you go around and talk to individual Members, and I do not have a long background of
dealing with the Post Office and the involvement of Government and Tynwald, but they do say
actually in the future I think there will be a different way of doing things and there is talk of
community hubs and one-stop shops.
But the question is: is it reasonable to expect the Post Office by itself to even explore this or
even consider this? I am not really sure that it is. I think that some of the things that have come
out are that we need to have more strategic thought, there needs to be maybe more comfort
around what the vision is for the Island’s Post Office, and has been borne out in many of the
speeches today, about the social value of the Post Office.
There is also the issue about management and operational issues versus strategy. I think that
even today we have seen that we are hopping around between issues about pensions, about
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how many days a week post is delivered, and yet we do not really feel like we have been able to
get a grasp or get some kind of consensus around strategy. I agree with the Hon. Member for
Douglas East that we need to let the Post Office do what it needs to do and perhaps there is a
call for strategic thinking that has gone unanswered in terms of us here.
There is a bit of an overlap in some of the things that we are discussing and I think we do
need to provide something that will allow us to look at the bigger picture. Part of that bigger
picture is provided for in legislation when it comes to exactly what we are expecting the Post
Office to do and what is needed to come back to Tynwald for approval; and I think that that
perhaps does need to be reviewed, else we may end up coming back to looking at the same
individual issues rather than the bigger picture of how we can support and work with the Post
Office and make it fit for purpose in the future – with the Post Office, because it is not just down
to the board. I know there has been engagement around it but I just think there needs to be a
bit more of a structure between Government and the Post Office to address some of these
issues else, do you know what, they will come back or we will keep talking about them, but they
may not get addressed.
So my way of dealing with this is to add to the original recommendations that really,
essentially requires that the board in conjunction with the Council of Ministers working party –
and I do appreciate we are revisiting some of the things from a few months ago, but I think they
need to be – to develop a vision and strategy for the Isle of Man Post Office to include the idea
of community hubs – there is no reason why that cannot be explored and you cannot have a
Nirvana of everything; I get that but there is something in that, I feel – and to further work on
the Isle of Man Post Office as an integral part of the community.
We know that the Post Office helps deliver public services and, as the Hon. Member for
Douglas East, Clare Bettison, has said, there is lots of duplication, there is lots of crossover.
Maybe this would provide a way to look at that.
Then the final point was the review of the legislative provision. I think just some sections of
the Post Office Act and about really what Tynwald is looking to weigh in on, vote on and what
we can just say to the Post Office, ‘Actually, no, that is for the Post Office board to deliberate
and deal with,’ and that sort of thing.
I think my amendment has been circulated and I hope that it is a worthwhile addition and
represents the spirit of the things that have been articulated in various speeches today.
Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move:
To add at the end the following additional paragraph:
[6.] Requires that the Board, in conjunction with a Council of Ministers working party, develop
a vision and strategy for IOMPO to include:
 the idea of community hubs;
 further work on IOMPO as an integral part of the community;
 work with Government Departments to deliver public services; and
 a review of current legislative provision regarding the role of IOMPO and what matters
are for Tynwald, as a frame of reference for strategic and operational matters;
and report to Tynwald with recommendations no later than October 2019.
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The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Poole-Wilson.
Mrs Poole-Wilson: Thank you, Mr President.
Likewise, I was not intending to speak on this motion today, but listening to the debate does
bring me to my feet because there are some things that I get the sense that this … First of all, I
will second Mrs Lord-Brennan’s amendment in the hope that it will help to bridge a gap that I
think currently exists for this Hon. Court.
The thing that I think there seems to be consensus around in this Hon. Court today is that the
business model for the Post Office has changed and will continue to change. That is absolutely
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clear, others have articulated that. I think the thing that was articulated in July this year was that
this Hon. Court felt that the Isle of Man Post Office was also unique and had a unique role to
play in our society and in the way we can deliver more than post, but services.
Yet today we have a motion before us which to my mind feels like this Hon. Court delving
into the operational decisions of the Isle of Man Post Office, and I think that is what we are
wrestling with in truth. I think the Hon. Member for Douglas East, Miss Bettison, articulated it
very well, that we should allow the Post Office to get on and do what it needs to do to address
the challenges that it faces. As Dr Allinson, the Hon. Member for Ramsey said, you understand
the purpose of a Statutory Board; we create Statutory Boards and we tell them to go off and do
things for us because we expect them to do it.
So to come back and ask us to opine now on what to do around the detail of their pension,
what to do around the operational issue of how many deliveries, feels wrong to me. The Post
Office has obviously had to come back to this Hon. Court because of the present structure that is
in place, but personally I feel minded to support the original amendment put forward by the
Post Office because I have to trust that the Statutory Board is doing what we expect it to do. I
have not read all of the detail that Members of the Department for Enterprise may have read,
therefore how can I opine on the detail of this? I have to trust that the Statutory Board has done
the appropriate job.
However, the gap seems to be – and I think Mr Robertshaw, the Hon. Member for Douglas
East, also articulated this well – that we are not connecting up the operational issues that the
Post Office board is having to address with this broader strategic vision that we are looking for.
We seem to have a disconnect.
I hear what the Hon. Treasury Minister said about how is this all going to work in practice? If
we are going to have community hubs and we are going to have social care and we are going to
have different services provided, how is that going to work? Are we going to move people from
the Department of Health and Social Care into a community hub? Where is the cost centre going
to be?
This is exactly what the Hon. Member for Douglas East, Miss Bettison, said: our current
system trips us up. If we think there are good outcomes to be had in terms of the potential for
community hubs, in terms of the joining up of services, whether it is libraries, whether it is
certain sort of other social care, our current systems trip us up because we end up getting lost in
the detail about where the cost centre sits and whose responsibility it is, and we stop delivering
the outcome; and that is exactly the bus driver analogy that Miss Bettison so clearly painted.
How do we fix this? I think I would like to support Mrs Lord-Brennan’s amendment because
at least what it is doing is requiring the Post Office board to sit with members of the Council of
Ministers and crack some of this around. Is there any scope for some of the things that
Government currently does to be done more efficiently, more effectively in perhaps new and
different ways? We do not know because we are reliant on Departments sitting down with the
board of the Post Office to really properly be innovative and explore this. If the answer is no
then the answer is no, but at the moment I feel concerned that we do not have anything in place
that is trying to bridge this gap.
So I am minded to support the motion as originally put forward, with the addition of
Mrs Lord-Brennan’s amendment, and I hope that if people do not find the amendment
appealing they have got some other useful thoughts as to how we bridge this gap, this strategic
gap, as to how we do not lose an asset that everybody thinks could play a really innovative and
interesting role in our future and the provision of services but does not see the way of evolving
to get there.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Members, a third amendment has now been moved and seconded.
Hon. Member, Mr Moorhouse.
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Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President.
I do recognise the challenges which are being faced. If you look at the adjacent Island, over
the last decade many companies in this sector have gone out of business. Quoted companies
such as DX, Connect and, of course, Royal Mail have all seen their market value slashed in recent
months and their future is questioned. The pressures in this marketplace cannot be
overestimated. I worry about this survival programme being based on the fundamental error
that we can compete with the private sector despite our inevitable increased costs, short-term
contracts and razor-thin margins.
I have issues in terms of the core elements of the survival plan. The focus should be on the
core business costs and revenues. Things are changing quickly. What we have in front of us could
potentially look very attractive next time we review the Post Office. Certainty and a strong
future for the Post Office is something we must try to achieve.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mr Crookall.
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Mr Crookall: Thank you, Mr President.
I will start off by declaring an interest as a former Isle of Man employee as a postie, and as a
member of the Isle of Man Post Office Pension Scheme – that now makes three of us in here
who have declared an interest, and it is good to see so many of our former colleagues in the
Gallery today. It does say something when the Gallery is full, but obviously it is a discussion that
is going on about something that involves a lot of our locals, a lot of our constituents and a lot of
people that do a job in the community that is very valued.
I am not going to go on about the whys and the wherefores, and the terms and conditions
and the pensions, because that has all been covered very closely this afternoon whether it be by
the Treasury Minister or Members of the Department, or whoever. They have all been covered.
But I will say that when the Treasury Minister was speaking he was talking about the digital
strategy and the way things are moving on and things are changing and reforming
Isle of Man Post Office workers are not against that, they are with that; they just want people
to take them with them. When there are going to be changes they want to be talked with, not
talked at. They want the unions to go into meetings to represent them with the executive and
for people to stay in there for the whole of the meeting, and then when they come out of there
they know that everybody understands what is going on. That has not been happening and I
have not heard that denied at all, that when people go into meetings they do not stay for the
whole meeting.
We talked about protecting their futures; putting our trust in the board. How can you do that
when the board come to visit the Department once? They might have spoken to the Minister
and the Chief Executive more than once, but they came to the Department once and spoke to
the four Members and said, ‘We will come back to see you later’ – and then they sidestep us and
go round to the Council of Ministers. (A Member: Hear, hear.) That is why you have got the four
speeches, from the three other Members of the Department and myself, today. The Chairman
said she would come back and see us, and did not do that.
It is a shame we are having this debate today, surely all these issues should have been
resolved beforehand with the unions and with the workers, and we should have been here
today having a conversation where we should have all stood up and agreed; and you would have
had a strategy for the future for the next five years. But we are not. It has not happened.
The communication between the Post Office executive and the DfE Members was a huge
mistake – not coming back to see us was a huge mistake and it now puts the Department in an
awkward position – and the Council of Ministers, I think. I would like the Chairman, when she is
summing up, just to let us know how many times she has met with the unions and Mr Pullinger –
how many meetings and how many full meetings has she stayed in there for?
Mrs Poole-Wilson just said, ‘Allow the Post Office to get on with the job and do what we are
expected to do’. Part of that job is communicating, whether it be for the Post Office delivering

________________________________________________________________________

454 T136

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 11th DECEMBER 2018

3210

3215

3220

3225

3230

letters or for the executives communicating with everybody else, they should be communicating
and communicating properly. That is not happening. (Mr Cretney: Hear, hear.)
I stayed out of a lot of the meetings that went on in the Department and the meeting that
Mr Cretney mentioned before, when they were invited down to the Sefton. I thought I would be
conflicted but I have taken advice and I am not conflicted, and I am quite glad in a way. I do not
think the Chairman and the Post Office have acted properly on this.
Mr Hooper said earlier, promises were made and have not been kept. ‘Take the staff with
you on this journey’, he said. How absolutely right – take the staff with you. Because with any
job, in any company, whoever it is, your staff are your asset and if you do not take them with
you, you have got nothing. And the Chairman, just to sum up, said this morning, ‘Strike action
will not win’. Let’s hope it does not get to that; let’s really hope it does not get to it. And the way
she said it was very antagonistic, I thought – should not say it.
Mr Robertshaw talked about the ‘special service’. It is a special service and we all recognise
that, as are others – but they are a special service. I know they go beyond the call of duty more
often than not.
I will just finish off with, it may well be that a few very carefully chosen words by the
Chairman this afternoon might change a strike happening this week and they might be able to
get around the table and talk properly like they promised to, with Mr Pullinger and the rest of
the unions. I hope that can happen and if you think about the words when you are summing up,
I really do hope that people will go away from here, not only from this Court but also from the
Gallery upstairs and go back and talk to their unions and say, ‘Can we get round the table and
sort this?’ And I hope that offer from the Chairman is made.
Thank you, Mr President. (Interjections and applause)
The President: There will be no clapping or noise from the Public Gallery. If that happens
again I will have the Public Gallery cleared.
Hon. Member for Douglas North, Mr Peake.
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Mr Peake: Thank you, Mr President.
We have heard this morning that the board are committed to acting in a financially
responsible way, whilst providing services that meet the needs of the Island’s community. That
is the job of the board and they are trying their best to do that. It is a point of massive change.
The internet has brought many benefits to everyone in here, but the Post Office has got a
massive challenge in how to deal with that reduction in the amount of letters.
A number of amendments have been coming today, and to talk about the Hon. Member for
Ayre and Michael, Mr Baker, he said that there was no vision there and we need to start with a
vision. Well, I think the vision is there. The board have actually put down a vision and it is one of
sustainability – that is what they are working towards, making it sustainable. So I cannot support
those amendments.
And Mrs Lord-Brennan: thank you very much for the amendment. I think there are some
great points in there, you have obviously been listening very carefully to what has been going on
today and you really highlighted some of the new things that have come about. But my concern
is that it is like another meeting with the Council of Ministers and the board, and I think we want
some sort of clarity and focus now, and really the board needs to be doing that. I am hoping that
the board will be talking to the members tomorrow – they promised to do that and I think that is
a great opportunity for them tomorrow to do that, and to come up with a solution for the whole
of the Post Office and its members.
So, the recommendations: that is what the board has done; the recommendations are here
before us just to agree. The board is putting forward an idea to protect the accrued rights of the
Post Office workers now by bringing in a new scheme for new members that protects all the
accrued rights of the members now. Recommendation 4 is to reduce from six to five days of
delivery – now, 66% of the people who replied in the consultation welcomed that. So that is the
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feedback that they have heard, listened to and are acting on. And then recommendation 5 is to
listen to the consultation feedback and engage more with the public so they can work on a
format of delivery of retail services. So they are listening again, and they need to try and work
on a way forward for this.
So I will be supporting the recommendations.
Thank you very much, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Member for Middle, the Chief Minister.
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The Chief Minister (Mr Quayle): Thank you, Mr President.
I will be very brief. If I could just draw Hon. Members to what we are being asked for today,
because I think the damage potentially is in the next report. If you analyse the first item, it is just
to note something, so that is not really anything to concern us.
Item 2, we then move on, that the Post Office aims to be self-funding as defined within the
financial duties by protecting its core business. I cannot see anything wrong with that.
Item 3 is a key one and I would be concerned if I was a member of staff; but, equally, I would
be concerned if I was a member of staff that nothing was happening. Now, I have been debating
public sector pensions back in 2012 when I gave my first key Budget speech that they are Ponzi
schemes, and if we do not do something about them then our staff will wake up in the future,
like members of the Irish public service did, to letters saying that, ‘Your pension, which you
thought was going to be x is now reduced to y’; and then a few months later they got another
letter saying, ‘ … and y has now gone down to a’. I do not want that for our hardworking
workers. I want them, when they retire, to know that they are going to get what they have been
promised; and it is up to responsible politicians to deliver that.
We are incredibly lucky that the Post Office have reserves in their pension fund and that we
can look at a new way to ensure those people who are working already, or are already retired,
will receive what they have expected and that new people coming in will have their own pot so
they know where they stand when they retire. That is incredibly important and the fact that we
can do that without impacting on the current workforce is only down to the fact that there is a
pot. The Post Office put money aside, unlike the public sector pensions when it was only put
aside in recent times. There is a good pot of money that has been put there which enables them
to do these changes without impacting on the staff.
Now, obviously we have asked all our workers, from doctors, nurses down to the Water
Authority, our Electricity Authority workers, to pay more and receive less. And that is something
we have obviously done in this Hon. Court too. I think speaking to the postmen that I have
spoken to, they concede that their concerns are over some of the terms and conditions, which I
will discuss later on in recommendation 5. So I do not see how anyone in this Hon. Court can in
principle not support this, because it is in principle. The principle is we have to do this, and that
is to support and ensure that when people retire they get what they expect, not to get a letter
later on where they have not had chance to put extra money aside to suddenly find their
pension cut. So it is responsible that we look after –it might not be popular in the short term, but
it is the right thing to do, to look after our workers.
Now recommendation 4 says ‘approves the reduction of letters’. I note that is not parcels, I
am led to believe parcels are still going to stay for the six days. It has been out for review and it
would appear the majority of the public are accepting of that.
Recommendation 5, I suppose, is where the key wording is, because it is saying that ‘the Post
Office will undertake further work’. I think we can all agree that I am sure the Chairman and the
Deputy and the board will work with close relationships with the unions, to ensure an equitable
deal can be negotiated; and that the Post Office will report ‘back to Tynwald with its results and
recommendations no later than October 2019’.
I suppose really what I am saying, Hon. Members, is that is the time when we are going to
have a pretty tough debate, because that is the time when the real change will happen. This is
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just … the recommendations before us are not majorly affected – the biggest one, as I say, is the
pension, but that is in principle and it is a principle that we have already agreed with all the
other unions on the Isle of Man.
Thank you.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mr Henderson.
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Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
I have listened to the debate with great interest and, like some other Members have pointed
out, it is a debate perhaps I would rather not have had happening today, (Mr Crookall: Hear,
hear.) and in some ways in the tone and vein that it has become. Although all contributions, I
have to say, have been level and well delivered, so there is no problem with that.
What I would say though is that we have come to a situation where we are fighting fire with
fire and really, to me, as a past negotiator with some industrial relations experience under my
belt, I would see that probably not as the best way forward and I would say to the Chairlady of
the Isle of Man Post Office just to think a little when you sum up. I know you will, but I think
what Mr Crookall said is probably the most poignant point of this whole debate where we might
be able to move forward on a more positive front depending on how we finish up this afternoon
with the words that you say.
It kind of puts me in a cleft stick of a situation really, because I can see why the Post Office
want to make changes, or the executive and the board, and I can fully appreciate the pensions
picture, having been involved in bringing the changes to the Isle of Man state pension in
2014-15 to this Court, where we had one humongous debate over all that and so on, and with
depletion of funds in the background, and then we had the public sector service debate on those
pensions. As the Hon. Treasury Minister has pointed out with regard to that, you cannot move
forward in an unsustainable position. I worked hard with the unions at that point in gaining a
compromise going forward and we got to where we are today as far as that goes.
But there was negotiation after negotiation after negotiation, if you like, and a technical
advisory group was set up with staff side representatives, with staff side pension experts and
from Government HR. And that seems to have worked fairly well up until now because the
situation was then accepted – that if your pension is under threat or the reserves are likely to
run out then you have to do something, you cannot just keep going in the same direction and at
the same burn rate.
So with regard to the pension issue, I have to say you need to think about what is being
proposed here today. In my view, having had quite a heated debate with the Chief Executive the
other day at a briefing over this matter, I would say that with regard to the pensions you are
going to have to have a look at that and that may well be the best way forward. The thing that
was not on the table for me when we were discussing the public sector pensions a few years ago
was the fact that current membership has a chance of being protected. That cannot be sniffed
at.
With regard to how I see the contentious issue that is with the reduction of the extra rates
and allowances and so on, I was given to understand that there was some degree of protection
being offered on the table with regard to that. I am getting some nods but … and I was given to
understand possibly it could be looking at a 10-year thing on that or moving towards some sort
of protection time period anyway. Let’s put it like that. I would like the Chairlady to come back
and give us some clarification on that because that is important – very important – and we need
to know just exactly where we are with that because that would give me some comfort in regard
to the staff who may be affected with all this.
I would also like to know, if this motion went through this afternoon when would the effects
of it be felt by staff, ultimately? Obviously there has got to be some work-through period. That
would be interesting to know.
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Finally, Eaghtyrane, with the issue of strategic direction and so on, I feel a lot of the
amendments are pointing to that fact, but for me personally that is something that has not
come through with this strategic report and, to me, it is lacking the vision and commitment to
increase in the business in whatever innovative ways and in whatever strategic way the business
should be driven forward and look at in the broader picture. I think that seriously needs to be
looked at.
I am not being critical of anybody, Eaghtyrane, but I draw from the analogy from years ago
when all the shops were changing to switch cards and the plastic revolution was coming in, and
Regent Street Post Office, as was, was still not accepting plastic for maybe a couple years – it
could have been longer – after. You still had to write cheques in there, as opposed to all of the
other shops in Strand Street where you could just have your card swiped.
That is the kind of analogy I want to use to try and get through to the board of the Post Office
that really the issues that are affecting you now have been slowly building up over the years and
you have almost suffered – well, you have, you have suffered – from strategic drift and seriously
need to look at the market and what you can get yourself into.
There have been some wonderful initiatives up there and I have to highly praise the, for want
of a better word, photocopying and archiving department that was initiated, where I had, for
personal use, some huge documents scanned and archived on to disk and memory stick for
myself. I was most impressed with the service that was offered. It was excellent.
So things can be done and I just hope we can broaden our horizons and move forward with
intent on building businesses well, Eaghtyrane.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Hendy.
Mrs Hendy: Thank you, Mr President.
I had not planned to speak this afternoon, as many of our Hon. Members had also not
planned to do. However, the debate has been so interesting and I felt I did have something extra
to contribute.
I have swayed between one set of amendments and another, and I think I am coming down
to one set of amendments. However, I wanted to emphasise that communication is everything
that is vitally important in whatever field we are talking about; and lack of communication and
good communication and understanding and really listening is so important. I think maybe that
is what has been lacking at times in this interaction between the Post Office itself and its
workers.
I think I said in the July debate that our postal workers are such an important factor in this
conversation. They are a valuable asset, without which this service could not operate. I know
through my work in local authority housing, our direct force labour team were our eyes and
ears, but also we actually got so much back from our posties who would come to us as a local
authority landlord and say we have not seen Mrs So-and-so for two or three days and we would
have to go and visit them. That informal community service is happening, although it is not
formally in place. I see great potential in that aspect of the service that the Post Office could
provide in the future. (A Member: Hear, hear.)
This might not be quite so well accepted, but I also worked in local authority when the
Whitley Council transformed into the public services provider and there were changes in terms
and conditions that at times were difficult to accept. You would have someone applying for a
post senior to the one they held who were going to end up with terms and conditions that were
not quite so favourable but gave security into the future. That might be something that has to be
part of this dialogue, but I think what is important is that we do allow trust to be part of the
dialogue we have with our Statutory Boards as well as providing for future exchanges and
renewing the overall strategy.
On that basis, I would support the amendments proposed today by my learned colleague,
Mrs Lord-Brennan, in that that gives the opportunity – Oh, yes, she is very learned! (Laughter) –
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to let the Post Office take the initiative that they have come to us today with, but also to
consider a fresh approach going forward to these other aspects that may form part of the Post
Office’s role going into the future.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Member for Ayre and Michael, Mr Baker.
Mr Baker: Thank you very much, Mr President.
I stand to speak to the amendments. In particular the amendment from my friend,
Dr Allinson from Ramsey, and in particular his amendment to recommendation 3, which is all
about the pension element of what the board are proposing.
It boils down to a different approach to trying to achieve the same thing. Both the board and
Dr Allinson are explicit in trying to achieve pension sustainability. I would draw Hon. Members’
attention to the final part of Dr Allinson’s sentence which says the:
… Board to negotiate with all employees and their representatives as appropriate to make changes to the existing
[pension] scheme to ensure its long term sustainability and affordability;
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There is no denying the issue from Dr Allinson. There is no burying your head in the sand.
There is an issue, as I acknowledged in my opening remarks. We all recognise that change is
required and it is likely that some changes are required to the pension schemes.
If you listen to some of the comments that have been made, the implication is that unless
you vote with the board’s recommendations, you are somehow a pension denier and somehow
ignoring the issues. That is not true. Dr Allinson is making it explicit that changes are required to
ensure long-term sustainability and affordability, but what he is saying is involve the employees
and involve their representatives, which is a theme that has been repeated about
communication and engagement right around this Hon. Court through these last few hours.
So the board and Dr Allinson are both trying to achieve the same option, the same outcome
in terms of pension sustainability, but they have got different ways of achieving it. There are
three main implications, okay.
Firstly, the differential treatment of current members as against future members. So the
board’s proposal effectively says current members, ‘Look after yourselves. Don’t worry about
future members. Don’t worry about those who are coming down the line to do your roles in
future. Just look after yourselves.’
The second element is around who bears the investment risk from the pensions. What the
board are saying is all the risk goes on the employees. They are the people who can least afford
it. The whole point of collective pension arrangements is to share the risk across a bunch of
people who will retire at different times and for whom fluctuations in pension entitlement could
have a major impact on their future prospects. Through the board’s scheme, effectively, it is a
defined contribution and you get whatever benefit your investment generates, and if you do not
generate a very good investment, well, that is just the way it is. That is how a defined
contribution scheme works. The amount going in is known, the amount coming out is not
known. The individual employee is the person who takes that risk.
Thirdly, the difference is the level of contribution. Let’s be really clear, the real place that
financial benefits come from switching from a defined benefit to a defined contribution scheme
are not intrinsically the difference between a DB and a DC scheme, it is the level of funding that
is going in. What the board are proposing is to slash that level of funding that is going in. I think
5% is the level of employee contribution which is being proposed under what is being circulated,
compared to a level of around 20% that has been talked about before.
If you put less in you are going to get less out. If you put less in you are going to get less out,
so there are only two outcomes: either the employees are going to have to pay an awful lot
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more or they are going to get far poorer pensions in the long term; or they are going to have to
work an awful lot longer.
That is the reality of the different schemes that are on offer. The board have got one solution
to this; Dr Allinson has outlined an alternative. But Dr Allinson is not saying that the board has to
go down this road; what he is actually saying is approve in principle the intention to bring
forward proposals to offer a voluntary defined contribution scheme – it is a voluntary defined
scheme, not a compulsory one – and instructing the board to negotiate with all employees and
representatives to make changes to ensure long-term sustainability and affordability. That is not
an irresponsible way forward at all. It is to achieve the same objectives but in a different way.
My view is this Hon. Court should back Dr Allinson’s amendment to number 3, to leave all the
options open and to protect the best long-term interests of the employees of Isle of Man Post
Office and to show a spirit of working together in collaboration to solve these issues.
Thank you very much, Mr President.
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The Chairman: Thank you, Mr President.
I will talk to the amendments that are before us today first, and then I will sum up. With
regard to them, firstly I think it is vitally important to let all Hon. Members know that the reason
for the changes to the pension is to protect the current workforce. Obviously yes, there will be
additional contributions from the workforce but the contribution that is expected by 2021 by the
business is no longer affordable. I think people do need to be very conscious of that.
I will speak with regard to Mr Baker’s amendment today. Unfortunately, the Post Office
cannot support the amendment. It talks about the unique attributes, capabilities and social
value of the Post Office. The Post Office’s core business we refer to in our vision includes its
social and financial obligations under the Post Office Act, so I think we already cover that within
our strategy.
With regard to recommendation 7, the Post Office has always been supportive of a broader
role for the network and being part of a broader Government community hub strategy.
However, Tynwald first needs to define what enhanced public services are. The Hon. Member
for Ayre and Michael, the Treasury Minister, made it quite clear that none of this will come at no
cost to this Government. Hon. Members, it will not come at no cost; there will be costs or there
will be movement of people, and that is not a way forward under the present regime. We need
to be able to have the format as a board to come back in October 2019, which is what is in our
own recommendation 5, and come back with those proposals which are sustainable for the
future of the Post Office and the post office network, and obviously the vision of what we can do
with the post office network, which is so valued within the community.
Recommendation 8 requires the board to maintain the size and scope of Isle of Man Post
Office until the vision is approved by Tynwald, unless any such changes are approved in advance
of Tynwald. Putting the sorting office services aside, the network is made up of independent
businesses, private businesses that offer postal services under contract. Services need to be
viable. While we will encourage retailers considering giving notice not to give notice until the
outcome of the Tynwald approval next year, if a retailer gives the required notice on their
contract for service then the Isle of Man Post Office is bound to accept it.
Under the current procurement process it will take six months to procure a new provider. On
the basis that the requirements for a new provider are clear in terms of geographical boundaries
that do not encroach on other providers’ remuneration etc., financial benefits need to be
suitably attractive to garner interest. It is unrealistic to expect businesses to be interested in
creating a service prior to Tynwald reviewing and agreeing the changes. Just to reiterate: that is
what recommendation 5 is.
So the Post Office will not be able to support Mr Baker’s amendments.
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I move on to the Hon. Member for Ramsey, Dr Allinson’s amendments with regard to the
pension and ‘approves in principle the intention’. I think we all need to remember in this Hon.
Court today that we are approving in principle and we will have to come back with legislative
changes to the Hon. Court. The introduction of a new contract, defined contribution personal
pension scheme, does not require a legislation change. The Post Office can go away and work
that model up. The Post Office has been in discussion with respective unions for some time on
these recommendations and I did circulate to all Members – and I hope you have all had time to
read it – but these are the negotiations and the dates and times that we have had negotiations
with our employees, with the various unions, employee groups and working parties.
Recommendation 4 on Dr Allinson’s amendment, with regard to the six days to five days …
Our postal workers, when they met with the Hon. Member of Council, Mr Cretney, advised us
they had been asking for a five-day week for years, and we as a business support that reduction
to a five-day week. I know a lot of people say that other jurisdictions are considering other … We
contacted Jersey and Guernsey yesterday and they have confirmed there is no intention to
increase back up from a five-day week. We are honouring what the workforce have asked for for
numerous years.
With regard to recommendation 5 and the universal public service provider, the universal
service obligation is an obligation imposed upon a statutory or licensed body that they will not
undertake to be a purely commercial enterprise. In this case, section 2 of the Post Office Act
imposes a duty on the Isle of Man Post Office to provide a service throughout the Island, and as
such it would fall within this definition, namely for the conveyance of letters, as to satisfy all
reasonable demands for them. The retail network is a means of providing auxiliary services.
We will not be supporting any of Dr Allinson’s recommendations.
With regard to the Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Lord-Brennan and the suggestions that she
has put forward, there is nothing stopping the Post Office doing what is suggested. We do work
with our sponsoring Department and we do work in collaboration with all of our Departments
that currently deal with the Department of Infrastructure for vehicle licensing. So, currently we
have that ability to do that.
I will move on to pick up on – and hopefully not keep you too long – with regard to what Hon.
Members have said before us today.
From Mr Baker’s point of view – and I think it is to be able to plan for the future – I think
recommendation 5 does give us that opportunity. We have always said, from the motion in July,
that we will work with Mr Baker and welcome his input into recommendation 5 so that we can
look at the vision of the future. We have a vision for the future but I do not disagree that it is
perhaps not open to everything that everybody would envisage in a hub. But obviously we have
got to consider costs with all of this.
Just to move on to Dr Allinson with regard to his experience with a Statutory Board, I am
pleased that he said that and about being financially responsible, but I would also … We are
acting responsibly as a board. We are trying to make the Post Office sustainable for the future,
and taking all of that into account, we have come forward with recommendations that we feel
are going to sustain that Post Office for the future and all of its workforce.
Alteration to terms and conditions is normal business; it is operational. A number of
Members in here today have said that Tynwald is trying to get embroiled in operational issues
for terms and conditions within Isle of Man Post Office. We have an executive team that
negotiates with the said unions, with the employees, and that is just normal business practice.
I will move on to Mr Callister. He said that there was not clarity in DfE and at times the
dialogue appeared to be shut down. I am not sure which Department Mr Callister is working in,
and also the Hon. Member of Council, Mr Crookall said that we have not spoken to them, but
they have both contradicted each other as Members of the said Department. I would also like to
say at this point it is really disappointing that the Members of the Department for Enterprise,
Mrs Caine and Mr Callister, have not visited Isle of Man Post Office. They have listened to the
workforce, they have listened to unions, but they have not visited the executive of Isle of Man
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Post Office and I find it discourteous to the executive team and the board of the Post Office not
to have done that.
I will move on to Mr Robertshaw. I will try and be as brief as I can, but thank you for your
support. There are always wise words from the Hon. Member for Douglas East. Recognising the
gig economy, we are working with the Chief Minister’s committee to ensure that the gig
economy … and the Post Office is part of that process and that we will be contributing to that. So
thank you for your comments on that.
Just with regard to pay slips electronically and they are no longer delivered by our fantastic
workforce, that has actually impacted on the Post Office for £70,000, so these are all issues that
are coming down the line at the Post Office that we have taken into consideration when we
have come forward with this strategy.
To move on to Mr Hooper – I am not really sure whether there is much to say, but they are
his views with regard to the finances. Isle of Man Post Office’s finances, like anybody else’s, are
scrutinised by independent auditors and figures which … They are the same auditor as the Isle of
Man Government, so they are approved and they are confirmed by auditors on an annual basis.
It is not just the accountant at Isle of Man Post Office; they are independently assessed. I feel
that at points throughout his debate he was wanting to micromanage the Post Office and our
accounts.
He did comment about being uncompetitive. We are currently uncompetitive in many areas
due to our high operational costs, so the board have considered all this and we feel that we will
bring ourselves back into a profitable position within the period of the strategy document.
The savings that we wish to make on the pensions are long term for the future of all
members within the current scheme. We are doing this to protect the current workforce, to
ensure that their future contributions are delivered to them when they expect it on retirement.
However, any delay in making any of these changes to the pensions … and hopefully following
discussions which will be taking place tomorrow we will reach some agreement, but any delay
costs the Isle of Man Post Office £40,000 per month. When you are already in a loss-making
position that is perhaps showing to people that it is not affordable and the Post Office and the
unions and the workforce need to look at ways forward to protect it for the future for all.
Cost sharing has been mentioned and part and parcel of the negotiations is to look at cost
sharing with the employees. If we do not do anything, the contributions to employees, if the
Post Office cannot afford to put any more in, could go up to as much as 12%. We do not what
that for the workforce; we want to come to some consensus that limits that, but also there is a
cost-share allowance agreed.
The Hon. Member of Council, Mr Cretney – I really appreciated the day that Mr Cretney took
to come and meet with the board and I wish he perhaps could have worked a bit closer with us
at times, but for reasons this was not possible. But I totally acknowledge that he said the
changes are not due to the current management, they are inherited from previous boards, and I
find that … Thank you for recognising that changes perhaps should have been identified earlier
and brought forward.
I would also like to thank my Vice-Chair, who came next, for her support. It was difficult
coming into a board partway through strategies and developments. The previous Vice-Chair I
think summed up the work that she had done prior to our new Vice-Chair, Miss Tanya AugustHanson. I thank her for her comments today.
Mr Shimmins talked about social trends and technology. I think we are all very aware that
that is one of the biggest impacts that have hit the Post Office and the postal business. It is not
just in the Isle of Man, it is throughout the world, and the postal industry in general is
recognising that.
Mrs Caine, Hon. Member for Garff: when is a strategy not a strategy; managers versus the
posties. I totally refute that. Management are not against the posties. They are a trusted,
valuable workforce that we will do everything we can to negotiate with.
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She also mentioned ‘Call and Check’. Call and Check is an initiative that is being carried out in
Jersey by the postal workers, but they have done it in conjunction with the Department of
Health and Social Care. It is not a Post Office idea that we would bring forward. That would be in
conjunction … We have discussed this with the Department of Health and Social Care but that is
further negotiation that … When we come back in October 2019 there is always opportunity. It is
still open for us to have those negotiations if it was felt it was the right thing. Obviously there
are costs to anything you introduce that is not already happening.
I am trying not to miss anybody out. I think Mr Henderson was next. Apologies if I do jump
through anybody, but we have debated long and hard. Mr Henderson said about negotiations,
about the board and that he wants to seek clarification on protection. We are still negotiating
this. We are negotiating with employees on various terms and conditions and obviously there
will be ongoing discussions tomorrow, so once the outcomes of those discussions … I am happy
to report to all Members what the outcomes are and the way forward. With any changes to any
employee terms and conditions – we have seen it with our teachers, we have seen it in various
places throughout Government – there is always a protection element that you put in. It is not
an immediate reduction to employees; there is always protection. So the Post Office would not
view that as any different.
I know I have got Mr Crookall on here, the Hon. Member of Council. We value our workforce
as much as Mr Crookall does and we are very proud of the hard work that they do in our
communities. Some of the comments made were his opinions and he is quite entitled to those,
but I do not feel that it is the board of the Post Office’s responsibility to do negotiations with the
unions. I am happy to meet with them, but the executive are still at early stages of negotiations
and I think it is appropriate for the executive to continue with those negotiations at this time.
Mr Moorhouse said about the challenges in the market place, the core business, costs and
revenues and continuity for the future. I totally agree. He recognises the volatility that is in the
market and the same applies to our pensions as well.
I thank Mrs Poole-Wilson. She identified that the Post Office is unique but also identified that
it is not for the floor of Tynwald to debate hardworking employees’ terms and conditions. That is
down to operational matters for the executive.
Mr Peake summed it up, really, the Hon. Member for Douglas North: financially responsible
and needs to meet the demands of the community and employees. I just thank him, really, for
his comments. It is identifying that we have got to be financially responsible as a board. That is
our role and we feel we have come forward with recommendations that will be in that
responsible board to ensure that the Post Office is sustainable and it protects the Post Office for
the future moving forward, to get back into a profitable position.
I would also like to say at this point that we need to thank our Treasury colleagues for
supporting the Post Office in a reduction in the levy that we will be paying to them this year, and
we have negotiated for the following year but the outcome of that we are still to hear. I do not
believe any of the previous boards have actually approached Treasury for that in the past, so we
are moving forward and we have had the support from our Treasury colleagues.
I would like to thank the Chief Minister, the Hon. Member for Middle, for highlighting what is
actually before Members today: it is to approve in principle on the pension and we will have to
come back with the legislative changes. I appreciate that and thank you.
I suppose just to sum up, our postal workers are valued by us. The pension contribution, I
have said, is £40,000. The average postal worker’s pay is £33,000 per annum. I sat in a
committee last week with the Department of Home Affairs, and new constables in the Police
Force are earning £20,000. We want to make sure that we have got a workforce that we can
sustain for the future. We recognise that we are going to protect current employees and that
the average salary is that figure. (Interjection) We are not impacting on our existing employees
with these changes. It is all about changes for new people coming in. It is no different to any
Government public sector workers – they have all had changes to pensions and terms and
conditions. We have done an independent process with regard to job evaluation, so it has been
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completely independent. It is the whole workforce. It is not just one group of the workforce; the
whole workforce has been independently assessed and the outcomes of that are still going
through negotiations. I know there was comment with regard to an £8,000 reduction in salaries.
I cannot say more today, but we are still in negotiations and we are wanting to negotiate with
our valued workforce to make sure that any changes that do come forward to anything are done
in a fair manner. That was what the board has set out to do from the outset.
I suppose really to just sum up, I will repeat the words from this morning. I am not asking
Tynwald for any additional funds; all I am asking for is support to ensure that we are sustainable
for the future. We are not coming to this Hon. Court to ask for money in the future.
Mr Cretney: Could I ask if the Hon. Member might give way for a moment?
Could I ask the Hon. Member if she could clarify the figure of £33,000 that she has just
stated? Could she let us know: is that across the whole business, or is she talking specifically
about Post Office workers in the postman/postwoman category?
The Chairman: Thank you, Mr President.
The figure that I have in front of me is just within the postal workers. It is an average, so
obviously there are some who could be lower and there are some who could be higher, but it is
the average.
So, just to sum up, we as a board have come forward with recommendations that we think
are financially sustainable for the future of the Post Office. I hope that Hon. Members will
support us today and I think the Post Office has been debated so many times that we need to
make sure that we are moving forward and progressing to ensure that we have a Post Office of
the future.
Within the social survey that was done recently, the Post Office and the postal workers
scored very highly. (A Member: Hear, hear.) We have a fantastic workforce that have kept going
with their determination to succeed with all the challenges that they have faced from things that
have come down the line that were not expected, and they have kept going. I just want to stand
up today and say our postal workers got an award at the Awards for Excellence this year for the
great work that they do at Christmas with Hospice and that. That is recognition of the hard work
and the extra mile that people go, but it is across the workforce and I just want to thank
everybody today for the hard work they have put in. There has been a lot of hard work gone in
to getting to this debate and I hope that Hon. Members can support us today.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: A point of order, Mr Callister?

3705
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Mr Callister: Can I ask that the original recommendations are taken individually, please,
Mr President?
The President: You can ask. That had been my intention. It is normal to ask during the course
of the debate at an early stage, but nonetheless it is my intention to take the individual five
sections of the motion to be voted on separately.
To the motion we have an amendment in the name of Dr Allinson. I will deal with
Dr Allinson’s amendment as we come to it.
So, dealing with the motion, part 1: those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have it.
The ayes have it.

3715

A Member: Divide.
Two Members: Too late.
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Mr Cannan: Sorry, Mr President –
The President: Division called.

3725

Mr Cannan: Can I seek a point of clarification, please? I think some Members might have got
confused. Were you asking for a vote on the main motion or on Dr Allinson’s amendment?
The President: Sorry, we are voting on the main motion and number 1 of the main motion.
There is no number 1 in Dr Allinson’s amendment.
I put the vote again. Those in favour of paragraph 1 of the main motion, say aye; against, no.
A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
In the Keys – Ayes 23, Noes 0
FOR
Dr Allinson
Mr Ashford
Mr Baker
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mrs Caine
Mr Callister
Mr Cannan
Mrs Corlett
Mr Cregeen
Ms Edge
Mr Harmer
Mr Hooper
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Perkins
Mr Quayle
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Speaker
Mr Thomas

3730

AGAINST
None

The Speaker: Mr President, in the Keys, 23 votes for, none against.
In the Council – Ayes 8, Noes 0
FOR
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mr Henderson
Mrs Hendy
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Poole-Wilson
Mrs Sharpe

AGAINST
None

The President: And in the Council, 8 for and none against. Part 1 carries unanimously.
Part 2 of the main motion: those in favour, 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 17, Noes 6
FOR
Mr Ashford
Mr Baker
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mr Cannan
Mrs Corlett
Ms Edge
Mr Harmer
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Quayle
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Speaker
Mr Thomas

AGAINST
Dr Allinson
Mrs Caine
Mr Callister
Mr Cregeen
Mr Hooper
Mr Perkins

The Speaker: Mr President, in the Keys, 17 votes for, 6 against.
In the Council – Ayes 5, Noes 3
FOR
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Henderson
Mrs Hendy
Mrs Poole-Wilson
Mrs Sharpe

3735

AGAINST
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mrs Lord-Brennan

The President: And in the Council, 5 votes for and 3 against. Part 2 therefore carries.
Part 3. I first put the amendment in the name of Dr Allinson to paragraph 3. Those in favour
of the amendment, say aye; against, no.
A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
In the Keys – Ayes 8, Noes 15
FOR
Dr Allinson
Mr Baker
Mrs Caine
Mr Callister
Mr Cregeen
Mr Hooper
Mr Perkins
Mr Speaker

AGAINST
Mr Ashford
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mr Cannan
Mrs Corlett
Ms Edge
Mr Harmer
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Quayle
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Thomas

The Speaker: In the Keys, 8 for, 15 against.
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In the Council – Ayes 5, Noes 3
FOR
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mrs Hendy
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Sharpe

AGAINST
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Henderson
Mrs Poole-Wilson

The President: And in the Council, 5 for and 3 against. The Branches are in disagreement,
therefore the amendment fails to carry.
I put paragraph 3 as written. Those in favour, say aye; against, no.
A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
In the Keys – Ayes 15, Noes 8
FOR
Mr Ashford
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mr Cannan
Mrs Corlett
Ms Edge
Mr Harmer
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Quayle
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Thomas

AGAINST
Dr Allinson
Mr Baker
Mrs Caine
Mr Callister
Mr Cregeen
Mr Hooper
Mr Perkins
Mr Speaker

The Speaker: Mr President, 15 for, 8 against in the Keys.
In the Council – Ayes 5, Noes 3
FOR
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Henderson
Mrs Hendy
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Poole-Wilson
3740

AGAINST
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mrs Sharpe

The President: In the Council, 5 for and 3 against. Therefore, paragraph 3 carries.
I put paragraph 4. Firstly, the amendment in the name of Dr Allinson. Those in favour of the
amendment to paragraph 4, say aye; against, no.
A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
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In the Keys – Ayes 8, Noes 15
FOR
Dr Allinson
Mr Baker
Mrs Caine
Mr Callister
Mr Cregeen
Mr Hooper
Mr Perkins
Mr Speaker

AGAINST
Mr Ashford
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mr Cannan
Mrs Corlett
Ms Edge
Mr Harmer
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Quayle
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Thomas

The Speaker: Mr President, in the Keys, 8 for, 15 against.
In the Council – Ayes 3, Noes 5
FOR
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mrs Hendy

3745
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AGAINST
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Henderson
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Poole-Wilson
Mrs Sharpe

The President: And in the Council, 3 for and 5 against. The amendment to paragraph 4
therefore carries.
I put paragraph 4. Those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. (Mr Cannan:
Divide.) Division called. (Interjection)
It was lost. The amendment failed to carry is what I intended to say.
The Speaker: Yes, we knew what you meant.
The President: It failed to carry. In other words, lost.
Paragraph 4 as written: those in favour, say … We are voting, I beg your pardon. A division
has been called.
Electronic voting resulted as follows:

3755

In the Keys – Ayes 18, Noes 5
FOR
Mr Ashford
Mr Baker
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mrs Caine
Mr Cannan
Mrs Corlett
Ms Edge
Mr Harmer
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse

AGAINST
Dr Allinson
Mr Callister
Mr Cregeen
Mr Hooper
Mr Speaker
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Mr Peake
Mr Perkins
Mr Quayle
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Thomas

The Speaker: Mr President, 18 for, 5 against.
In the Council – Ayes 7, Noes 1
FOR
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Cretney
Mr Henderson
Mrs Hendy
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Poole-Wilson
Mrs Sharpe

AGAINST
Mr Crookall

The President: And in the Council, 7 votes for and 1 against. Paragraph 4 therefore carries.
Paragraph 5. I put the amendment of Dr Allinson. Those in favour, say aye; against, no. The
ayes have it.
A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
In the Keys – Ayes 8, Noes 15
FOR
Dr Allinson
Mr Baker
Mrs Caine
Mr Callister
Mr Cregeen
Mr Hooper
Mr Perkins
Mr Speaker

3760

AGAINST
Mr Ashford
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mr Cannan
Mrs Corlett
Ms Edge
Mr Harmer
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Quayle
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Thomas

The Speaker: Mr President, 8 for, 15 against.
In the Council – Ayes 3, Noes 5
FOR
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mrs Sharpe

AGAINST
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Henderson
Mrs Hendy
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Poole-Wilson

The President: And in the Council, 3 votes for and 5 against. The amendment fails to carry.
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I put paragraph 5. Those in favour, say aye; against, no.
A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
In the Keys – Ayes 18, Noes 5
FOR
Mr Ashford
Mr Baker
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mr Cannan
Mrs Corlett
Ms Edge
Mr Harmer
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Perkins
Mr Quayle
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Speaker
Mr Thomas

AGAINST
Dr Allinson
Mrs Caine
Mr Callister
Mr Cregeen
Mr Hooper

The Speaker: Mr President, 18 for, 5 against.
In the Council – Ayes 6, Noes 2
FOR
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Henderson
Mrs Hendy
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Poole-Wilson
Mrs Sharpe

3765

AGAINST
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall

The President: And in the Council, 6 votes for and 2 against. Paragraph 5 therefore carries.
I now put the amendment in the name of Mr Baker, which is to add at the end of the motion
the words as set out under paragraphs 6, 7 and 8. Those in favour –
The Speaker: Sorry, a point of order, Mr President.
Would it be possible to take these separately as well?

3770
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3780

The President: Well, again, there had been no request to take them separately and the
debate is over, but with the leave of the Court … I will put it to the Court that they are taken
separately. Is that agreed? (Several Members: Agreed.) Any against?
Bear in mind that when you read them the one is consequential on the other. For example, if
you were to reject 6 and 7 you are requiring the board to ‘maintain the size and scope of Isle of
Man Post Office until the vision is approved by Tynwald’, and there is no mention of the vision. It
seems to me important that actually if you are going to support it you do so as a block. But if you
wish, I will take them separately. Bear in mind we may end up with something nonsensical.
Mr Cretney: It won’t be the first time!
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Several Members: Together.
A Member: We have already agreed.
3785

The President: You have agreed, Hon. Members. Bear in mind what I just said as you vote.
Amendment to add a new paragraph 6: those in favour, say aye; against, no. The noes have
it.
A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
In the Keys – Ayes 7, Noes 16
FOR
Dr Allinson
Mr Baker
Mrs Caine
Mr Cregeen
Mr Hooper
Mr Perkins
Mr Speaker

AGAINST
Mr Ashford
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mr Callister
Mr Cannan
Mrs Corlett
Ms Edge
Mr Harmer
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Quayle
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Thomas

The Speaker: Mr President, 7 for, 16 against in the Keys.
In the Council – Ayes 3, Noes 5
FOR
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mrs Sharpe

3790
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AGAINST
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Henderson
Mrs Hendy
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Poole-Wilson

The President: And in the Council, 3 votes for and 5 against. New paragraph 6 fails to carry.
Paragraph 7 –
Mr Malarkey: Point of order, Mr President.
If we now take 7 without taking Kate Lord-Brennan’s new number 6 as her amendment
comes forward, surely (The President: No.) as a new number 6 hers should come forward.
The President: No, I am going through Mr Baker’s amendment in its entirety, then we will
come to Mrs Lord-Brennan’s.
Paragraph 7: those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have it.
A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:

3800
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In the Keys – Ayes 7, Noes 16
FOR
Dr Allinson
Mr Baker
Mrs Caine
Mr Cregeen
Mr Hooper
Mr Perkins
Mr Speaker

AGAINST
Mr Ashford
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mr Callister
Mr Cannan
Mrs Corlett
Ms Edge
Mr Harmer
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Quayle
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Thomas

The Speaker: Mr President, 7 for, 16 against in the Keys.
In the Council – Ayes 3, Noes 5
FOR
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mrs Sharpe

AGAINST
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Henderson
Mrs Hendy
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Poole-Wilson

The President: And in the Council, 3 for and 5 against. New paragraph 7 fails to carry.
Paragraph 8: those in favour, say aye; against, no. The noes have it.
A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
In the Keys – Ayes 3, Noes 20
FOR
Dr Allinson
Mrs Caine
Mr Perkins

AGAINST
Mr Ashford
Mr Baker
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mr Callister
Mr Cannan
Mrs Corlett
Mr Cregeen
Ms Edge
Mr Harmer
Mr Hooper
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Quayle
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Speaker
Mr Thomas
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The Speaker: In the Keys, 3 votes for, 20 against.
In the Council – Ayes 0, Noes 8
FOR
None

3805

AGAINST
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mr Henderson
Mrs Hendy
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Poole-Wilson
Mrs Sharpe

The President: In the Council, no votes for and 8 against. Therefore, Mr Baker’s amendment
fails to carry.
I now put Mrs Lord-Brennan’s amendment, which is to add a new paragraph 6. Those in
favour of the amendment, say aye; against, no. The noes have it.
A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
In the Keys – Ayes 9, Noes 14
FOR
Dr Allinson
Mr Baker
Miss Bettison
Mrs Caine
Mr Cregeen
Mr Hooper
Mr Perkins
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Speaker

AGAINST
Mr Ashford
Mr Boot
Mr Callister
Mr Cannan
Mrs Corlett
Ms Edge
Mr Harmer
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Quayle
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Thomas

The Speaker: In the Keys, 9 for, 14 against.
In the Council – Ayes 5, Noes 3
FOR
Mr Cretney
Mrs Hendy
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Poole-Wilson
Mrs Sharpe

3810

AGAINST
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Crookall
Mr Henderson

The President: And in the Council 5 votes for and 3 against. The Branches are in
disagreement. The amendment fails to carry.
I now put the motion as moved. Those in favour of the motion as the substantive motion, 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 15, Noes 8
FOR
Mr Ashford
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mr Cannan
Mrs Corlett
Ms Edge
Mr Harmer
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Quayle
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Thomas

AGAINST
Dr Allinson
Mr Baker
Mrs Caine
Mr Callister
Mr Cregeen
Mr Hooper
Mr Perkins
Mr Speaker

The Speaker: In the Keys, 15 for, 8 against.
In the Council – Ayes 5, Noes 3
FOR
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Henderson
Mrs Hendy
Mrs Poole-Wilson
Mrs Sharpe

AGAINST
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mrs Lord-Brennan

The President: And in the Council, 5 votes for and 3 against. The motion therefore carries.
Thank you, Hon. Members.

4. Select Committee on Public Service Media –
Standing Order 3.11(3) suspended to allow Item 5 to be taken
The Chair of the Select Committee on Public Service Media (Dr Allinson) to move:
That Standing Order 3.11(3) (debate on a matter before a branch) be suspended to allow the
following item to be taken at this sitting.
3815

3820

The President: Hon. Members, we turn now to Item 4, Suspension of Standing Orders. I call
on the Hon. Member, Dr Allinson to move.
The Chair of the Select Committee on Public Service Media (Dr Allinson): Thank you,
Mr President.
And from one public service to another, I ask that Standing Order 3.11(3) – debate on a
matter before a Branch – be suspended to allow the following Item to be taken at this sitting.
The President: The Speaker.

3825

The Speaker: I beg to second and reserve my remarks.
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The President: I put the motion. Those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The
ayes have it.

5. Select Committee on Public Service Media –
Interim and Second Reports 2017-18 and 2018-19 and recommendations –
Debate commenced
The Chair of the Select Committee on Public Service Media (Dr Allinson) to move:
That the Interim and Second Reports of the Select Committee on Public Service Media 2017-18
and 2018-19 [PP No 2018/0107 (Volume 1 and Volume 2) and PP No 2018/00145] be received
and that the following recommendations be approved:
Recommendation 1
That the definition of ‘public service broadcasting’ in primary legislation should be redrafted
to distinguish between mandatory and discretionary components. The mandatory
components should be limited to impartial news and other distinctly Manx content. The other
elements of the existing definition, such as entertainment which responds to the tastes,
interests and concerns of the community, should be discretionary components.
Recommendation 2
That the Island’s public service media provider should ‘leapfrog’ DAB and move straight from
the existing distribution framework, which relies only on FM and AM, to a future framework in
which FM sits alongside an Internet Protocol-based infrastructure.
Recommendation 3
That Tynwald calls on the Treasury as shareholder of Manx Radio to work towards a delivery
model for public service media in which reliance on commercial advertising is progressively
reduced and ultimately removed.
Recommendation 4
That legislation should be introduced to provide that a public service broadcaster in receipt of
public funds for the purpose of meeting public service obligations should be obliged to budget
for a surplus each year; and if such a broadcaster should find itself in the position of
forecasting a loss in any particular year, then before the end of that year it should be
obligatory for Tynwald to be asked, on behalf of the broadcaster, to approve a Supplementary
Vote.
Recommendation 5
That the public body which owns Radio Manx Limited should play an active role in the
strategic direction of the company including engagement with medium- and long-term
planning, and recruitment of the directors of the company. If the Treasury does not have time
to do this, ownership should be transferred to another body.
Recommendation 6
That legislation should be introduced to provide that no public funds may be committed to
public service broadcasting, and no broadcasting licence or station format may be issued or
amended, in the absence of agreement between the Treasury, the Communications
Commission, and the owners and directors of the public service broadcaster.
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Recommendation 7
That Tynwald calls on the Office of Fair Trading to assess whether Manx Radio’s ability to
supply a greater amount of advertising space is creating unfair competition in the radio
advertising market.
Recommendation 8
That Manx Radio’s licence conditions should be altered to provide for a level playing field in
terms of its ability to place advertising during times of peak listenership generated by
taxpayer-funded programming.
Recommendation 9
That the Treasury should reassess the long-term cost and benefit of Broadcasting House as
compared with alternative Government-owned or commercially rented premises.
Recommendation 10
That the Treasury should examine the apparent lack of value for money which Manx Radio is
achieving with respect to FM broadcasting infrastructure.
Recommendation 11
That the Council of Ministers should pursue negotiations with the UK Government and the
BBC aimed at securing one of the following outcomes:
(a) as a first preference, an increase in financial support for Radio Manx Limited sufficient to
allow the station to provide high quality public service radio broadcasting (and other public
service media provision) without the need for cross-subsidy from commercial income and
without any increase in substantial financial support from the Isle of Man Government; or
(b) as a second preference, for the BBC to supply high quality locally produced news and
other public service content for broadcast (and for distribution via other media) by Radio
Manx Limited, on a scale and to the extent that Radio Manx Limited could thereby fulfil its
public service remit without the need for cross-subsidy from commercial income and without
significant financial support from the Isle of Man Government; or
(c) as a third preference, the establishment of a BBC radio station for the Isle of Man similar
to those operating in Jersey and Guernsey, allowing the public service broadcasting
obligations of Radio Manx Limited to be dismantled and the associated public financial
support to be removed; or
(d) as a final fallback option, the release of Isle of Man residents from any obligation to pay
the licence fee and at the same time the release of the BBC from any obligation to provide
services to the Island on a licence fee basis. This option would keep some £4.8 million per year
in the Island and would allow the Island to exercise for the first time true self-determination in
relation to public service broadcasting.
[GD No 2018/0086] is relevant to this Item.

3830

The President: We therefore proceed to Item 5, Select Committee on Public Service Media
and I call on the Chair of the Select Committee, Dr Allinson, to move.
The Chair of the Select Committee on Public Service Media (Dr Allinson): Thank you,
Mr President.
In January this year the Hon. Member for Garff, Mrs Caine moved a motion:
That Tynwald reaffirms its commitment to public service broadcasting and is of the opinion that it should be
provided in an efficient manner using a variety of channels; and that a Select Committee of three Members be
appointed to review the current licence conditions, delivery model and funding thereof, and connected matters,
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to take account of technological advances and demographic changes; and report with recommendations by July
2018.
3835

The motion was supported by this Court and it was an honour to be elected to sit on the
Committee and chair it whilst we gathered evidence from a wide range of sources.
During the initial debate the mover stated:
What I am seeking is a review of the structures under which our public service broadcaster is forced to operate

and that:
A good, impartial public service broadcaster is essential for a functioning democracy.

Mr Shimmins, Hon. Member for Middle, posed the question that:
There must be an opportunity for this committee to review the licence fee situation as part of a revised … funding
model
3840

and that we did not:
… need a rehash of old arguments; we need some fresh thinking and a new approach.

Mr Peake, Hon. Member for Douglas North felt that Manx Radio needed ‘clear direction’ and
that people on the Isle of Man were paying twice for their public service broadcasting: once to
the BBC through the licence fee and again through the subvention. This view was supported by
the Hon. Member for Council, Mr Cretney who was of the opinion that:
we do not have such a good deal from the licence fee which is paid by residents
3845

to the BBC.
The Hon. Member for Arbory, Malew and Castletown, Mr Cregeen went further and felt it
was:
about time the BBC stepped up to the plate and actually gave the Isle of Man the service it deserves

for the money that we pay to them.
The Minister for Policy and Reform, Mr Thomas reminded us all that:
the people who work in broadcasting are part of the creative industries that we are doing so much to encourage
on the Island …
3850

And Mr Baker, Hon. Member for Ayre and Michael stated that:
Manx Radio is absolutely integral to the way we as a Government communicate to the people of the Island.

3855

3860

I would like to take this opportunity to thank the Deputy Clerk of Tynwald, Jonathan King, for
his work and support for the Committee. He added vital continuity and was a link to previous
reports and inquiries whilst rarely complaining of a sense of déjà vu during our deliberations. I
would also like to thank all those who contributed to the Report, especially the management at
Manx Radio and senior executives from the BBC who came to visit the Island and when this was
impossible due to flight cancellations gave evidence through video conferencing.
I would like to thank Helen Thomas, Director of BBC England and the Crown Dependencies
who, once appointed to her new post, arranged to come and meet the Committee as soon as
she could. Hopefully the work that goes on after this Report can build on the relationship
already established with her and her team.
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I would also like thank my fellow Committee Members, the Hon. Member of Council
Mr Crookall and Mr Speaker for the extensive time, consideration and thought they gave in
fulfilling the aims of this motion and preparing the Reports which now stand to be received.
Our Interim Report was published in July 2018 and I apologise for the delay in our final
Report and this debate. One of the key elements of our remit was the provision of public service
broadcasting in ‘an efficient manner’ and for this reason we asked the Audit Advisory Division of
Treasury to look at the cost of Manx Radio’s advertising, the cost-effectiveness of their present
premises, the cost of their broadcasting operations and to look at wage comparability. I would
like to thank the staff who carried out this very lengthy and detailed report, which took longer
than expected and unfortunately delayed our final deliberations.
Although the initial motion referred to ‘Public Service Broadcasting’ we live in an everchanging technological world. People now consume news, opinion, culture and current affairs
from a variety of platforms including television, radio, online services and social media. There is
an increasing crossover between these platforms which is essential for public engagement. For
that reason, we chose to adopt the wider term ‘Public Service Media’ and took evidence from a
range of individuals and organisations working in the media sphere.
Manx Radio announces itself as ‘The Nation’s Station’ and few can argue with its importance
to the people of the Isle of Man or its cultural significance. The Communications Bill currently
awaiting its clauses stage will, for the first time, place Manx Radio on a statutory basis as the
public service broadcaster. But we should not forget that the core values of public service media
are also upheld by a range of other broadcasters and media outlets on the Island and the growth
of these should be recognised and encouraged.
Both I personally, and the Committee’s Report, have been accused of criticising the individual
staff, reporters and broadcasters at Manx Radio. I have been told that our Report has left people
there hurt and upset, lowered morale and encouraged people to leave. If this is the case, I
apologise. It was never our intention to criticise or undervalue the dedication of the people who
provide the content that is broadcast and placed online. The reporters, journalists and staff at
Manx Radio are Manx Radio. It is they, rather than a building or catchy jingle that define what
we mean by public service media and that foster the affection that many people on the Island
have for the station.
Our Interim Report clearly expressed these sentiments, but the directors of Manx Radio have
interpreted our Report as a threat and an attack on them. At last week’s Tynwald presentation
they clearly accepted that their relationship with Government and Treasury had deteriorated in
recent years. There was also acknowledgement that they had become distant from some
Tynwald Members – the very people put in this Hon. Court to represent our community. Manx
Radio wish to ‘draw a line’ under the way their relationship and channels of communication
have deteriorated. The aim of this Committee has been to be foster this wish through analysis
and, where necessary, constructive criticism. The Report reaffirms Tynwald’s support for the
institution whilst highlighting issues which need closer examination and improvement.
The recommendations before you each look at specific areas of the structure and function of
public service media. Each of these is related to evidence presented to us. Hon. Members may
wish to discount some, but hopefully support others. But what is essential is that following on
from our debate today there is clear, transparent and effective mechanisms established for
solving the perennial problem of how a national broadcaster maintains a distance from
Government and is independent of political influence while receiving public funds to guarantee
its continued success.
I would like to thank the Chief Minister and Council of Ministers for reaffirming that today
should be a parliamentary debate on the important issue of public service media. It is a bold
move for Government to step back and demonstrate its commitment to the independence of
the Island’s media. Hon. Members, you now have the opportunity to fully represent the views of
the people who put their trust in you to represent them, and to speak freely and with passion
about a subject so essential to the functioning of our democracy. Please seize this opportunity.
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As I have said, you have a total of 11 recommendations before you to consider and I would value
a debate and a decision on each.
Manx Radio has evolved from an innovative and ground-breaking product of pirate radio in
the 1960s to be part of the Isle of Man establishment. We should never be afraid of challenging
the establishment or traditional viewpoints and that is what some of our recommendations seek
to do. Others are more technical, and the final recommendations plot a way forward to allow
further evolution and improvements. I understand that some Members seek to lay amendments
to negate all the recommendations but personally feel this would waste an opportunity to
clearly establish the thoughts and aspirations of this Hon. Court and give a clear direction for
future progress.
The Committee started out, I believe, quite sensibly by analysing the very definition of public
service broadcasting which this Court has committed to. Lord Reith was a Scottish broadcasting
executive who established the tradition of independent public service broadcasting in the United
Kingdom. In 1922, he was employed by the BBC as its general manager and he was later
employed as the Director-General of the British Broadcasting Corporation created under a Royal
Charter. His concept of broadcasting as a way of educating the masses defined for a long time
the BBC and similar organisations around the world. The term ‘Reithianism’ describes certain
principles of broadcasting which remain with us today.
They are from a different age and the Committee questioned their continuing relevance.
Reith summarised the principles of the BBC in three words: to ‘inform’, ‘educate’ and ‘entertain’.
We have our own definition which is clearly set out in the Broadcasting Act 1993 and describes:
… a broadcasting service which is provided as a public service for disseminating information, education and
entertainment, which is responsive to the tastes, interests and concerns of the whole community …

This Act is due to be repealed and re-enacted by the Communications Bill. It is clear that
Manx Radio or any other station would struggle to be everything for everybody in an age where
entertainment and personalised choice is available through a variety of media and where
internet radio stations cater for even the most obscure genre.
Anthony Pugh, the Managing Director of Manx Radio, stated in oral evidence to the
Committee that he did not think the station really met the true demands of a public service
broadcaster. He stated that:
Manx Radio has been cutting and cutting people and we have never had the opportunities or the resources to
really look at proper documentary programmes about issues that are important to the nation at the time.

3945

3950

3955

The Committee felt it was time to try and identify those elements of public service
broadcasting which were relevant to the Isle of Man in the 21st century. In our view, it should
report news and other content which reflects Manx identity and culture; it should represent
diversity and alternative viewpoints, whilst being trusted and impartial. Any radio station can
entertain but a public service broadcaster should do more and inform our understanding of the
world, both in the Island and beyond.
Recommendation 1 aims to give Manx Radio and Tynwald the space and choice to define
their collective aims for our society and media landscape. The Committee saw this as liberating
the station from the shackles of a traditional definition when it is trying to broaden its scope and
appeal to a wider audience. I am sorry that the directors saw this as ‘delivering considerable
reputational damage’ and signalling the ‘death knell’ of Manx Radio. Our intention was to allow
them to evolve into something unique and obviously this has been misunderstood.
Recommendation 2 tries to adopt an evidence-based approach to reject Digital Audio
Broadcasting (DAB) in favour of an FM and internet-based future. Mr Pugh stressed that one of
his key interpretations of public service broadcasting was that it should be free at the point of
use and resilient at times of emergency. With the increasing universal use of mobile internet this
is now achievable and FM will provide future resilience. An independent Treasury report
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3960

3965

suggested that DAB may not be the right vehicle or operating model in the long term. Therefore
a decision was made to extend the life of the AM transmitter on a short-term basis to allow
further research to be undertaken in the next five years to confirm or challenge the validity of
DAB as the correct solution for the replacement of FM. Recent figures from Ofcom reveal that
just over half of all radio listening is now digital, mainly due to growth in listening through DAB.
In oral evidence Mr Luke McCullough, Parliamentary and Corporate Affairs Manager at the
BBC stated that:
… the BBC’s view generally on DAB has slightly shifted in the last couple of months.

– and that:
… the audience itself sees the future as both a mixture of DAB and FM.
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However, the BBC discounted any investment in a DAB multiplex themselves and seemed
disinterested in broadcasting from a future Manx Radio DAB facility. The Committee favoured a
clear statement about future broadcast media rather than a continual debate about DAB.
Recommendation 3 deals with what the Committee perceived as an over-reliance on
commercial income and advertising which could undermine the independent delivery of public
service media. We heard of occasional editorial conflict with advertisers. Personally, it is often
frustrating to have valued news, cultural and current affairs broadcasts continually interrupted
by repeated blocks of adverts. The Committee called on the shareholder to work with the
station towards a delivery model for public service media in which reliance on commercial
advertising is progressively reduced. Here, we are not talking about banning any advertising or
sponsorship, merely reducing the reliance on commercial activities which may actually impair
the ability to deliver consistent public service content.
Recommendation 4 suggests legislation to ensure Manx Radio, a recipient of public funds,
should budget for a surplus each year and be more fiscally responsible. Whilst the Committee
appreciated the reported efficiency savings from investing in new technology and reducing the
number of broadcasting staff, recent losses and the lack of a clear vision and business plan,
other than to grow commercial revenue from an already-saturated market, concerned us.
Recommendation 5 tries to address the reported wide disconnect that has developed
between the strategic approach of Manx Radio Limited and the shareholder, which is Treasury.
There had been a recurrent failure to agree medium- and long-term plans with the current
directors and an apparent disinterest in taking part in the selection process for new directors.
There is already a process for dialogue and support through co-operation, but not collusion. This
recommendation highlights the existing responsibilities on both parties while not altering any
editorial or financial independence that already exists and is crucial for any effective public
service media provider.
Recommendation 6 recommends that no public funds may be committed to public service
broadcasting, and no broadcasting licence or station format may be issued or amended, in the
absence of an agreement between the Treasury, the Communications Commission and the
owners and directors of the public service broadcaster. The Report concluded that there is a
perception that Manx Radio has been placed in an impossible position. The station is obliged,
under the terms of a licence issued by the Communications Commission, to deliver a particular
station format, and at the same time the station is expected to operate on the basis of a public
service subvention determined by the Treasury, and yet there seems to be no co-ordination
between the Communications Commission and the Treasury. This is not state control: it is a
pragmatic way to help Manx Radio allow to determine its role and also be provided with a
sufficient budget to do so. As Anthony Pugh said when he gave evidence:
Manx Radio has been cutting and cutting people and we have never had the opportunities or the resources to
really look at proper documentary programmes about issues that are important to the nation at the time.
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You know, we do the news. We do the news about sport. We do news about the arts and news about various
things. But we do not do probing discussions about this, that and the other. We do not do documentary. We do
not research past processes that have gone on and see how those are relevant to this day, because Manx Radio is
just not funded to deliver any of the sort of thing that you would expect from a public service broadcaster.

Independence for any broadcaster or media outlet is of paramount importance. Trust has to
be at the core of any news and current affairs provision. The Communications Bill, which has
already had its Second Reading, contains clause 57 which clearly states that:
In making editorial decisions about broadcasting content, the public service broadcaster must act independently
of Government.
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This shows a clear commitment from this administration both to place Manx Radio on the
statutory footing it requested and also guarantee editorial independence through primary
legislation.
Recommendation 7 is a response to several accusations that there was not a level playing
field in terms of broadcast advertising on the Isle of Man and that Manx Radio was undercutting
competitors and distorting the market. These serious accusations were an important reason to
commission a report from the Audit Advisory Division of the Treasury who stated that: ‘the
figures prove that advertising has never been sold at potentially less than cost’. Whilst the
Committee is very grateful for this statement the accusations that Manx Radio might be using its
public service broadcasting monopoly to enhance advertising revenue should be able to be
completely refuted and we have recommended that the Office of Fair Trading look into the
matter further.
Following on from this is the ability for Manx Radio to fill its prime-time broadcasts such as
the flagship morning Mandate programme with adverts. This is dealt with by
recommendation 8. The Committee felt that the routine placing of such advertising both dilutes
the public service content and gives Manx Radio an unfair advantage over other media outlets
competing for funds. Whilst we are not recommending banning any sponsorship or advertising,
these need to be placed carefully and should not distract from the key role that Manx Radio
plays in reporting comprehensive and impartial local, national and world news and current
affairs to the people of this Island.
Options for the location of Manx Radio were last costed in 2007. The cheapest option at the
time was relocation to leasehold premises, which was costed at £1.7 million plus £144,000 per
year rent thereafter. The option selected by the Treasury in 2008 was a refurbishment of
Broadcasting House, which was then costed at some £3.2 million. Manx Radio has stated that
they do not mind where they operate from and are embarrassed by the current lack of disabled
access to Broadcasting House. The Committee are grateful to the Audit Advisory Division’s
attention to this subject.
In the period since 2007, communications hardware has become smaller and lighter, and
both Energy FM and 3FM have relocated without any apparent difficulty from the centre to
alternative premises on the edge of Douglas where they are in premises not built as radio
stations. It might be appropriate to locate some or all of Manx Radio’s activity in the Cultural
Quarter of Douglas.
The Committee does not see any merit in continuing to take into account money that has
already been spent on Broadcasting House. It is the long-term future cost of accommodating the
broadcaster that is of significance, not money spent to date.
Tynwald resolved on 16th November 2010:
That where a proposal is put to Tynwald for a capital infrastructure initiative designed to be delivered over a
period of ten years or more, the proposal should include a strategic review at least once every five years, such
review or reviews to be carried out by an independent person appointed by the lead Department and to be
reported to Tynwald with recommendations.
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It seems to the Committee that the project to refurbish Broadcasting House is exactly the
sort of long-running project which should have been subject to a thorough review and
recommendation 9 seeks this.
Recommendation 10 deals with the technical difficulty of comparing the efficiency of
broadcasting operations between Manx Radio and the two other stations on the Island. It asks
Treasury to examine the costs of FM broadcasting as detailed in the Audit Advisory Division’s
report.
Finally, we come to the final and in some ways the most important of the Committee’s
recommendations: the relationship between the Isle of Man and the BBC. During an oral
evidence session the Chief Minister was able to share with the Committee that he had managed
to resolve the issue of television licences for Manx residents aged over 75. This is an important
milestone for the relationship with the BBC and fulfilled his personal commitment to right what
many people saw as an inequity. Unfortunately, the considerable time spent negotiating this
issue has had to take precedence over all others. The Select Committee which reported in 2011
considered that it would be equitable and fair for the BBC to contribute a further £1 million per
year to the Isle of Man either through services in kind or as a direct financial payment to support
public service media on the Island.
The present Committee Members agree with the perception that Isle of Man residents are
paying twice for their public service broadcasts: first, through the television licence fee which
goes off the Island; and secondly through the subvention to Manx Radio to allow them to
produce such services with taxpayers’ money. The report evidences that there remains a
significant shortfall in funding and when this point was put directly to the BBC their
representatives did not rule out making an increased contribution for the benefit of the Island.
The Committee has established a new dialogue with the recently appointed BBC Director for
England and the Crown Dependencies and contacted the Secretary of State for the Department
of Digital, Culture, Media and Sport to discuss that in the event that there would be no
resolution of this chronic underfunding, the people of the Isle of Man be released from the
obligation to pay for the BBC television licence fee.
The Committee does not propose this option lightly. We recognise that it would represent a
major change in our relationship with a global company and have repercussions now and in the
future. However, if Tynwald is to draw a line under the constant funding problems, which are
constraining Manx Radio, protect editorial independence from commercial and political
interference, and ensure that public service media not only has a bright future on our Island but
that it can promote the creative industries, provide training and career advancement for
journalists and both reflect and promote on a world stage the fantastic culture, history and
people of our Island, we must seize this moment to commit to serious negotiations with clearly
stated aims.
Recommendation 11 sets out choices: it mandates the Council of Ministers to negotiate on
behalf of the nation with clear ambitions and within strict parameters. The Committee feels that
the right level of funding, together with the correct governance structure, will allow public
service media here to thrive on the Island.
Public service media connects people with each other and with Tynwald. It is vital for social
cohesion and by reflecting diversity and difference leads to greater understanding and a real
sense of community. Whilst some have seen this Report as a challenge and a threat, please see
its contents as a clear attempt to do better; to identify problems and face them with realism, not
denial; to cherish and protect what we have but to look forward to what there is to gain through
innovation, support and success.
Mr President, I beg to move that this Committee Report be received and the
recommendations within it be debated.
The President: Mr Speaker.
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The Speaker: I beg to second and reserve my remarks, sir.

4100

4105

The President: Now, I would just like to clarify with the mover, who has requested that the
recommendations be voted on separately: in respect of recommendation 11, which is in four
parts, is it your intention that each paragraph be voted on separately – that each paragraph
begins as a first preference, as a second preference, etc.? Was it your wish that
recommendation 11 be voted on in its entirety?
Dr Allinson: Voted on in its entirety, Mr President.
The President: Thank you very much for that clarification.

4110

Mr Cretney: Mr President, could I argue that I think it should be taken separately in various
parts?
A Member: I will second.

4115

4120

The President: The reason I asked, quite deliberately, this question because it was not
absolutely clear whether the preferences being referred to were preferences for Tynwald or
preferences as at the end of a negotiating outcome, negotiating according to various
preferences would depend what you end up with. It was not clear whether you were asking
Tynwald to express a preference, as Mr Cretney has read this recommendation.
Dr Allinson: Mr President, the Committee felt that we would give these options of
preferences to whoever was negotiating with the BBC, to give them a clear pathway for those
negotiations. Obviously if Members wish to take each of them separately that is up to them, but
from the Committee’s point of view we wanted recommendation 11 to be taken as a whole to
give a clear pathway for future negotiations.

4125

The President: That was my reading similarly. However, Mr Cretney –

4130

Mr Cretney: If it is taken completely, in my opinion, Mr President, there are certain
recommendations there which I would not wish to pursue, and I would be bound into them if I
voted for, for example, the first recommendation.

4135

The President: In that case, if it is the wish of Tynwald Court to take them separately, we
shall do so and Members will think carefully as they vote and the consequences later on in the
recommendation. Thank you very much.
Hon. Member of Council, Mr Cretney.

4140

4145

Mr Cretney: Thank you very much, Mr President.
My remarks will be around three items of correspondence which have been circulated to
Hon. Members and I think publicly as well, in particular.
I want to start by thanking Manx Radio for the presentation which they made to Hon.
Members recently. For me it was as professional as any presentation that Hon. Members have
witnessed in the Barrool Suite. It covered all the points which I felt were of importance. I felt it
was first class and I just want to put that on the record.
The correspondence I wanted to refer to, Mr President: the first one is from Sally-Ann Wilson
from the Public Media Alliance. She is the Chief Executive Officer of that organisation and I
would refer to her comments on recommendation 1, and just to remind Hon. Members,
recommendation 1 is:
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That the definition of “public service broadcasting” in primary legislation should be redrafted to distinguish
between mandatory and discretionary components. The mandatory components should be limited to impartial
news and other distinctly Manx content. The other elements of the existing definition, such as entertainment
which responds to the tastes, interests and concerns of the community, should be discretionary components.

That is what the Committee say and the response from Ms Wilson is:
Entertainment remains a core characteristic of public media and with good reason. Its inclusion ensures that the
public are offered and engaged with a mixture of content that delivers all three of the critical public media
elements, it cannot be discretionary.
In addition, independence is one of the most widely acknowledged key characteristics of public media. Public
media operates via a governance and regulatory regime that guarantees that there will be no political
interference in editorial decisions. It was therefore with great alarm that I read the paragraph, “We conclude that,
although in principle a public service broadcaster should be operationally independent of Government, the arm’s
length approach of the Treasury as shareholder of Radio Manx Limited has not worked.” (Interim Report,
paragraph 80)”
If Manx Radio is to be recognised as a public broadcaster, then an ‘arm’s length’ approach must continue in
practice as well as principle. Again, this is an international accepted definition and, in our view, this is not for
Tynwald or its Select Committee to redefine.

4150

And I completely agree with that.
I will then move on to another letter, if I can. This is in relation to recommendation 3 and this
letter came from Charles Fargher, who is a former director of Radio Manx. He says:
Your recommendation that Treasury should work towards a delivery model for public service media in which
reliance on commercial advertising is progressively reduced and ultimately removed would, in my opinion, come
at a considerably higher cost to the public purse.
Commercial advertising provides substantial and essential income to the company in return for generating
business from its customers who clearly would not advertise on Manx Radio if it were not to their financial
benefit.
If your recommendation were to be implemented it would be inevitable that the cost to the taxpayer for the
deliverance of public service media would be at a considerably higher cost than that which is currently shared
between the Government Subvention and the receipt of third party commercial advertising.

He went on to say:
I fail to see what is the matter with the current model.

4155
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And I, again, agree with those sentiments. If we are being cognisant of financial prerogatives,
then moving away from the existing model does not assist in that.
In fact, Mr Pugh, in his evidence, which the Chairman of the Committee has referred to just
now, indicated quite frankly that if the subjects of more discussion content were to be
increased – which obviously we as political animals enjoy, I am not sure everybody does – but if
they were to be substantially increased, if there were to be more investigative journalism, etc.
then the cost would be even higher and if they are moving away from advertising at the same
time that does not seem to make a lot of sense.
Then a former member of the Board, Mark Grace, and this is about recommendation 5, which
calls for a more active role for the Treasury Department in the strategic direction and planning
of Manx Radio. He says: ‘At a time when public distrust of both ends of the news and the
information spectrum, i.e. fake news on social media and state control of official outlets is
growing, we feel it would send the wrong message to the Island’s population for the Treasury to
be seen to assume more direct control of Manx Radio.
There is an understandable distrust by some members of the general public when direct state
control is seen to be exercised over independent media outlets. At its extreme we see the
Russian state control of the RT, Russia Today channel. Even if editorial independence continued
for Manx Radio, there would always be an element of doubt in the mind of some as to why we
covered stories in a certain manner or why we might not cover a particular issue at all. There
may be a very good editorial reason why Manx Radio chose not to run with a particular story at a

________________________________________________________________________

484 T136

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 11th DECEMBER 2018

4175

4180

4185

4190

4195

4200

certain moment in time but there would always be a perception by some, often a very vocal
minority, who would use this situation to back claims of state suppression of the truth or at least
that of vested interests overriding the public right to know.
It remains a vital function of a public service broadcaster to be able to hold to account those
in power and to provide them with a balanced opportunity to put their case in an open, frank
and honest fashion without prejudice or favour. Even the perception that those in power could
prevent open debate would surely be a very retrogressive situation, leaving both Tynwald and
Manx Radio in potentially untenable positions.’
Now those of us who listen to Manx Radio, and I hold by hands up, I am a fan of Manx Radio,
I have been for a long time … It is good to see in the Public Gallery upstairs, Alan Jackson, who
always had competitions and I was always trying to win his competitions and I always said ‘hi-ho’
when he came on. However, the people who are broadcasting from Manx Radio will tell you,
those of us who listen to Stu Peter’s show, for example, he will say very often that people say to
him that Manx Radio is a Government lackey and they just say whatever the Government wants
to … I think those of us actually in here know that that is not the case. It certainly is not the case,
and I would not be up here standing supporting it if it was.
I think it is most important that it remains independent and separate from political control
and direction, whilst acknowledging that there are public funds that are being used here and
obviously that is an important matter.
In relation to recommendation 11, I thank the Hon. Member for the exchange at the start of
this discussion. I am happy for negotiations with the BBC to take place in terms of them
providing additional funding. I am not happy – I do not want Manx Radio to be diminished or to
be removed from the scene. I believe we have got a national broadcaster; it has been here for
50 years. Yes, we can always do things better, I think as I said earlier, in his presentation to the
Committee, Mr Pugh make that clear, but all these things cost money ultimately.
I think that is probably all I want to say on this. I do believe that this matter … indeed at the
end of the presentation Charles Guard went off script and said that for a long time there were
certain things that the various parties had not got together to properly do things in a better way
and that is what I am saying in my amendment.
My amendment says:
To leave out all the words after ‘That’ in the first line, and to add:
‘Tynwald is of the opinion that the Council of Ministers should form a working party with
Manx Radio, the Treasury, the Communications Commission and External Relations Division of
the Cabinet Office to agree a basis for the management and funding of Manx Radio, with
special reference to independent operational and editorial control; and that the Council of
Ministers report on the outcome of the working party’s deliberations by October 2019.’
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I hope that will be taken in the manner it is meant. It is meant as a positive opportunity for all
the parties to get together and discuss. Rather than Manx Radio – a bit like the Steam Packet –
all my lifetime it has been a political football, I think we should get it on a firm basis which
ensures its independence in terms of operation and editorial, whilst recognising that Treasury is
one of the principal funders; and that the advertising funding remains of great importance if we
are going to have an expanded service into the future.
I am a supporter of Manx Radio; I make no apologies for that. I have not lobbied anybody. I
do hope somebody will second this and that we can have a vote on it.
I beg to move.
The President: Now, Hon. Members, I am aware of a number of amendments that have
surfaced and it would be most efficient if we can have them all on the table early in the debate
so Members know what is in front of them.
Unless I hear from a Member at this stage seconding Mr Cretney’s motion –
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Mrs Lord-Brennan.
4220

Mrs Lord-Brennan: I am very happy to second Mr Cretney’s motion and reserve my remarks.
The President: You cannot reserve –
4225

Mrs Lord-Brennan: Oh, I cannot. (Laughter)
The President: – your remarks at this stage. You must make your –
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Mrs Lord-Brennan: I will speak now! That is fine.
I think we are in danger of making a big mistake here with some of these recommendations
the Committee have followed. I understand that it was the will of the Court to have a look and
address these things, but the same issues about the BBC and looking at that keep coming out.
When I was at a CPA conference recently we went to Wales and the subject of media came
up. It absolutely bemused me because in Wales they were saying, ‘We have a real difficulty, the
Welsh Assembly and the Welsh Government, we cannot get any engagement from the media;
we cannot get interest for the things that we are doing.’
I think we all know, whether it is in elections or something that we are really bothered about,
if we want to get some engagement, attention and be quizzed over it or whatever, we know that
Manx Radio will do that for us. I found it really odd that in Wales they said that they cannot get
this. I said, ‘You have the Welsh speaking radio – that must be important for you, does that do
it?’ No.
Somebody from Canada piped up and said as an aside, ‘Well, you know, all the media outlets
say the same thing where I come from.’ Canada! One of the Assembly Members: ‘There is no
point they all say the same thing, it is a massive group thing.’ We need to have the
independence of our national broadcaster here and that is really important.
The other one, linking back to what I am saying, is somebody said – again, somebody from an
assembly, I forget where it was, but they said, ‘We have to pay our broadcasters, we have to pay
our journalists if we want to discuss something or get some coverage.’ And you might say here,
well, we are paying, we are paying for Manx Radio, but I think we are genuinely at the risk of
confusing price, value, cost and all of these things because what we have got here with Manx
Radio is something really special.
So I absolutely support the amendment from Mr Cretney. I have said my piece, I have said it
early. Just think about what we are really doing here is all I would say.
Thank you, Mr President.

4255

The President: Hon. Member for Ayre and Michael, Mr Baker.
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Mr Baker: Thank you very much, Mr President.
I am not going to reiterate the importance of high quality independent public service media
in the Isle of Man. I am not going to extol the virtues of Manx Radio or its place at the heart of
the Isle of Man community. I am not going to repeat the comments about our relationship with
the BBC or whether the Manx taxpayer is effectively paying twice for the services it receives.
Nor, Hon. Members will be relieved to know, am I going to go step by step through the
Report of the Select Committee and analyse their conclusions and recommendations one by
one.
Mr Robertshaw: Oh, what a shame! (Laughter)

4270

Mr Baker: Nor, indeed, am I going to refer to the need for strategic thinking or a joined-up
approach. I will leave that to others. (Laughter) (The Speaker: No names.) (Interjection)
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Instead, Mr President, I will simply say that this is a vitally important issue to the Island.
Indeed, has any other subject merited the number of Select Committee reports that have
previously considered issues relating to Manx Radio? Thirteen, I believe, at the last count!
I will also say that the Select Committee’s report provides no coherent basis to move forward
with and, indeed, some of their recommendations are incompatible. For example, those related
to funding and advertising. I will also say that this Hon. Court needs to provide a solid foundation
on which to build a future for our public service media.
I have prepared an amendment which attempts to provide this foundation in a clear manner
and it is obviously being circulated as I speak.
It sets out, Mr President, a commitment from Tynwald in which it affirms its commitment to
independent public service media. That is absolute clarity, that independence; it is a statement
of intent and it is a foundation of what follows. It also sets out that public service media is to be
based on the core values of informing, educating and entertaining the public of the Isle of Man.
(A Member: Hear, hear.) As outlined by the Public Media Alliance letter which my hon. friend,
Mr Cretney, of Council referred to earlier and as he quite correctly highlighted, that fits with the
internationally accepted definition of public media.
My amendment calls on the Council of Ministers to pursue negotiations with the British
Broadcasting Corporation aimed at securing improved outcomes for the Isle of Man; to do the
best that we can, not to be prescriptive, not to go in with red lines, to go in to a negotiation and
to get the best possible outcome that we can for the Isle of Man. This has to be addressed. We
cannot control what outcomes we get, but we can go in to make the best outcome possible.
Indeed, the Chairman of the Select Committee described this in his opening remarks as the most
important recommendation of the Select Committee’s report.
The final part of my amendment, Mr President, is to call on the board of Radio Manx Limited
to develop a sustainable operational and funding plan, and to submit it to its shareholder for
presentation to this Hon. Court by October 2019. The onus is very clearly placed on the board to
drive that process. They will need to work through their shareholder and bring it back to this
Hon. Court for presentation. The timing fits with the budget cycle and gives them a reasonable
time to actually come forward with a clear plan which is sustainable and covers both the
operation, in the broadest sense of the operation, of Radio Manx Limited and a funding plan.
Both of those things are essential to the long-term future.
We have already had one other amendment from Mr Cretney and I am aware that there may
well be at least one more. I think the spirit certainly of my amendment is very similar to that
from Mr Cretney, albeit it seeks to achieve similar outcomes in a different manner. No doubt as
the debate unfolds, the strengths and weaknesses of each of those approaches will be debated.
I would highlight that some of the differences between my amendment and Mr Cretney’s
amendment are in terms of the responsibility for the process. Mr Cretney places it largely on the
shoulders of Council of Ministers and a fairly broad working party to drive the outcome. It does
include also Manx Radio and also its regulator. As I have highlighted, my amendment puts the
responsibility clearly on the board.
Mr Cretney’s amendment clearly aims to agree the basis for the management and funding,
and specifically refers to the independence, which is at the heart of my motion as well; and the
timescales are very similar.
I do not think there is any specific reference to BBC negotiations in Mr Cretney’s amendment
and his motion is very specific to Manx Radio rather than the broader sense of public service
media in its widest sense. But I do think we are trying to achieve very similar outcomes.
In the event that there are additional amendments, Mr President, I will potentially comment
on those in due course. But Hon. Members have at least two amendments to consider alongside
the Report of the Select Committee. I obviously hope, Hon. Members, that you will support my
amendment which provides a positive and timely alternative. It requires a response by October
next year and no longer; it provides a solid foundation to build; and it has the potential to create
a sustainable future for the Island’s public service media on very clearly articulated values which
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are certainly required. In my opinion, that provides a better basis to move forward than the
Select Committee’s recommendations.
With that, Mr President, I beg to move the amendment standing in my name:
To leave out all the words after ‘That the Interim and Second Reports of the Select Committee
on Public Service Media 2017-18 and 2018-19 be received and that’, and to add:
‘Tynwald affirms its commitment to Independent Public Service Media based on the core
values of Informing, Educating and Entertaining the public of the Isle of Man; calls on the
Council of Ministers to pursue negotiations with the British Broadcasting Corporation aimed
at securing improved outcomes for the Isle of Man; and calls on the Board of Radio Manx
Limited to develop a sustainable operational and funding plan for Radio Manx Limited to be
submitted to its Shareholder for presentation to Tynwald by October 2019.’
The President: Hon. Member for Garff, Mr Perkins.
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The Chairman of the Office of Fair Trading (Mr Perkins): Thank you, Mr President.
I will be seconding the amendment as put forward by Mr Baker, but prior to that, as Office of
Fair Trading Chairman, I would like to address various aspects of the Report on behalf of the OFT
board.
I think it is important that we understand where we are going with the competition side of
things. I am very concerned about paragraph 72 on pages 21 and 22, leading to
recommendations 7 and 8. Paragraph 72 takes the Committee into the complex area of
competition law. The current law on competition is provided by Part 2 of the Fair Trading Act
1996 and is operated by the OFT. Section 8 defines what constitutes an anti-competitive
practice. Section 9 goes on to provide powers for the OFT to investigate if it appears that any
person has been pursuing a course of conduct which may amount to anti-competitive practice.
So, in other words, before it launches an investigation the OFT must have realistic concerns that
there is a problem.
In paragraph 72 of the Report the Committee reaches two conclusions. Firstly, the ability to
carry 24-hour advertising is not considered to be anti-competitive; and secondly, the Committee
has concluded that advertising within broadcasting with listenership content funded by the
taxpayer is considered anti-competitive. The Committee does not use those exact words, but
that is the essence of the conclusions. The OFT is concerned that the Committee is passing
judgement on competition issues without really having the underlying evidence to support its
conclusion. A competition investigation is about gathering empirical evidence of market
distortion, not just about listening to opinions on what is or what is not fair.
If I deal firstly with the issue of 24-hour broadcasting, the Committee concludes that this is
not anti-competitive because the option to run 24-hours is open to other radio stations. Then,
somewhat perversely, the Committee makes recommendation 7, which asks the OFT to
investigate this. If the Committee is correct in its conclusion – and the OFT believes that it is –
there is no value in an investigation. Moreover, if you look at the Act, since the OFT believes that
there is nothing in 24-hour advertising which could be construed as anti-competitive, it does not
actually have any power to investigate. The OFT can only investigate matters which appear to be
anti-competitive.
Then, turning to the issue of advertising within public service broadcasting, here the
Committee concludes that there is an unfair distortion of the radio advertising market. Again,
the Report seems to lack empirical evidence to support this conclusion. Additionally, the radio
advertising market is not actually a market at all; it is a subset of a much larger market. In terms
of competition economics, the market definition is the first step of any assessment. It needs to
define the bounds of the area where the spend is transferrable. The proper market would be the
advertising of goods and services within the Island. So the conclusion at paragraph 72(b) is
unsound and this makes recommendation 8 unevidenced.

________________________________________________________________________

488 T136

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 11th DECEMBER 2018
4365

4370

4375

4380

Mr President, I will be supporting the amendment proposed by my colleague, Mr Baker, and
if that fails I will be voting against recommendations 7 and 8. Mr Baker’s amendment really
lances the boil. It goes to the nub of what we are here for today. (A Member: Hear, hear.) I think
we have had a rerun of the Post Office, because Manx Radio is cherished among its listeners and
the Island. Who do they turn to in times of emergency or when something is happening? The
first thing they do is turn their dial on Manx Radio. We do have issues on what suits the Island
best and public service broadcasting, and that has to be sorted out with communication, and
that is exactly what Mr Baker’s amendment is trying to do.
I feel immensely sorry for the staff of Manx Radio because each administration raises this
point and they have the sword of Damocles hanging over their heads. They work extremely
hard, they are cherished by the public and it is up to us to get this sorted out once and for all.
Furthermore, I believe the onus should be back on us and the Council of Ministers to tackle the
BBC. If they were a commercial enterprise and we were living off the crumbs of the table of the
money that we pay them, we would be up in arms, wouldn’t we? So let’s adopt Mr Baker’s
amendment and tackle the BBC and get some of that £4.8 million coming back on the Island to
support Manx Radio. (A Member: Hear, hear.)
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Member for Douglas East, Miss Bettison.
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Miss Bettison: Thank you, Mr President.
I am not going to repeat the many comments that have already been made. Firstly, I enjoy
listening to Manx Radio and by and large I feel they provide an excellent service. The majority of
shows and presenters provide high-quality local broadcasting of current affairs with a healthy
serving of history, heritage, culture and eclectic music that is right up my street. However, that is
certainly not to suggest that they should have unlimited Government funding and be given carte
blanche to do whatever they wish. There must be checks and balances in place with clear
governance frameworks, while avoiding operational political interference both actual and
perceived.
I welcome the political scrutiny that is offered by both Manx Radio and the many other
excellent media outlets we have on our Island. Personally, I believe that Manx Radio’s
presentation to political Members last week was a little over the top, but I was pleased that
there appeared to be a keenness to engage with Tynwald over the structure, governance and
funding of public media broadcasting on the Island. It certainly seems that there are still past
disagreements being aired, and personally again I feel that this is unnecessary and unhelpful.
Having read the Interim and Final Reports of the Select Committee and the associated
recommendations along with the other tabled amendments, I have brought an amendment to
try and give some further clarity around this important topic. I believe that there are synergies
between the initial recommendations and the other proposed amendments but I have tried to
place these into a logical order with clear accountability and timeframes.
As with the previous motion debated by this Hon. Court about another valued Manx
institution, we must separate the operational management from the strategic picture. We
should not be micromanaging Manx Radio. The recommendations appear to me to make a series
of changes that are not in a logical order and will permanently damage Manx Radio prior to even
commencing further discussions with the BBC. I feel strongly that a series of discussions must
take place with the BBC to identify what scope there may be to secure the best value for money
for Island residents relating to broadcasting in general. However, the Isle of Man public must be
consulted on any fundamental changes that come as an outcome of any discussions, as they
could have a profound impact on the people of our Island. I have placed this as the first task of
the Council of Ministers and the output of this deliberation would then inform the subsequent
actions.
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The second action by the Council of Ministers on conclusion of discussions with the BBC
would be to work up a sustainable, multi-year operational and funding plan for Radio Manx
Limited to provide them with the certainty that they need. Identifying the appropriate structures
is dependent on the outcome of the BBC negotiations; hence my clear ordering of these items.
The final piece of the jigsaw is to develop effective ownership, regulatory and governance
mechanisms for the Island’s public service broadcaster on a more generic scale. This should
ensure accountability for any future expenditure of public money to ensure value for money for
the taxpayer. It should ensure operational and editorial independence free from actual or
perceived political interference, clear articulation and effective regulation of public service
broadcasting obligations to include but not be limited to balanced reporting and ensuring any
commercial activities do not give rise to any actual or perceived conflicts of interest. I feel that
this would be best served by a select committee to recognise the independence from
Government on this matter. This committee could explore any necessary legislative changes to
achieve these outcomes, perhaps even through a bespoke public service broadcasting Bill.
For me, the three items I have outlined in my amendment in the order I have stated them
provide a coherent way forward to get the best deal for the Manx public. I have placed
timeframes on all of these reporting points to ensure that Tynwald is kept abridged of progress
throughout and to allay fears of this being just kicked into the long grass. I hope that Hon.
Members may feel able to support this amendment and the spirit in which it has been brought
in front of this Court.
I beg to move:
To leave out all the words after “That” in the first line, and to add:
‘the Council of Ministers should:
1) pursue negotiations with the BBC aimed at securing improved outcomes for the Isle of Man
in all fields of broadcasting, and to report on this to Tynwald by May 2019; and
2) following such negotiations, develop a sustainable multi-year operational and funding plan
for Radio Manx Limited, and report on this to Tynwald by October 2019; and
subsequently, Tynwald should appoint a Select Committee to report on the means to develop
effective ownership, regulatory and governance mechanisms for the Island’s public service
broadcaster to ensure: accountability for any expenditure of public money to ensure value for
money for the taxpayer; operational and editorial independence (free from actual or
perceived political interference); clear articulation and effective regulation of public service
broadcasting obligations to include, but not be limited to, balanced reporting and ensuring
any commercial activities do not give rise to any actual or perceived conflicts of interest; and
to report on this to Tynwald by June 2020.’
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Poole-Wilson.
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Mrs Poole-Wilson: Thank you, Mr President.
I rise to second the amendment brought by the Hon. Member for Douglas East,
Miss Bettison.
What seems clear is that there is a problem here. It would be easy to dismiss I think it is 13
Select Committee reports as each new batch of politicians wanting to have their say, but the all
too frequent revisiting of this topic suggests something far more fundamental. The present
situation is far from satisfactory, is broken. The challenge is how best to fix it and I am far from
convinced that what we have in the Report today, the recommendations, can really do that.
Others have commented on the fact that perhaps it is not the most coherent set of
recommendations that really provide a strategic vision and structure for how we can fix this
problem, and similarly to the debate on the last Item, certainly there were some
recommendations which seemed to delve into operational matters, which really again people
voting on in this Court possibly are not in the position or qualified to vote on.
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And so I would prefer a way forward now that adopts a much more strategic and coherent
approach. The reason I am supporting the Hon. Member for Douglas East, Miss Bettison’s
amendment is that I think what it does is it clearly sequences different steps to provide a level of
coherence. For instance, the output of any negotiation with the BBC potentially will impact the
funding settlement. If we are able to secure additional funding from the BBC, that has an
immediate knock on – or it should do – to the amount of any subvention that would be needed
and it might also have an impact on the public service broadcaster’s need for commercial
revenue. I also think that once we know that and we can put in place a multi-year … and I think
the multi-year funding plan is important because it allows the broadcaster to plan and perhaps
use that public money more wisely to invest more sensibly and get better value for that money.
That is a second fundamental step.
There is no question that there needs to be proper, transparent governance. We cannot have
a situation continue, in my view, Mr President, where we have a shareholder who is holding the
purse strings as Government. Also, we do not have any independence from this Hon. Court and
we know that a purpose trust has previously been in place to provide a body that sits between
this Hon. Court and Government and the public service broadcaster. That model may have failed
in the past but there is no reason not to look at why it failed and to improve the position going
forward. I agree with Miss Bettison’s sentiment that it could be a select committee of parliament
to provide that transparency of discussion and agreement around the arrangements that should
be put in place for governance and regulation in due course.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Members, I intend that we take a break at this point and the Court will
resume at five minutes to six.
The Court adjourned at 5.31 p.m.
and resumed its sitting at 5.56 p.m.

Select Committee on Public Service Media –
Interim and Second Reports 2017-18 and 2018-19 and recommendations –
Debate continued
The President: We resume our debate and I call the Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Sharpe.
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Mrs Sharpe: Thank you, Mr President.
Hon. Members, as many of you will know, I have spent my life working in media at a national
and international level as a freelance television producer-director making prime-time factual
programmes for the BBC, ITV, Channel 4, Sky and HBO; as a freelance radio reporter for the BBC
World Service, BBC Radio 4, BBC Radio 3; as a journalist and writer for publications including The
Guardian; and as a local broadcast journalist for BBC Isle of Man. I have an insider’s view of the
realities of making public service media content and how it differs from purely commercial
content.
Due to my career and my interest in travel, I have worked in and visited countries which have
either no public service media or only limited public service media. I have met people living
under totalitarian regimes who have risked their lives on a weekly basis to tune into the BBC
World Service, as the only means of finding out what was happening in their own countries. So I
have seen with my own eyes how essential it is to have a robust public service media in a
democracy. In fact I would argue that without an editorially independent public service media,
monitored by an external body, you have no true democracy.
So how does this relate to the Report before us? (Interjection)
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The Committee has worked hard to gather evidence on the Island’s current main provider of
public service media – Manx Radio – and on Manx Radio’s relationship with other media outlets
on the Island. It has gathered evidence and opinions from Ofcom and the BBC, as well as
commercial media companies. In doing so, the Committee has generated much-needed debate
around the whole question of what constitutes public service media. How do we define it? How
do we protect it? Who should pay for it? How should it be delivered?
Hon. Members, without meaning in any way to criticise the work of the Committee, it has
generated many more questions than it has been able to address within the confined remit of
this Report. For example, because Manx Radio is currently the main public service media
provider in the Isle of Man, the recommendations have focused largely on the one radio station;
but I would argue tinkering with Manx Radio, its management structure, its subvention, its
advertising, its building, should not be our main focus. Why not? Because, firstly, Tynwald needs
to consider the definition of public service broadcasting. The Report recommends that news and
Manx content be mandatory offerings whilst entertainment should remain discretionary. As a
media professional, I can assure you that it is impossible to separate out entertainment from
content. All content needs to be produced in a manner which is suitably entertaining enough to
grab the attention of the particular section of society at which it is aimed – in order to inform
and to educate successfully, public service media should entertain as well.
Secondly, in our current media climate we need to be talking about public service media, not
just broadcasting radio programmes but media in all its cross-platform glory because this is the
world we now live in. We need to be thinking of the bigger public service media picture, one
which includes radio, and audio visual, and photography, and the written word, and the
internet. In saying this, I am not seeking to criticise Manx Radio’s place in our society, or to
detract from the quality of its current output, or to debase the highly professional jobs its
journalists unstintingly carry out; but what I am saying is that we should not be concentrating
our efforts on what to do about Manx Radio.
What we need to be looking at is, thirdly, how radio as a means of delivering public service
media can be integrated into an overall public service media strategy. From reading the Report it
seems that the relationship between Manx Radio and the Government, for whatever reason, as
Mrs Poole-Wilson previously said, has broken. I do believe that now is the time to start looking
at how we can begin again – how we can start again from scratch and design a public service
media which is fit for the 21st century. There is no reason, by the way – in fact I would argue it
would be highly desirable to have an Isle of Man public service media centre; for example, in the
Crow’s Nest at the Sea Terminal, or at the Villa Marina, in which would be housed radio
journalists, perhaps who formerly worked for Manx Radio and who can still produce popular
programmes such as Mandate, and niche programmes such as Time for Brass, working alongside
web journalists and audio-visual journalists.
The building would be accessible; the management system completely restructured. Costs
would be lower; duplication would cease. And there would be, very importantly, a media buzz
and an essential exchange of ideas about how, for example, content about local brass band
music might also reach a younger audience. Public service media needs to serve all sections of
our society and not just older listeners who currently use FM radio.
Another huge advantage to designing a new public service media centre, efficiently run, is
that journalists would have the time they need to do their jobs properly. All over Britain,
newspaper journalists and radio journalists find that they are largely confined to their office
rehashing press releases, because there is just not enough money in local media to pay them to
go out and do journalism. If we have one media centre we can share resources, keep costs down
and let the journalists get on with doing their jobs. And Mr Pugh has outlined the fact that the
problem in local radio at the moment is that no-one has the time, no-one has the resources to
go out and do that deep analysis and make those documentaries which are so essential to a true
democracy.
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In this world of increasing fake news, it is essential that we find new and innovative ways for
journalists to do their jobs properly. Donald Trump could never become Prime Minister for the
UK largely because we have the BBC, and an effective public service media which delivers
impartial news (Interjections) and enables the population to engage in debate is the single best
defence of democracy.
Our public service media strategy, which I have mentioned, would need to have two prongs:
a technical prong which sets out the mechanisms by which our media would be delivered, for
example, FM radio used for a short period of time, slowly integrating into the internet, with
perhaps an opt-out option during the six o’clock BBC News where we could access Isle of Manfilmed news content; and a content prong which would set out what kind of content – radio
programmes, podcasts, websites – which we would need delivered.
The fourth point which needs addressing is Tynwald’s commitment to the independence of
public service media; and, having done so, we need to work out how we will successfully
monitor and protect our public service content in order to ensure that it remains editorially
independent and impartial. Right now, the Communications Commission has the job of dealing
with any complaints from the public – that media content is unsuitable, say, or biased. But the
Commission does not proactively monitor output. And what happens if a member of the public
complains that a particular radio programme has been unfairly balanced in the Government’s
favour, for example? Or if a journalist employed by public service media, and therefore in effect
on the Government payroll, complains that a civil servant or Tynwald Member has tried to quash
a news story? The complaint will work its way up through the Communications Commission until
it gets to the top, where the Chair is the Minister for Home Affairs. The body which scrutinises
our public service media output needs to be truly independent. If it is to be the Communications
Commission then the Minister of Home Affairs needs to step aside as Chair of the
Commission.(Two Members: Hear, hear.) (Interjection) The Commission needs to then actively
and independently monitor output, just as Ofcom does in the UK.
Finally, of course, there is the bottom line, and the question is who will pay for all this?
(Two Members: Mmm!) I would suggest that first Tynwald needs to approach the BBC and the
UK government in order to explore how an Isle of Man media centre might be funded. In an
ideal world the BBC should fund it, since part of the BBC’s remit is to provide media services for
the independent nations of Britain. I honestly do not believe that certain parts of the BBC
understand that we are in fact a separate island nation with our own cultural identity, and this is
partly our fault for not yet having promoted our Island story sufficiently – though Visit Isle of
Man is doing a good job at redressing this.
Tynwald needs to have robust talks with both Westminster and the BBC in order to establish
once and for all our status as an independent nation and to secure sufficient funding for our
public service media centre; and perhaps, to this end, senior representatives of BBC Scotland,
BBC Northern Ireland and BBC Wales – all of which have trod a similar path already – could
perhaps advise us as to how best to proceed, based on their own experiences. The BBC might
fund an Isle of Man media centre outright, although as in Jersey and Guernsey the BBC might
suggest that some hours of programming might still need to be filled with content made off the
Isle of Man. I cannot see this being acceptable to the Manx public who are used to purely Manx
content of a very high level coming from Manx Radio. But there is no reason why local
independent production companies could not create Manx content, as demonstrated by the S4C
model in Wales.
The BBC might partially fund an Isle of Man media centre; we might still have to find funding
via a mixture of Treasury and advertising – we do not know yet. But one thing is for sure: we
cannot remain in our current position. We have to address the future of public service media
here in the Isle of Man and we have to get excited about it. The possibilities, in this era of
technology, are endless. Hon. Members, we have the ability to build a better, brighter future for
our public service media. We just have to be bold and get on with it.
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Now, I have written up an amendment in my name which incorporates Mr Baker’s suggestion
that ‘Tynwald affirms its commitment to Independent Public Service Media’, and then takes the
framework of Miss Bettison’s suggestions that we ‘pursue negotiations with the BBC and the UK
government’. But essentially I have said we should not be discussing Manx Radio per se; I have
said we should be discussing an Isle of Man public service media centre, and that we need an Isle
of Man public service media strategy.
Thank you. I move:
To leave out all the words after ‘be received and that’ and to add:
‘Tynwald affirms its commitment to Independent Public Service Media based on the core
values of Informing, Educating and Entertaining the public of the Isle of Man and calls on the
Council of Ministers:
(1) to pursue negotiations with the BBC and the UK Government to obtain advice and funding,
either full or partial, for an Isle of Man Public Service Media Centre, incorporating radio, TV,
internet and all other cross media platforms and to report on this to Tynwald by May 2019;
(2) following such negotiations to draw up an overall Isle of Man Public Service Media
Strategy incorporating all cross media platforms, together with a sustainable operational and
funding plan and to report on this to Tynwald by October 2019; and
Subsequently, Tynwald should appoint a Select Committee to report on the means to develop
effective ownership, regulatory and governance mechanisms for the Island’s Public Service
Media to ensure: accountability for any expenditure of public money to ensure value for
money for the tax payer; operational and editorial independence; clear articulation and
effective regulation of Public Service Media obligations to include, but not be limited to,
balanced reporting and ensuring any commercial activities do not give rise to any conflicts of
interest; and to report on this to Tynwald by June 2020.’
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Miss August-Hanson.
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Miss August-Hanson: How do I follow that?
Thank you, Mr President. (The Speaker: Briefly!) (A Member: Say no!)
I suppose what I will start by saying is that obviously we know I left Manx Radio to come to
this place and I was in the newsroom for a good two years. I never once, and nor do I know any
journalist in the Manx Radio newsroom that has ever been called up by any Member of Tynwald,
as far as I know, to retract a story – nor would they! This comes up quite a bit and it has done at
Manx Radio while I was there, and people would come to me and they would ask me as to
whether or not that might happen, because of the close connection I suppose in terms of
funding.
Never, never once – and I would never have compromised myself, nor do I know of any of my
colleagues at the time at Manx Radio in the Manx Radio newsroom that would have
compromised themselves in terms of letting go with a news story. And actually with our news
stories, we try not to be precious about them but when you put the amount of effort and time
into pieces of news that you pull together, in an unbiased way and covering as many angles as
you possibly can, the amount of time and effort that goes into these things, you would not set
that to one side, morally or otherwise.
So I will continue with my speech – the speech that I prepared, anyway. I will not be
supporting the amendment by my colleague on Legislative Council, although I do respect her a
great deal.

4625

The President: It has not been seconded at this stage, so no comment is appropriate.
Miss August-Hanson: Sorry, it has not been seconded; I do apologise, I shall not speak to it
then in that case.
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The research and the debate which has ensued has drummed up a level of instability, a
whirlwind of negativity towards those not only at management level at Manx Radio responsible
for good governance of the operation of Radio Manx Limited but staff who, I personally know
work exceptionally hard – for hours on end – to inform and educate and entertain. Those words
mean an awful lot to broadcasters because they go to the very heart of what we do. If it is not
interesting and if it is not entertaining, then how do you expect people to want to sit there and
listen to it?
The Speaker: Yet here we are! (Laughter)
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Miss August-Hanson: To be informed and educated?
The people that work at Manx Radio are the very life blood of what we know it to be and
many of us in this room care a great deal about Manx Radio. Anyone with a history there,
including those that criticise it, knows that the work ethic, the focus, the camaraderie – that
does not leave you. I remember my time there and it keeps my feet firmly on the ground. All of
those hours at night – researching, typing, editing, typing again, editing again. Mandate, Agenda
programmes – there are documentaries that are produced by Manx Radio. We worked very hard
on them, actually, back then and I was very proud of the things that I produced, and I know that
my colleagues certainly were as well at the time. You are trying to perfect where money and
resource constrains perfection; you are finding a story late in the working day, you stay on for
the benefit of listener enjoyment so that they might be better informed, and sometimes it is
only for three short minutes on the Mandate programme. That might have taken a good half an
hour, on top of all of the time that it has taken for you to actually go out there and gather it,
research it, understand it.
Contrary to popular belief, truly, it really is not easy to condense an awful lot of information
into a broadcasting script – it is not for the benefit of a PR person, or a politician, or a
parliamentarian; it is to keep the attention of the listener, and it is to do what you feel is your
moral duty.
Before building those modern practices into Manx Radio, staff in the newsroom and on air,
they build their training in to the day-to-day grind, and often they stay very late or they come in
very early to improve upon their performance, their presence and their ingenuity. They do not
get paid overtime to do it, they do not get excessive amounts of money to do it; the vast
majority of people that work at Manx Radio do not get paid an awful lot of money. They do not
do it for a pay cheque; they do it for passion and it drives them.
Manx Radio’s current employees, its programme control, its presenters, its newsreaders
broadcast – there are video and online journalists that work at Manx Radio and there are people
there that have a level of specialism in terms of social media and news distribution in that arena.
They are dedicated people. Some of them are pushing against traditional archaic radio
ideological standpoints, against their history, to reflect a new age that I suppose the spirit of
some of these recommendations seems to be looking for. I do not agree with any of them, but it
seems that that is what they are looking for. You know, I walked away from Manx Radio to join
the Legislative Council and that movement … I firmly believe that this debate could at least be a
catalyst to have certain individuals listened to a little bit more closely – for all of the worry and
displacement it has prompted. I suppose good scrutiny does add real value and change nearly
always needs to be welcomed – good and bad.
But, in fairness, I would like to see the board have a greater amount of broadcasting industry
expertise among its members, more reflective perhaps of the Manx population. But as a note of
caution to this parliament and into the future, this debate not long follows the last debate on
the subject, and it can be argued that there are ripples of dissatisfaction towards Manx Radio as
one administration folds into the next. There is a question to be had there, as to why it is coming
about time and time again. Having sat on both sides of the proverbial fence, I can say as a matter
of fact that it does nothing for staff morale to have such consistent re-evaluation of their work
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which they cannot improve on or alter, while research or negotiation over years is considered
and decided upon – that needs to be better communicated, whether it be by Manx Radio’s
management or by Members of this Court.
Further to that, it does nothing for the Isle of Man’s reputation for Government, for
parliament, to constantly be questioning the remit of a public service broadcaster. It stands to
reason that there has been such an outcry from the Public Media Alliance, which is the largest
global association of public broadcasters, and I agree with what it has to say on the subject of
definitions, which was outlined by my colleague on Legislative Council, Mr Cretney.
Frankly, why the Committee has thought it fit to suggest that internationally accepted
definitions of public service media are not sufficient for the Isle of Man is entirely bizarre! Public
service media underpins what it is to be an informed democratic society, an independent
democracy. The people of the Isle of Man need to be comforted in knowing that their
broadcaster has no Government leanings, one way or the other; it needs to be viewed as an
unbiased entity.
In training for my Masters in International Investigative Journalism, I was taught that every
free democracy around the world looks to a direct licence fee or a government subvention to
help fund its activities. Currently, the BBC is subvented by just under 80%. We subvent by just
40%. Between the BBC and the amount Manx Radio is subvented lies Austria, Switzerland,
Macau, Italy, Belgium, Canada, Taiwan and RTE, while we sit comfortably next to RBS Korea at
the moment and they have slightly less by about 2%. Now, I would love for someone to explain
why we want to look at removing a team of people – some brilliant people, might I add – at
Manx Radio in the advertising team, that make up the other 60% of funding through advertising
from Manx Radio, all £1.2 million pounds of it. They work flat out at trying to pick up the other
side of this that, frankly, we are not paying for!
So who is going to pick up the tab for all of the recommendations, should they go through?
And there is no guarantee that the BBC would actually do so at all; in fact they have indicated no
interest in doing so. None!
I am not even going to tread into why Government or parliament should have an active role
in the strategic direction of a public service broadcaster and in the recruitment of directors, and
engagement with the medium- to long-term planning. Again, as a trained journalist: medium- to
long-term planning? I absolutely despair at that.
Now, the BBC: since my election to this place I have been at a loss to understand why this
parliament, which once rejected the BBC’s offer to provide a radio station in the Isle of Man
when others were set up in Jersey and Guernsey – and, I hasten to add, they would not be
offered in this day and age of BBC job cuts and slashes to resourcing to what they currently
have … How is the Committee suggesting that it would increase its financial support to Manx
Radio, having already just supplied it with a BBC local democracy reporter? I would love to see
the BBC do so. Genuinely, I would absolutely love to, but I do not think that it will. It is a pretty
tight-fisted institution. It is! Cheshire does not have a radio station, you know – they requested
one recently and the BBC said no. We are an Island, so the outcome may be different. It may be,
but I doubt it.
As for the licence fee: we have got two journalists that have just been recruited to BBC Ellan
Vannin at the start of last month. Both of those are extraordinarily hard grafters – I know,
because I have worked with them personally at Manx Radio before they moved over. The pair of
them are brilliant – absolutely brilliant. They have walked into this. Has anybody communicated
with them?
I would love to see positive change at Manx Radio, with it moving in a 21st-century direction,
but I think it is in a good place to be doing that as it stands at the moment. Maybe there could
be improvements that could be … I do not know. It would be nice to see them given the
additional funding in order to do so. That is going to have to be with negotiations, I suppose.
But I just implore Members, please let Manx Radio have its independence and give it some
clarity on what is going to happen next, because as one month rolls into the next in the lead-up
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to this particular debate the amount of dissatisfaction and upset that this has caused is quite
significant.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Member for Douglas South, Mr Malarkey.
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The Chairman of the Communications Commission (Mr Malarkey): Thank you, Mr President.
How do you follow that? (Laughter) I will not say that was a party political broadcast on
behalf of Manx Radio, but … we will carry on from there.
Mr President, I first stand as the Chair of the Communications Commission. There is a short
amendment going to be circulated now on behalf of the Communications Commission for whom
we had a meeting yesterday, and although many Members in here do not seem to think we
should have a political Member on the Commission I do not know who else would have been
moving the motion today, if it was not for a political Member; or be moving the Communications
Bill, Mr President; or be reporting important stuff that comes from Ofcom, etc. back to Council
of Ministers. So it is quite important we have a political Member on the Communications
Commission.
Basically, Mr President, my amendment is to do with recommendation 6. The
Communications Bill that is going through is trying to do its best to keep the likes of Manx Radio
or any public service broadcaster totally independent, just like it is trying to make the
Commission totally independent, and that neither of them should be politically exposed in the
way that they are involved in negotiations or with the finances of what happens to Manx Radio,
because they are regulators. They are purely regulators who are there to uphold whatever
contracts are signed on behalf of the Government; whatever Ofcom regulations are inside;
whatever is happening within the communications world. They are regulators.
This recommendation 6 states an agreement between Treasury, the Communications
Commission and the directors of the public broadcaster. The Communications Commission does
not believe for one second that they should be involved in any negotiations regarding finance
with regard to what happens between Treasury and a public broadcaster. So my amendment
purely and simply on recommendation 6 removes the Communications Commission from that
recommendation:
To leave out the words ‘the Communications Commission’.
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This is at the request of the Communications Commission because it wants to stand as a
regulator, and once we can get on with the Communications Bill that is exactly the position it will
have – it will be a regulator, just like stations like Manx Radio would be public service
broadcasters, free from political interference.
I do not think anybody here today – and I am hearing all these debates – for one second
thinks that we should be politically interfering with any public broadcaster, Mr President. I got
so much déjà vu today about all these select committees and all these past reports coming
backwards and forwards. Basically, the problem is that there is public sector money being used
for a radio station, and all the public wants to know is that they are getting value for money for
it. (A Member: Yes.) That is the bottom line. And throwing the spanner into the works is when
we look at other jurisdictions like Jersey, Guernsey, etc. who get money, after we pay something
like £4.2 million (A Member: Wrong!) to the BBC – (The Speaker: £4.8 million.) and we get
nothing in return. And this brings the same thing back every few years because of the fact that
public money is going to run a public sector broadcasting station and the public wants to know
they are getting value for money for it. (A Member: Hear, hear.) And that is why this keeps
coming back, and coming back, and coming back.
Can I go through the recommendations …? Not the recommendations; the amendments! Sigh
of relief – not the recommendations! (Laughter)
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Mr Malarkey: I find, personally – and I will take my Communications hat off now – there are
far too many recommendations. I do not think they are going to go anywhere. I think they are
going to be sitting back on the shelf like they were four years ago, or 10 years ago, or with all of
the other different select committees we had. So I really am not enhanced with the
recommendations.
There are some amendments that have come forward – one has not been seconded yet so I
cannot speak to that one. The other one I was doing very well with – Miss Bettison’s – until I got
to the final paragraph where Tynwald should elect another select committee to report … And I
thought, ‘Here we go again, another select committee!’ Mr President, do we really want …? We
have not finished with this one yet – do we really want another select committee?
I go to Mr Cretney’s: Mr Cretney, I could more or less agree with your amendment but the
problem is you have put the Communications Commission in the middle of your
recommendation, where we should not be! So if you want to come back with that one and take
out the Communications Commission maybe I can support it.
So when I toss them all around, I go to Mr Baker’s and it more or less sums it up – it sums it
up. We want value for money from the public broadcaster so we want to tell them to go back
and check their accounts to see what they can come back with, and see whether they can trim
any more and make sure we are getting value for money. At the same time we want money
from the BBC. So we are asking Council to go forward and see what we can squeeze out of the
BBC. It answers all the questions!
We do not need all the other recommendations to be perfectly honest, Mr President. I firmly
believe that you should take Mr Baker’s amendment first and I think that will actually put to bed
all the other recommendations that are coming out of the Committee because I believe firmly
that this is the way forward. But if you are minded to run with the recommendations, all I will
ask you to do is please pick up on my amendment to recommendation 6. The Communications
Commission is a regulator and should not be involved in any financial way or in any other
involvement in any negotiations that go on with regard to a public sector broadcaster – Treasury
or anybody else – because it has to be a regulator, standalone. And when we finally get the
Comms Bill through which, without a political Member on the Committee, you would never get
through because there would be nobody to take it through for you – another good reason why
you have to have a political Member sitting on the Communications Commission …
A Member: You could do it!
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Mr Malarkey: When we finally get that Bill through, hopefully this will clear up a lot of this
misunderstanding – misunderstanding about the Comms Commission, what their role is, what a
public sector broadcaster’s role is, and what everybody else’s role within communications is.
That is why it has taken so long to get to this degree, because it is held up again in case of the
outcome of something else that comes out of this Select Committee today which brings in a
whole load of new clauses, or amendments to clauses, that might come out of today’s debate.
The simple answer is, accept Mr Baker’s amendment today. Let’s put the rest of it to one
side. Pease do not pick any amendments with any more select committees!
So at that, I would personally – and that is not with my Communications hat on – ask people
today to select the amendment coming through from Mr Baker and let’s just move on and put
this to bed once and for all, please, Mr President. I move:
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Two Members: Hear, hear.
The President: Hon. Member, Mr Boot.
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Mr Boot: Thank you, Mr President.
Quite a lot to follow; I will try to be fairly brief.
From my perspective, Manx Radio is synonymous with the Isle of Man. Ever since I moved
here over 30 years ago it is fair to say that Manx Radio is ‘the nation’s station’ and the voice of
the Isle of Man. As politicians, sometimes we like what they say; at other times we do not. That
is the media for you, but at the end of the day they perform an important function in our
society – public service broadcasting. Yes, there are other stations but, let’s be honest, they do
not carry that much news and certainly not the in-depth coverage that Manx Radio does. Manx
Radio displays all the hallmarks of a public service broadcaster, as they should. As well as their
political coverage they are a real community broadcaster that cover items that are minority
interest but are nevertheless worthy of exposure, often in an entertaining way. And this is what I
believe the Manx public wants.
Turning now specifically to the Select Committee’s Report and its recommendations, I found
this a difficult Report to read and more so when it came to the 11 recommendations, plus four
themselves, with the last recommendation being voted on in four parts. I am not going to go
through them individually but would comment in general terms that the definition of ‘public
service broadcasting’ is well known and Manx Radio delivers in this respect. There is absolutely
no need to reinvent the wheel.
The recommendations are disparate, and whilst I would like to listen to the radio without
advertising, from what I understand it generates £1.2 million of income a year and even if you
take out the cost of delivering that advertising it is probably going to net out at around a million
a year. This is then at odds with other recommendations ‘to budget for a surplus’, and ‘no public
funds should be committed to public service broadcasting in the absence of an agreement’, and I
ask what has been going on for the last 30 years that I have been on Island if there has not been
a general accord with Government and community acceptance of the requirement for some
subvention for Manx Radio?
We should let the directors of the company get on with running the radio station and
providing a public broadcast service at arm’s length from Government. It seems to me that these
recommendations are akin to parliament trying to dictate the way in which the service is
delivered. If I was working for Manx Radio, or indeed on the board, the recommendations would
demotivate me, to say the least. As I see it, the last thing we want to be seen to be doing as
parliament or Government is setting ourselves up to control our public service broadcaster. That
seems to me to be akin to a totalitarian regime and not an open, advanced democracy like our
own.
I think we have to accept, if you want a public service broadcaster that has output and covers
things that are not commercially viable, then there is a price to pay. This Court has to decide
whether it wants to pay that price and so far it seems the community has been willing to accept
that price, as indeed has Tynwald.
Looking to the future, I think none of the recommendations are fit for purpose. I do not mean
to be rude to the mover but they are a list of mismatched recommendations with little or no
coherence. The amendment moved by my hon. friend, Member for Ayre and Michael, Mr Baker
is a far more acceptable compromise and will achieve in a confined timescale what the
recommendations questionably are trying to do in a disparate way.
I would like to speak briefly to the other amendments at this stage. The Hon. Member of
Council, Mr Cretney’s amendment: I cannot accept this, it talks about forming another working
party which is akin to a select committee in a different guise and talks about the
Communications Commission, as Mr Malarkey has made the case for not being involved, very
well – just before I spoke.
Then I speak to the Hon. Member for Douglas East, Miss Bettison’s amendment. The first part
of her amendment really does nothing more that Mr Baker’s amendment does not address in
the same way, and the second part of that refers to yet another select committee. I think
someone said that we have already had 13 select committees and we are now debating a Select
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committee.
Then, the Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Sharpe –
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The President: Mrs Sharpe’s amendment has not been seconded.
Mr Boot: In that case –
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A Member: He is going to!
The President: Are you going to second it?
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Mr Boot: No, I am not going to second it! (Laughter). Thank you for reminding me,
Mr President!
Mrs Sharpe: Oh, go on!
Mr Boot: And has Mr Malarkey’s amendment been –?
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The President: It has not. (Interjections)
Mr Malarkey: You can second that one, though!
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Mr Boot: Yes, in that case I can second Mr Malarkey’s amendment, if I may –?
Mr Malarkey: Thank you very much. (Interjections)
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Mr Boot: – and speak briefly to it. He is indeed correct about the involvement of the Comms
Commission and I believe that if any of the other recommendations are accepted, then his
amendment that removes the Comms Commission from the process should be accepted.
Now, moving on to Mr Baker’s amendment particularly, it affirms Tynwald commitment to a
public service broadcaster, which gives confidence to Manx Radio and its staff. Secondly, it puts
the negotiations with the BBC fairly and squarely where they should be, with the Council of
Ministers and Government. Thirdly, it puts the emphasis back on the company, Manx Radio or
Radio Manx Ltd, to develop a strategy that may well include – and I suspect it will – an ongoing
subvention, but with justification that will enable us as shareholders to discuss that and debate
it in a set timescale.
That strategy may well be informed by the Report before us and by discussion with the
Treasury as shareholder but at the end of the day they, Manx Radio, need to develop their own
strategy, one that they feel comfortable with and one that will pass muster with us,
shareholders and of course the community they serve. It seems that it is almost compulsory for
every administration to go through a debate on the future of Manx Radio. So far it has survived,
even with new competition of late, and continues to provide public service broadcasting. I
sincerely hope this will be the case going into the future, albeit with a changed or evolved
strategy.
Finally, if you cannot support Mr Baker’s amendment, then vote all the recommendations
down and let’s retain the status quo.
Thank you very much, Mr President.

4935

The President: Now, Hon. Members, we have four amendments properly proposed and
seconded, no others as far as I am aware at this stage; but I do have quite a long list of
Hon. Members wishing to speak. I feel sure that there is a reasonable chance of completion
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tonight, if Members keep to the point and refrain themselves from repetition, and focus on the
motion and the amendments – we may well complete tonight – we may do.
Mr Cretney: God loves an optimist!
The President: Mr Robertshaw.

4945

Mr Robertshaw: Thank you, Mr President. (Laughter)
The President: Ignore them, Mr Robertshaw!
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Mr Robertshaw: Thank you, Mr President; that is very kind. (The Speaker: Pure coincidence!)
I got to my feet because I think it is very important that I do not upset or disappoint the Hon.
Member for Ayre and Michael in not getting up and talking about the difference between
strategic and operational issues. So I hope I have not disappointed him, because the Report
before us is a conflated conglomeration of all sorts of things and I think I share Mr Boot’s
comments that we either go for an amendment or wipe out the Report before us.
I want to thank Manx Radio for their presentation, I thought it was very good; but I thought
when I first went in that I was entering a disco, and I was looking round for somebody to dance
with. (Laughter) But it was very good and I thank them for their contributions.
I asked Trudi to find out when we had debated this issue before and it was 1974, 1975, 1984,
twice in 1994, 1995, 2002, 2005, 2006, 2007; there is something in for 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014,
2018; there was the Myers Report and the Darwin Report. So we really are terribly enthusiastic
about getting involved in trying to manage Manx Radio – which is not our job. (The Speaker:
Hear, hear.) It is simply not our task. We have a strategic role to play and we keep diving in and
getting embroiled in things that we have no right to do so.
So given that it is a balance between rejecting the whole thing and going for some of the
amendments – I feel like Goldilocks a bit here, because some of the amendments are too cold,
(Laughter) and the amendment we are not allowed to talk to is so hot we are not allowed to talk
about it. (Laughter) So it is a question of trying to find somewhere in the middle. (Laughter) And
I have never called myself Goldilocks before – (Laughter and interjections) I think if we are
agreed that we are not going to accept the Report then we do not need to concern ourselves
with Mr Malarkey’s because that, as it were, embraces those recommendations which we are all
absolutely trying to stay away from.
Then you get Mr Cretney’s, which is fine, but I think if you go through all those reports – and I
read through some of them – I think we have probably said that half a dozen times in the past.
So we do not need to keep saying, ‘We reiterate the importance of public service broadcasting’.
That is a given and we do not need to keep saying it. So I think it is between Mr Baker’s and
Miss Bettison’s; or neither, and just cancel the whole thing.
I prefer Miss Bettison’s amendment because it is straightforward and it goes through a
sequence of activities and it separates things that need separating, because we keep conflating
them – we are getting BBC issues wrapped up with Manx Radio. One of the Members actually
pointed at Manx Radio during the presentation and started blaming them for something to do
with the BBC – which I thought was quite extraordinary. So we either will, or will not, find a new
way forward with the BBC, so let’s deal with that in isolation and put it to bed one way or the
other, and if we have to put it to bed then we move on and we do not talk about it again; or
there is an opportunity to negotiate something with them and we bring it …
And that leads us to number 2, because that is the next step in a logical process which is:
‘following such negotiations, develop a multi-year operational funding plan for our broadcaster’.
That is straightforward, but why I prefer Miss Bettison’s to Mr Baker’s amendment is because
are we going to go back again, some time in this administration or the next one, because we
have not separated off Manx Radio from interference on our part? We have to do that; we
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genuinely have to do that. So let’s do it in three steps: deal with the BBC one way or the other;
deal with a funding programme for Manx Radio; and then make sure we do not have to keep
coming back here again and again and again. So that is why that third activity needs to be
addressed.
You have asked me to be short, Mr President, and I therefore determined to do so; but I will
sit down, asking Members to consider Miss Bettison’s amendment and if they are uncomfortable
with that, go for Mr Baker’s.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Member for Douglas North, Mr Ashford.
Mr Ashford: Thank you, Mr President.
The more I have read this Report I get the feeling it has been hashed together to try and
please everyone and has ended up pleasing absolutely nobody.
As other speakers have said, so far there have been 13 reports into Manx Radio and I have
taken the time to read them, (Laughter) to read all 13 of them – and it has been a wonderful
cure for my insomnia, I have got to say that. I have got to say of all the reports that have been
done, I find some of the recommendations in this current Report the most dangerous of all,
(Two Members: Hear, hear.) but I was delighted …
I did take the time to read the 13 reports and I have got some of them here today with me. In
his opening remarks the Hon. Chairman of the Committee referred to the fact that this was a
fresh approach. Well, the December 1992 one was badged up as a fresh approach; in fact, it was
so fresh it was never heard of again, (Laughter) and listening to comments here today I get the
feeling the same thing is going to happen.
Turning to some of the recommendations, the ones I think are most dangerous, particularly
recommendation 1, where we are unilaterally going to change what public service broadcasting
is if that recommendation is accepted, compared to the fact that there is an international
standard out there – why on earth are we messing with that?
Also, in relation to recommendation 5, where I noticed again in his opening remarks the
Hon. Member for Ramsey, Dr Allinson, stated that this is not state control, it is pragmatic – well,
I think the very fact that that had to be stated in his opening remarks speaks volumes.
In relation to recommendation 7 as well it is confusing because it has already been said about
unfair competition and the OFT and the fact that the Report speaks against itself. It says it
cannot find any unfair competition but then wants the OFT to investigate.
I will turn to the amendments in a minute, Mr President, but in relation to the BBC – and
again this comes up periodically; this is spread through all the old reports as well – and going
back to the BBC and negotiating funding, again Dr Allinson, the Hon. Member for Ramsey, was
quite optimistic, I thought, in his opening remarks because he said they did not rule it out,
increasing the funding. Well, having read the written evidence and listened to the recording as
well, I have got to say they did not exactly rule it in either. (Laughter) The basic view was that
every time the Committee raised Jersey or Guernsey and the inequality, it seemed to get skirted
over at speed by those who were representing the BBC – in fact, so much so that I am surprised
the Committee was not dizzy by the end of the evidence session. So although I think it wise to go
back and renegotiate with the BBC and forcefully put the point, I think some of the other
dangerous things in the recommendations, such as saying we will not take part in the licence fee
any more … What is the consequence of that? The BBC will cut off the signal. Well, that is great
for those of us who can afford satellite TV, but what about those in society who cannot? So yet
again you are going to penalise the poorest in society because they are not going to be able to
access the BBC’s services any more. In fact, with the renegotiation with the BBC there is the
possibility, of course, that there is a very seasoned female negotiator across the water who
might shortly be looking for a new job, so if we get the bid in quickly we might actually have
someone to be able to go forward.
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Turning to the amendments, I have got to say Mr Cretney’s … While I understand why he
moved it and there are certain things I can support in it, I cannot support that amendment
because it does include the Communications Commission and I think we are confusing
regulation with management there, and also it includes the External Relations Division as well,
which I am not sure is the right place in the Cabinet Office to be doing that.
In relation to Miss Bettison’s, it has already been said … I liked point 1, and I liked point 2
because there does need to be, in my view, a multi-year funding plan for Manx Radio, but then
we get to the end bit and, as has already been said by a few Members, a select committee to
report again. With all due respect, it is select committees that have got us to where we are
today. The more I heard Members speak the more I had this vision in my head of a brand-new
Yes, Minister sketch with Sir Humphrey Appleby stood there saying, ‘Minister, we’ve come up
with a solution to your problem over select committees: we’ll appoint a select committee to
investigate and that’ll fix the problem.’ So, unfortunately, I cannot support Miss Bettison’s
amendment – despite the fact that I agree with the multi-year operational funding part –
because of that being in there.
That then brings me to Mr Baker’s, where I can, I think, support it. I think of the amendments
that have been laid it is the one that I can support. I am not going to speak to Mr Malarkey’s
because I think that that is redundant, depending on how the vote goes, but I will be supporting
Mr Baker’s amendment because I think it is the most acceptable one on there.
In summing up, Mr President – because I did want to be briefer than I was going to be, taking
into account what you have said – I have got to say the more I have read this Report the more,
to me, it just does not seem to make sense what is being recommended and it seems to have
gone out of its way to be provocative and, like I say, it clashes. To me, it is a bit like owning a
farm and finding your cattle shed has caught fire and the way to put the cattle shed out is to set
light to the farmhouse. That seems to be what this Report is doing.
So I will be supporting Mr Baker’s amendment. In the event Mr Baker’s amendment fails, I
will be voting against the whole Report.
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The President: Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins.
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Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
I shall be pleased to second Mrs Sharpe’s amendment. (Interjections and laughter) I may take
some good time, Hon. Members, but I shall try and not repeat what I have heard from others.
There are a few cynics living on this Island. (Laughter) You may have come across them, Hon.
Members, from time to time. Some of them suspect that the broadcaster potentially could
become subservient to the paymaster. It should be evident to all who take the time to read the
Report that the relationship between Manx Radio and Treasury is far from warm and cosy. (A
Member: Hear, hear.) But let me make it clear: I firmly believe in public sector broadcasting. It is
so important – (The Speaker: Service broadcasting.) Thank you. (Laughter) But I want to see it
reach more of the people we represent.
I also welcome the work of the Select Committee. I commend the approach that has been
taken in that the Committee has questioned whether what we have is as good as it should be. It
has obtained evidence from a wide range of sources and it has taken on board feedback to
recommend improvements to take us to a better place. That is the role that we gave the Select
Committee. We did not ask the Select Committee to come back and say ‘Give us the status quo,’
which is what a number of people have called for already today.
The recommendations have been controversial – I think we can agree on that – and they
have pretty much been rejected out of hand by Manx Radio and a number of other speakers
here today. We have also heard that this is the 13th in a long line of Committees on this difficult
subject. Many people have said, ‘Why is this?’ The Member for Garff said he wants it sorted
once and for all. Well, the world is rapidly changing, Hon. Members. Are we seeing Manx Radio
change? (Two Members: Yes.) Well, the listener numbers are declining and it is no longer
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reaching large sections of our community. I would put to you that our current provider has been
slow to react to trends and move with the times. The Committee highlights a lack of creativity in
adapting to the new environment. That is what the Committee tells us after taking on board the
evidence. Many of the public cannot understand why they are paying their BBC licence fee
alongside their Sky subscription and their taxes are subventing a radio station which they do not
personally listen to. They question why we are funding this at the expense of other public
services. Well, let me be clear again, Hon. Members, I recognise there is always going to be a
need for subvention and proper funding for PSB.
The reason that we have yet another Committee is that things have changed. For example, if
you want to know whether the boat is going to go in the morning, people do not tend to wait for
the radio bulletin these days. They now check out the latest sailing page on the website.
Similarly, if you are catching or meeting a plane, you check the Airport departure and arrivals
board on the Airport website. On the weather you can not only check the forecast on various
sites, you can click on the webcams to see if it is sunny in Ramsey, as Dr Allinson, another who
hails from that town, regularly attests. If you are hit by snow, ice, high winds or whatever
calamity, the quickest way to find out how the roads are is to go on to Twitter and check out the
Tweetbeat feed. You do not need to wait, and many people do not because the world has
changed.
Hon. Members, in the recent weeks you will have been extensively lobbied by Manx Radio
either directly or indirectly. At times, the public interest seems to have been blurred with selfinterest. We understand that the members of the senior management team and the board are
very proud of their achievements over the past decades. In the past there was limited
competition. We now have two other radio stations, which do not receive a taxpayer
subvention, not to mention the thousands of other internet radio stations. This also means that
people outside our Island can listen to Manx Radio. What impression does it give?
On music we now have Spotify, Apple Music and Amazon Prime. There is a long list. You see
many people wearing headphones going about their daily business on the bus, walking the dog,
jogging on the prom: are they listening to Manx Radio? (A Member: I am.) They might be,
(Laughter) but fewer are; we know that. It is more competitive.
Why has Manx Radio been so slow to embrace video news? We have Manx TV. They have led
the way here on video news without any state/taxpayer subvention. Ironically, in the glossy
lobbying video provided by Manx Radio the Tynwald coverage section uses Manx TV footage
without providing a credit. No wonder Paul Moulton was upset. We have heard many things
about how public sector broadcasting should be – (Mr Thomas and the Speaker: Service.) Public
service broadcasting, thank you. One thing it should not be is misleading.
I have been asking lots of people in the last few months about public service broadcasting (A
Member: Hooray!) in the Isle of Man and I get mixed responses, Hon. Members. It is clear to me
that some people value Manx Radio very highly. They stress that it is important for the elderly
and it is part of their daily routine. It is good that some of our older residents enjoy Manx Radio;
however, the nation’s station should reach across the generations.
Manx Radio has asserted that local businesses would suffer a loss of revenue if they did not
advertise with them. When I put this to the business community many have been incredulous,
some even accusing Manx Radio, a taxpayer-supported station, of arrogance and conceit. They
point out that there are two other local radio stations; three local newspapers every week,
including one which goes to pretty much every property; a host of monthly magazines which
have widespread distribution; and at least three other local news websites. Many businesses
also now bypass traditional media altogether – they use targeted social media to reach their
customers. The general response from the vast majority of businesses I have spoken to in the
Isle of Man is that there is no shortage of alternative advertising channels in the Isle of Man
market.
Other people did give more positive responses. The Manx language programmes were
appreciated. These are funded by the Gaelic Broadcasting Committee and Culture Vannin. More
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local musicians are also being heard, but this could be increased further. People cannot
understand why the public service broadcaster is largely playing the same imported music as the
commercial stations. It is clear that things are harder for Manx Radio. Increased competition and
technological change brought about by the internet are revolutionising the media and
advertising sectors, but what has been disappointing is the response of the senior management
and the board of directors. At times their focus seems to be to lobby politicians to try to
maintain the status quo. I do not doubt their long commitment in trying circumstances over
many years, but where is the forward-looking vision for the future? Where is the innovation?
There is reluctance to accept change and embrace new ways of doing things.
Hon. Members, if we accept organisations must evolve to reflect their external environment,
how is it tenable that our public service broadcasting wishes to operate as it did in the last
century before increased competition, before the internet? It just does not make sense. It may
well be helpful to look at the structure and makeup of the senior management and board
governance. There is very strong emotional attachment and pride in previous achievements.
This pride could be a barrier to change in a fast-moving environment.
Changes bring opportunities for innovation – we could reach more of our population, be
more nimble and connected. I am hopeful for the future. Whenever I speak to the new cadre of
journalists at Manx Radio they are displaying a refreshing enthusiasm and an open outlook. They
do not have the baggage of the past and they are keen to explore new ideas and ways of doing
things. Whatever outcome we reach, of course we cannot have politicians with editorial control.
That is why we cannot have a political chair of the Communications Commission. (Mr Malarkey:
Rubbish!) (Laughter) I disagree, as many people do.
Are the proposed amendments the right way forward? I am unconvinced.
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Mr Thomas: You seconded one! (Laughter)
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Mr Shimmins: I am unconvinced by the amendment from the Hon. Member of Council,
Mr Cretney, the amendment from Mr Baker and also from Miss Bettison. Why? Because I think
they just kick the can down the road. I think all they do is look to retain the status quo – in
different ways, slightly different tweaks, but actually what will it mean? You will be having
another committee in five years. I will tell you now: that will be what the outcome will be. This
will not fix anything.
Mr Malarkey: What about my amendment?
Mr Shimmins: That is why I would urge you to look at Mrs Sharpe’s amendment. Mrs Sharpe
is a very experienced multi-media professional. We heard earlier from her of her experience
with the BBC, with Channel 4 and with Sky News. She has worked around the world. She is a
multi-media professional. What she is proposing is quite different. She is looking for a Manx
media centre, not just a radio station. She has looked at models elsewhere. I think that is really
exciting, Hon. Members. Do we want a heritage radio station or do we want a modern multimedia centre which reaches across video, internet and radio? I understand why that may be
challenging, because some people have been brought up with decades in radio, but if we want
to connect with our young people we need to change, otherwise we will be back here again.
Hon. Members, that is why I am delighted to second Mrs Sharpe’s amendment and I would
suggest we need to look at how we operate in the 21st century, not continually hark back to a
different time.
I would just ask you to consider a song which you might hear on Manx Radio from time to
time. It is by Bob Dylan and it is The Times They Are a-Changin’. Is our public service
broadcasting changing? The song says:
Come senators, congressmen
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Please heed the call
Don’t stand in the doorway
Don’t block up the hall

Mr Henderson: Hold your cards up, Bill.
Mr Shimmin: Hon. Members – (Interjection and laughter)
5200

The President: Settle down, Hon. Members, please.
Mr Shimmin: – we should heed the call and back Mrs Sharpe’s amendment.
5205

The President: Thank you.
My list is getting longer. (Laughter) It is entirely up to you, Hon. Members, but I repeat: if you
can keep matters focused and avoid repetition, we may complete the debate this evening.
Mr Harmer.

5210

Mr Harmer: Thank you, Mr President.
The first thing I need to say, I do not believe in a public sector broadcaster. (Laughter)
(The Speaker: Service broadcaster.) But I do believe in a public service (The Speaker: Hooray!)
and it is important because the way I see this is all linking and all of the amendments linking, and
why I have some of the issues with some of the amendments is because they link them by
committing the Council of Ministers, and this is a very important point, because the thing that
worried me most about all of the recommendations was that at the very heart of it is the
independence of Manx Radio.
As I was saying, Manx Radio, for me, is an important national broadcaster and it is important
for our community and for our culture. Some of the things that have been said … technology
changes but let’s not be swept with just technology, some things are more important than
technology, and fundamental principles on which a lot of technology is based actually guide
those. And one of the key ones is about the whole essence of public service broadcasting which
is informing, educating and entertaining.
I think the problem that has actually come about is particularly because the report has not …
and perhaps we did not give it the right remit, I think the Hon. Member for Douglas South
explained it very well in the sense that we need some mechanism … There are two issues: one is
to identify and to audit, if you like, the public service broadcasting and is it value for money;
number two, the issue is about the BBC and are we getting value for money in those respects.
They are really the core issues and if the Report had focused on that I think we would have got a
much better answer, but instead what it has done is actually the thing that worries me the most
about all of this – the fact it takes away the very independence. If you look at recommendation 2
that goes into issues of technology and you could easily back that one back into operational
issues, other ones talk about it needing to come back to Tynwald and we authorise whether it
will be allowed to carry on for another year. These are deeply worrying. Fundamental is the
independence of the broadcaster.
We need to look at two issues: first of all Tynwald sets the vision, okay, and then Manx Radio
delivers it. So in essence we talk about the fundamentals, and that is why I will be supporting
Mr Baker’s amendment – informing, educating and entertainment – that is the core principle,
that is what it needs to do. How it does that, it needs to come back and deliver on that. There
are issues about do we have a proper mechanism? I think this is why we could end up going back
with more select committees in the future because you do not have a mechanism for review.
And then in some senses there is an argument for some sort of independence in that review, an
ongoing review mechanism. I do not think it is another select committee but I do think there is
something in that.
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The things that worry me about all of the other amendments – and for some of them I had a
lot of sympathy, the idea from Mrs Sharpe about a public media centre and things like that – but
all of them commit or connect it back to the Government and what I fundamentally disagree is
that I have a problem with Government doing anything with the media. It has to be absolutely
independent. We tell them this is the vision, what is public sector, what is public service
broadcasting – informing, educating, entertaining – get on with it, do it and have a mechanism
to measure that.
In this world of fake news, I am deeply worried about the things that happen. Now, we talk
about technology but we need something to have a bulwark against that. Change for change’s
sake is deeply worrying. And whenever you do anything in terms of technology or engineering,
anything, you go back to core principles. The technology will always change, but the principles
will always stay the same.
I will finish by saying we can have the cost; we can understand the cost of everything but the
value of nothing. The value of Manx Radio is inherent to our community. Let’s not dismiss it,
let’s not break it up, but actually understand it and understand the value it has. Now, there are
two challenges in there: one with respect to the BBC, I think we can have a negotiation in the
sense of what is the percentage elsewhere that is given to their local broadcaster; but we do
need a mechanism – rather than another select committee and another select committee – to
review public service broadcasting, like elsewhere.
But, in essence, we have something really special so I would tread carefully.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Mr Speaker.
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The Speaker: Thank you, Mr President.
As Dr Allinson said at the start, the Committee was faced with a pile of challenges and
questions set by Hon. Members and we have given you some options, we have given you some
answers. I do get the feeling that it is the mood of the Court that we may not have come up with
the answers that appeal to the Court. (A Member: Hear, hear.) (Laughter and Interjection) But
do you know what? That is not the end of the world. If you are happy as a Court with the
advertising mix, that is fine, we have put it out there, we have kicked it around, we have given
you a view and if you do not like it, vote it down – you have made a decision. If you are happy
with the PSB definition as it is set by the Council of Europe, that is fine. We have challenged it;
we have questioned it; we have given you an alternative view. If you do not like it that is fine,
that is not a problem. If you are happy, based on the evidence that has been provided through
the Internal Audit report, that there is good value for money then, again, that is fine, vote down
those recommendations. You are at least making a decision.
I am very concerned that if we start going down the road of these amendments that is
actually worse than kicking out the recommendations in the Report, because at least they are a
decision, by rejecting them, as I suspect some would be rejected.
One of the major themes, though, that has been raised here has been the independence of
Manx Radio and I think that is the one that I would most like to look at and make eye contact
with and try and explain further the Committee’s position on this. We have tried to look at the
strategic role and there is certainly no desire with members of the Committee, it was never the
intention of the Committee to provide a mechanism to enable political interference and I would
hope that the board of Manx Radio might have given me a little bit more credit for that, as I was
for five years Chairman of the Communications Commission; I would like to think I had
demonstrated those principles during that period.
But I do think the evidence quite clearly shows that the Treasury, shareholder, relationship
with Manx Radio is not working, (A Member: Hear, hear.) and it has not worked since at least
2006. The structure, the governance and the accountability mechanisms that sit between
funding, programme and Manx Radio are broken, they are broken by design and they are broken
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in operation, and that is a big challenge that the Committee has wrestled with and tried to give
you a solution. It seems that we may not have given the right solution but I am glad that we
have at least exercised your minds as to a better way of doing things.
Prior to 2006 there was a bare trust that owned the shares of Manx Radio. That was
abolished by Allan Bell and a new purpose trust was set up, but that purpose trust was a
misnomer. It had no real purpose because the real purpose was to exercise the functions of the
shareholder to provide that one step removed between Government and the directors of Manx
Radio. When the shares went from that trust so did the ability for it to operate effectively, to
perform the functions that you expect of a shareholder. The purpose trust was never capable of
doing that and they were done by Treasury and it has led down a path where the trust has been
abolished because it was realised that it just was not achieving what it was there to achieve. But
there is an opportunity there to reinstate that, to provide that gap between Government and
the board of Manx Radio and to have them fulfil those functions.
But the thing is that there will still be a relationship with the Communications Commission.
The Communications Commission sets the station format for Manx Radio, it is part of the
licence, there is no getting away from that and that is why I am a bit surprised by
recommendation 6 and the amendment to it, because Manx Radio as part of the licence must
set a station format. It will commit Manx Radio to providing an element of current affairs
coverage, an element of entertainment programming and an element of Manx language
programming that is laid down in the station format. There will be a relationship there; there will
be a dialogue between Manx Radio and the Communications Commission as part of that licence
award process.
There is also going to be a relationship with Treasury. There is always going to be a need for
subvention. Again, if you are happy with the advertising mix then that is a larger proportion, if
you want to take the advertising away all together it is pretty much all of the budget for Manx
Radio. But there is still going to be those discussions with Treasury about funding. Now should
the board do that? Should the shareholder do that, if the shareholder can be separated off from
Treasury? There are a number of ways of achieving this governance proposal but at the moment
it is broken, it is not working. We are seeing a lack of communication between Treasury and
Manx Radio, a very different set of expectations, and it must be entirely infuriating for both
sides to have this problem.
It is absolutely unfair on Manx Radio to give them a station format that says you have got to
deliver this many hours of current affairs programming a week, which means you have got to
employ this many journalists in order to deliver the news and current affairs output; you are
going to have to commission this much in terms of Manx language programming, because it is in
your licence, it as part of your station format, and that is a requirement on you. When you want
to talk about money go somewhere else, not our problem. And there is a purity to that but it
also does seem to undermine the common sense of it. I mean, the charter renewal programme
for the BBC does not happen in isolation. It has got to include the funding mechanism, it has got
to include the programme format, it is part of a single discussion and that is what the Committee
has tried to encapsulate in its Report.
So it must be frustrating for Manx Radio to be committed to a programme format and not be
able to afford it based on the money that Treasury is giving it, but equally it is going to be very
frustrating for Treasury when Manx Radio decide, ‘Well, we are going to overspend this year
because we cannot afford to deliver what we want to deliver.’ There has to be some form of
mechanism there to square that circle. It can be a tripartite, a quadripartite approach to this, but
at the moment, as far as the attacks on the independence are concerned, that is not what this is
about but that is the question that needs answering, and I have not heard a better answer to it
in this Chamber today than the one that the Committee has proposed.
That is a challenge that is not going anywhere and sits awaiting the next select committee.
But it certainly sits awaiting a solution within the Communications Bill that is coming forward
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and I hope that Members take that opportunity to fix that governance structure and the
problem that the Committee has raised.
Now, I do appreciate that perhaps the Committee could have explained this quandary better
and put it in a better context, but I do think, rather than a working group that will report next
October, that the Communications Bill will provide not only the protections for public service
broadcasting that are absolutely essential but it also provides the robust safeguards from the
political interference and to ensure the independence of Manx Radio. There is an opportunity
there and I call on Members to seize it.
So if independence is the problem, handing back to Manx Radio does not solve it, handing it
back to Council of Ministers does not solve it and handing it back to a committee of this Court
does not solve it, so the amendments do not solve the problem that is staring Members in the
face about this. So that is the elephant in the room as far as I am concerned that needs solving
and a proposed solution as to how to do it.
I move on to some of the other comments about the BBC, and we have been around the
houses on this. The Committee’s view on this is that if we are serious about getting serious
funding – not a little bit here and not a little bit there and one extra post on the Island and a few
quid towards the broadband – then we need to be serious at looking at other credible options.
There has been plenty of fawning acquiescence and going cap in hand and asking nicely by
External Relations but, in my view, there has been no real gumption, no fall back, which when I
was Chairman of the Communications Commission drove me absolutely mad and I have got the
angry correspondence with External Relations Division about trying to gee them up on this. But
unless you have, to use the expression, ‘a gun in the drawer’ then they are not going to take you
seriously. Unless there is a credible fall back there is no real negotiating position. And that is
what I again caution Members: if you throw away the recommendations at number 11 then you
are left with nothing. You are left giving Government a problem that they cannot find a solution
to, because if you have rejected any realistic prospect of moving away from the licence fee then
it is no worse or no better than just going in and saying, ‘Please, sir, can I have some more?’ And
getting the inevitable answer. So if you water down the recommendations, do not expect
success in this area.
Just to sum up from my perspective, Mr President, today’s debate is timely with the
Communications Bill in the Keys. It is clear that the Committee has missed the target on this
occasion in terms of the mood of Tynwald; it has missed the overarching narrative which we
have debated. I do not think the Committee is a million miles off from where a lot of Members
would like to be. We may not have quite as clearly and effectively set out the problems that we
saw based on the evidence, but we have tried to come up with solutions and I hope that that will
be recognised.
We need a mechanism to pull these strands together on governance, on accountability, on
structure which is broken, and we need to put them in the Communications Bill where they will
provide protections for Manx Radio, where they will provide certainty for politicians where they
provide that mechanism to make sure that there is editorial independence, there is value for
money and there is accountability for the money and matching up between the expectations set
out on the licence and the money that is given to Manx Radio.
Sadly the only certainty that I see is that despite all the calls, this is not going to put it to bed
once and for.
The President: Hon. Member, Mr Cregeen.

5395

Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Mr President, I will be brief.
From the Select Committee that looked into the BBC licence fee, one of the
recommendations was that we were short about a million pounds – a million pounds that the
then Council of Ministers decided that they did not need. It is about time the BBC put their hand
in their pocket. We had the BBC in to the Committee and the comment from, I think it was
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Mr White, was, ‘Tell us what you want,’ and we told him we did not want much, but that was a
previous administration. Five hundred million pounds went to the UK super-fast broadband out
of the BBC licence fee. The BBC then funded S4C; they have now gone and put DAB in the
Channel Islands! And what have we got out of it? Very little.
Now the thing is, if we can sort out Manx Radio that will make everybody happy, and I think
we can have a go at getting the Brexit deal sorted out! Because, quite frankly, we have had that
many committees into Manx Radio and there are that many more coming up, I think we could
actually put it on the programme that every year we are going to have a committee looking at
Manx Radio and how to make it work.
Whoever is going to go and talk to the BBC will have to have a strong remit and will it be a
case of, ‘If you do not give us something we will withdraw from paying the licence fee.’ That is
what you have got to go to them with and are Members prepared to go down that line? If you
are then you have actually got something to go in there and negotiate. If you have not got any
tools in your armoury then what chance have you got? So they have supplied a couple of staff
here, they pay Manx Radio for a bit of room – quite frankly, it is abysmal. For the amount of
money that we have paid the BBC over all these years, we have got very little out of them –
value for money? Yet we have got Manx Radio previously asking for us to pay for DAB to go into
the Isle of Man. Why should we do that when they are rolling it out through the UK? So if you
sent Manx Radio off to negotiate with the BBC I do not have much hope there that we are going
to come out with a good result because they will probably say we will pay you for it and then we
will charge you for it.
Mr President, what we need to do is support the amendment by Mr Baker, and we need to
ensure that we have actually got something to go to the BBC and say, ‘Enough is enough, you
have taken our money now we want some services back. We did not get assistance with the
broadband; we have not had assistance for the radio stations or TV like they had in the Channel
Islands.’
So it is about time the law was laid down to the BBC and told quite firmly that we need to
have some money from them for the amount of money that we give to them.
Thank you, Mr President. (Interjection)
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Hendy.
Mrs Hendy: Thank you, Mr President.
Hon. Members, I must firstly start by declaring an interest in that one of my daughters works
for Manx Radio, although she did not work for Manx Radio in this current capacity while the bulk
of this Report was being put together. The Hon. Mr President has agreed that I can speak in this
debate and also vote.
This has turned out to be a very emotive debate, which actually is welcome in a way because
it shows that the service that Manx Radio gives to this nation is valued and is important. We
also, as in the previous debate, are talking about people here, not just the people at Manx Radio
but the people of this nation into whose homes this radio station transmits – into 91% of homes,
I understand, and that is just on a traditional basis. Those who stream Manx Radio, listen again
and download it in podcasts and take it on holiday are over and above the 91% that I understand
benefit from a radio in their home.
I think we owe an apology, in a way, to Manx Radio for the uncertainty that prevails from
some of the recommendations in this Report, which I have to say has come as a disappointment
to me. Sometimes the recommendations seem to be non-cohesive or lack focus and also seek to
blame, almost, which I think is disappointing.
I, like many Members here, have grown up with Manx Radio. I have seen it go from a small
Portakabin, from a place on the promenade, into the station today that actually is acclaimed as
an award-winning station, the only public service broadcaster – not public sector broadcaster –
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that has received these kind of awards that recognise the quality of the service in the top five
broadcasters. Again, if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.
I have seen Manx Radio develop, and when you go up there and see the young people in the
team, the news team, which we see was recommended in the Report, which we would all I think
agree with – we are bound to agree with that because they give service to Tynwald and to this
nation. But part of the public service broadcasting role is also to entertain and educate, and so it
is not just the news team and all the editorial team; it is the people who make these entertaining
programmes that are evolving as time goes on. We have got young broadcasters, content is
changing and we see that the streaming of some of these programmes is addressed.
I know when we have emergency times, such as when we had the big snow several years ago,
I understand that the hits on Facebook and Twitter for the Manx Radio station went from 22,000
to 67,000 hits. People do turn to Manx Radio. I would disagree with Mr Shimmins (Mr Thomas:
Hear, hear.) that people just look at Twitter. If you are in the car and you are going to pick
someone up from the Airport, of course you are listening (Laughter) if there is a flight – or on
your bike going to the Airport. (Laughter) We have this obligation to inform, educate and
entertain under the accepted definition for public service broadcasting. I put it to you, Hon.
Members, that Manx Radio fulfils this role to the nth degree and I know that they go beyond the
strict regulations in terms of giving their time and their energy and their expertise.
I think matters such as trying to exclude in due course the ability to advertise on Manx
Radio … Again, the Audit Advisory team clearly said that the suggestion that it was an unfair
playing field … they have ruled that out. They have come back and said the cost of advertising on
Manx Radio was fair. If Manx Radio chooses to have an automated service overnight that
includes advertising, why shouldn’t they? That is very sensible. Other stations on the Island, the
commercial stations, do a very good job, but it is a different job. They are not providing
programmes that provide the spoken word to a very high degree.
When we hear things I have heard from a number of people, that you can now broadcast a
radio station from your front room or a bedroom almost on an iPhone, that might be so if it is a
jukebox commercial station. That is not what we have with Manx Radio. When you are providing
spoken word programmes of a rich and qualitative nature, you need the special conditions. If
you are producing matters such as the Budget debate or where you have productions such as …
You may have listened to The Fallen, which was a unique play written for Manx Radio and the
Manx audience, but farther afield internationally, about the role of Manx Radio in the First
World War. That was produced and broadcast on 11th November in the afternoon and was very
well received. It is that quality of programme that Manx Radio has the ability to produce, and
that is what is so different about the nature of what it does give us.
It is not just regurgitating modern music. I do not know who Mr Shimmins has spoken to in
terms of young people, but I know there is a very high young listenership. (Interjection by the
Speaker) Also there are young people who are learning Manx, and the heritage of the Isle of
Man is also a big part of what Manx Radio broadcasts and we should proud of this. This is the
unique product that Manx Radio gives us.
I want to identify with the Hon. Mr Cretney’s remarks with regard to the letters that we have
all received from Sally-Ann Wilson about the Public Media Alliance and the standard of public
service broadcasting, which again is an internationally accepted definition. Why should we
assume that we know better than what is accepted in an international forum? Charles Fargher,
who was a director and chairman, a very sound and wise letter that came to us – again, I identify
with his concerns. And then Mark Grace, who was also a director. These are people who think
long and hard before they put pen to paper, but I am awfully glad that they did write to us, so I
identify with Mr Cretney’s remarks in association with those matters.
I am trying to be brief, Mr President. (The President: Please.)
We often consult to the nth degree sometimes. I am amazed again, as I said, when this
medium goes into people’s homes and people listen every day, not just the elderly. I am old, but
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I am not … just the only people who listen to Manx Radio. Why haven’t we actually asked the
Manx public what they would like? They have a right to have some input into this.
Also, in terms of the advice that the Committee took, I am surprised again that they did not
take advice from an eminent person who is objective and outside this Isle of Man, who has not
got a competitive element in their portfolio. Why shouldn’t we take advice and be guided by
someone with expertise in the public sector broadcasting range? (A Member: Service.) We have
interviewed the BBC but we have not had anyone advising the Committee.
I will not go on any more because I think I have covered all the important things I wanted to
say.
The amendments that are tabled today … I think it is very difficult. There are very good
amendments. Some of them are saying we do not receive this Report at all – maybe that is the
way we should go; or we receive it but then we look at another way of dealing with the BBC and
getting together and assessing the standards of governance and how Manx Radio is allowed to
deliver its service to this Island and beyond.
I thank you, Mr President. I think I have said enough. Thank you.
The President: Hon. Member for Ramsey, Mr Hooper.
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Mr Hooper: Let’s be honest here, the Committee have really dropped the ball on this one. I
am glad Mr Speaker has accepted that they have overshot the mark on this. Given the mood of
the Court on the recommendations themselves, I am not going to bother with them at all; I am
just going to talk very briefly about these amendments.
Mr Cretney, your amendment is really commendable in its aims, but unfortunately, because
there is no specific reference in there about going back to the BBC and investigating alternative
funding options, I find that I cannot support that.
Mrs Sharpe, the Hon. Member of Council’s amendment is calling for far too much Tynwald
interference in the operational aspects of public service broadcasting. I completely agree that it
needs to cover a lot more than just radio, but it is definitely not up to Tynwald to be directing
the broadcaster on how to broadcast. Mr Shimmins I think made it very clear in his comments
that this amendment is calling for interference in a wide range of operational aspects of
broadcasting with the hows and the whys and the wherefores, and that somehow it should be
Tynwald that is driving innovation and development within the public service broadcasting
arena. Personally, I felt Mr Shimmins was seeming to be in the wrong job. If he wants to be
driving innovation and change in broadcasting, I suggest he applies for a job at the broadcaster.
(Laughter and interjection)
So the real choice that is in front of us left is between Mr Baker and Miss Bettison’s
amendments.
Mr Baker’s amendment again is very commendable in its aims and I agree with a lot of what
he says in there, but he is missing the core issue. He does not address the core issue that
Treasury would still remain the sole shareholder of Manx Radio at the end of that. And the
structure itself is part of the problem. Mr Harmer in his comments was absolutely right:
Government should not have any role to play in oversight of broadcasting.
Mr Baker’s amendment also puts the onus for developing a future funding plan on Manx
Radio itself – not in conjunction with Treasury, not in conjunction with the Government, simply
by itself. I do not want to state the obvious, but if we tell Manx Radio to go away and come back
and tell us what they need in terms of funding I can almost picture the jubilation around the
board table. The amendment itself just says for the plan to be submitted to Treasury and then
presented to Tynwald. The Treasury have not taken a position on this Report, so is this likely to
happen again with any future recommendations? Yes, the Treasury Minister is agreeing they will
not take a position. So Manx Radio will present a funding plan and it will just come straight here,
so it is going to be bypassing Treasury.
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Mr Baker: Thank you, Mr Hooper.
The concept behind my amendment was clearly that the board would develop their funding
plan but it would come here through their shareholder, because clearly Manx Radio could not
present it to Tynwald. Clearly the shareholder – which currently is Treasury, but there is nothing
to say that that could not be changed between now and then, should that be required – would
present it and clearly they are only going to present something that they are comfortable with.
So there would need to be a degree of engagement between the board and their shareholder
before coming back to this Hon. Court.
Thank you very much for giving way.
Mr Hooper: I appreciate that clarification. I am still not convinced that would happen. I think
if I were the Treasury Minister I would not want to take ownership of this hot-potato problem. I
would be saying to Manx Radio, ‘Thanks very much for your presentation – let’s put this in front
of Tynwald and see what they think,’ which is essentially what has happened here with the
Council of Ministers. Treasury may, like you say, take on board that they will engage and they
will discuss, and that is a possibility. The comments there around changing the shareholder –
that does not come through at all from the amendment. So I accept what you are saying but I
am not wholly convinced at this point.
The current funding model, which I am not sure this amendment is clear enough on, is that
every year Manx Radio does negotiate for revenue and capital bids with Treasury. This has not
worked and is not working and I do not think it is in the long-term best interests of our
independent public service media. The amendment from Miss Bettison is really the only one that
tries to address this issue.
For the first step, deal with the BBC, see what is possible, if anything. It might be that nothing
is possible. Great, at least we know. It bottoms that one out.
The second step then would be to address the problem of annual funding. To my mind, the
only way we are going to get truly independent media is through some sort of charter
arrangement, which would involve a long-term licence and a long-term funding plan that covers
revenue and capital, and I think the only way to do that is this second step that Miss Bettison’s
amendment sets out – a multi-year funding plan. Again, Mr Baker’s amendment does talk about
a funding model, but it is silent on the need for this funding model to be long term. And again, I
know the amendment does not clear that out, but I would prefer it much better to be stated
that we are aiming for something that is longer term and does not necessarily repeat some of
the mistakes that we are already living through.
Public service broadcasters in the UK – like Channel 4, for example – are statutory
corporations which are owned by government departments. That mirrors our current structure
but we have already highlighted several times that this structure does not really work for us and
I actually think the Treasury Minister would be glad to have Manx Radio being one step removed
from his portfolio.
My preferred view – and I am going to echo some of the comments Mr Speaker made here –
is to return to the old trust-style set-up for ownership and strategic monitoring; either a bare
trust or a purpose trust, it does not really matter, but let’s get the politicians out of this
completely. Tynwald could have an element of control in the relationship by appointing the
trustees but the trust itself is the body that oversees and monitors the radio itself – delivery,
keeping an eye on value for money and any public service commitments that exist – and it would
be the shareholder in this case, the trust, that negotiates with Treasury for the funding bits. This
structure would give us the gap between Tynwald, Government and the public service
broadcaster that I think is so really needed here.
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That is the bit that all the other amendments do not touch on. They do not touch on the
structure and then there is the third section here in Miss Bettison’s amendment. It says a select
committee with a very specific remit and, because of the sequencing of this amendment as well,
that will only happen at the end after you have bottomed out the funding and the multi-year
approach to budgets. I think a number of people – Mr Harmer, Mr Malarkey – have addressed
this. The structure is really the problem here. If we do not address it, what we are going to end
up with is we will be back here in a few years having a similar debate because we still not have
resolved the position. Personally, I am not a fan of another select committee. I do not think that
is the best solution, but so far everyone who has said that … no alternatives have come forward,
no other options have been presented. Mr Harmer says we need a mechanism, but actually he
did not say what that mechanism should look like. So everyone who is saying, ‘Oh, not another
select committee!’ – what alternative is there? How are we going to stop this issue
boomeranging back in a few years’ time unless we actually bottom out the ownership structure?
I know that we do not really want this, but the unfortunate fact is there is not a perfect solution
and the tools that are available to this Hon. Court are quite limited in this respect: working
group, select committee – there is not really much else. (The Speaker: The Bill.)
So I am worried. I can see where this might end up. There are not going to be enough votes
for any of these amendments and no one is going to support any of the original
recommendations, so this whole exercise will be a massive waste of time. So where does that
leave us? We will be no further forward and we will be back here again in a couple of months or
a couple of years having exactly the same debate, having exactly the same conversation. So
unless we agree on a mechanism for resolving this longer-term issue we are just going round
and round in circles.
Mrs Sharpe: Mr Hooper, would you give way for a second, please?
In my amendment I suggest that we draw up an Isle of Man public service media strategy,
and that to me would be the mechanism that you are looking for.
Mr Hooper: I thank the Hon. Member of Council for her comment, but that is exactly the
problem with your amendment. You are calling for Government or parliament to tell the public
service broadcaster what it should look like and what it should do. It is completely outside our
remit. We should not be saying, ‘This is the strategy for the delivery of public service
broadcasting on the Isle of Man.’ That is not a solution. The solution is not for Tynwald to
become more involved in this process; the solution is for Tynwald to become less involved in this
process, and unfortunately your amendment does exactly the opposite from my perspective.
The only other comment I would make on this amendment in front of us is that points 1 and
2 are statements of fact. We should do the BBC negotiating and then, following that, develop a
multi-year funding plan. The third option – we cannot actually bind Tynwald to do something in
the future, so we cannot decide today to set up a select committee in October 2019, we have to
come back in October 2019. And so, if the only issue that people have with Miss Bettison’s
amendment is that we do not have a better mechanism than a select committee, well actually
we have got until October 2019 to find a better mechanism for the select committee. There is no
requirement for us to actually come back in October and say yes, this is definitely the solution. I
think without being very clear about the sequencing of these events and without determining
many things, like a long-term funding plan, I am worried that we are just going to end up going
round and round and round and round in circles.
The other point, I suppose, to make between all these amendments is I think I am right in
saying that Miss Bettison’s amendment is the only one that does not actually receive the original
Report. I think if the Select Committee have done the job they have done and we all agree that
the recommendations should not be supported, maybe we should not even be receiving the
Report in the first place.
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Mr Malarkey: Well, I just want to pick up on one of your comments. Because Mr Baker’s
report from Manx Radio through the Treasury will come back to this Hon. Court in October, an
amendment could be added at that time, on whatever is brought to this Court, that a select
committee could be set up, or we could go in a different direction. So there is no difference
between the two amendments because we could do what you are suggesting for both
amendments. At the same time it could be done with Mr Baker’s.
Mr Hooper: That is actually a very valid point and I completely accept that. This comes back
to what I was saying about being explicit. Miss Bettison’s amendment is explicit about the need
for a multi-year funding plan, whereas Mr Baker’s is not and that is what tips the scales for me.
Like I said, there is nothing that stops us doing that with Mr Baker’s amendment and I would be
more than happy with that as a number 2 option, but my preference is still with Miss Bettison’s.
Mr President, I do not know how many people there are left to speak, but to try and avoid
the chance that we do not end up with any sort of resolution, would it be perhaps sensible to
briefly adjourn the debate to give Members half an hour to think about this so we can come
back and actually vote on something?
The President: No, it would not be at all! (Laughter)
Mr Hooper: I thought I would suggest it, Mr President. Thank you very much.

5685

The President: I have five other Members (A Member: Oh!) (A Member: Hurray!) to speak,
and if they speak efficiently we might get finished.
Mr Thomas.
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Several Members: Oh! (Laughter)
Mr Thomas: Thank you very much, Mr President. That is actually the third time you have
repeated the call to be brief! (Laughter and interjections)
At about four o’clock, the mover of this Report asked us to seize the opportunity for this
debate, and we really have; and across in the UK they cancelled the Brexit debate so they could
listen in to the debate. (Laughter)
But I would like us to seize this opportunity for something else, because we have been going
round and round in circles, and I think we have all now settled on an international definition of
public service broadcasting. But we might be the laughing stock in one sense because, as
Mr Myers, an international expert, said:
I have never experienced, in my thirty years within media, one station that has been subjected to as many
government reviews or reports as Manx Radio …

So we should be seizing the opportunity today to put this issue to bed for at least 10 years, if
not more.
And what can we get from that? Well, for a start, I have said previously that there must be
somebody sitting at Manx Radio who spends most of their time actually preparing for this sort of
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debate when it comes round, and giving evidence to Treasury – and that would be a great way
of saving money. (A Member: Hear, hear.) And this is not playing out, actually having some
certainty; and we have got a mechanism for Mr Hooper in a moment which can secure that and
achieve that.
The second point is that it must be pretty frustrating for the creatives involved up at Manx
Radio and everywhere else in broadcasting and the media. I believe a handful of the 24 who still
work up there have left in the last few months, and it must be pretty frustrating for them. We
want an explosion of innovation, and we want an explosion of creativity, and the best thing to
do would be to settle this for at least 10 years and actually allow them to be the people that
they want to be.
I think, like Mr Hooper and like many other people, I am not going to focus on the
recommendations. We had a clue that we did not need to do that actually in the way that the
mover moved his Report, and for the first time ever I have heard this: he did not actually ask us
to approve his recommendations, he just actually asked us to debate his recommendations. I
think he actually conceded at four o’clock that we were going to probably reject all the
recommendations or perhaps approve one of the recommendations; and I applaud the Hon.
Member for Ramsey, my friend Dr Allinson, for having had that foresight and having made that
slip on purpose. (Laughter)
So where are we? Well, basically it does not matter what we do to these recommendations
because we have had the answers for at least a decade, and in fact for two decades. I have seen
in one of the reports, at number 11 or 12 – and David Ashford can give me the exact reference –
it says that the prime reason is that the reports have never been firmly implemented. Following
the Darwin report in 2002, Tynwald set out three primary aims: (1) that the public service
broadcaster should be independent from Government; (2) that a robust funding formula be
implemented and be subject to a predetermined review; and (3) that the public service
broadcaster should be differentiated by a longer licence term to its commercial competitors. We
had it there 20 years ago and they should have done it then. The people before us last time
should have done it then – let’s do it now! That is the basic thing: do not mess around with
working groups or committees of whatever form – let’s just do it.
I want to compliment the other person from the Committee who has spoken – Mr Speaker –
because he also basically gave up the challenge of trying to defend what had been written, but
he actually made a very powerful and persuasive speech today and brought us to one of the
vehicles, mechanisms that we already have to sort this out once and for all. And that is the
Communications Bill, which I know Mr Speaker is very attached to, quite correctly. That
Communications Bill has pretty much got all the answers in it and we are about to start putting
that through the House of Keys at clauses stage, and we can have the debates that we need to
have clause by clause over eight sittings of this Hon. Court. It is not some sort of dodgy
regulation or something like that, it is a proper piece of primary legislation and we can sort
everything out once and for all.
So, for instance, in terms of: ‘What is the public service broadcaster?’ – it is defined on the
face of the Bill in the definitions. Clause 56 deals with the licences and clause 53 that it can be
renewed more than once for the public service broadcaster – that is the mechanism that
Mr Hooper is looking for. We need to combine the multi-year licence with multi-year funding.
And we have the answer as well in Report 12 in the 13 reports. Basically, last time, we were told
that we should put in place a multi-year funding package in line with the licence. So if we do not
do anything today and we just sort that, we have sorted all of the issues for us.
In terms of the Communications Commission, there are some bits that trouble me inside the
Bill as drafted. For instance, it is the responsibility of the Communications Commission to further
the interests of the Island in the whole field of programme services, which I am going to ask
some questions about, because does that not mean that the Communications Commission has
not actually got to be involved in things like the nature of Manx Radio, and the liaison with the
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BBC, and that might not be the right way to go about it? That might have been a problem in the
past and that might be where we are today.
There are definitely issues with the governance and the structures, but we have the
mechanism through the licence, multi-year funding – and I do not think trusts are necessary. I do
not think Purpose Trusts are necessary – and the BBC, for instance, has just moved away from
that sort of system to actually having an old-fashioned board, like we have got here.
So that comes on to the BBC. I had been itching, in the Council of Ministers, to get involved in
those negotiation processes and I want to say four things about that. The first point is that I
mentioned this time last year that the Hon. Treasury Minister ruined my Christmas by instructing
me to go off and begin those negotiations with the BBC, or at least to persuade the Chief
Secretary and the Chief Minister and the Council of Ministers to begin those negotiations. And I
had been itching – it is in my manifesto; I want to do it; I am sure the rest of the Council of
Ministers do; and let’s think about what needs to be part of those negotiations.
The first one is I think we can think about the building and in terms of the transmission
technology, much better if it is collective with other people who are broadcasting on this Island.
So that should be number one in terms of the clear objectives that we need to set ourselves.
Number two, as Mr Speaker said, and as amplified by Education Minister, Mr Cregeen, we do
need to be persuasive this time when we argue; and this comes from report 11, I think. It will be
contingent on political pressure on the BBC – clearly in the case of Wales there was considerable
political pressure and it was a political decision by the Department of Culture over there at the
time.
So we have had some powerful speakers today and we do want to resolve this issue. We
have to think about how the licence fee is collected and I have had some thoughts which I have
shared with people and it is not beyond the realms of possibility just to flip the argument and
win the argument this time. In terms of the model whereby the BBC could provide us some
funding inside a structure that might be more acceptable – absolutely paramount we want our
Manx Radio, we want our national broadcaster, but there might be things from the argument
around S4C that have been identified in report 10, report 11 and report 12 that we can use in
those negotiations.
And finally the fourth point is that we do need to remember that Manx Radio has the
challenge that public service broadcasting and media more generally is changing, and so
Mrs Sharpe has nailed it for me on that point of view. I do not think anybody can disagree that
we need to move over to a media concept rather than just a radio broadcasting concept.
(Mr Shimmins: Hear, hear.)
So I am going to begin to close with the end part of my prepared speech and what I am going
to say is … and I am quoting:
I once described Manx Radio as a lovely old ship with brass fittings, shiny paint and a big fuel-guzzling engine
which takes lots of coal to run – lots and lots of coal, Government coal. Everyone loves the old ship, but we have
to ask ourselves honestly, ‘Where is it going?’

(Interjection by the Speaker)
I would like to start by eating a little bit of humble pie. I have learnt a lot, from being on this Select Committee,
about what Manx Radio does, how it compares to other radio stations and how much it costs. Yes, change is
necessary, we have mapped out that change in our recommendations, and I admit these recommendations are
not where I thought we were headed when the Select Committee set sail, but as someone once said to me, ‘When
your information changes, alter your conclusions.’

5795

I do not want to appear on Isle of Man Newspapers as a parrot, I was just quoting Richard
Ronan last time (Laughter) when he moved the last Select Committee Report – number 12.
So basically, mover, Committee members, thank you for your Report. You have wasted
10 months – (Laughter) but do not worry, because we have wasted 10 years, 20 years over these
issues and now we have finally got to do it. Manx Radio needs a permanent statutory footing. It
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will get one through the Communications Bill. It needs funding for five or 10 years, the period of
the first public service broadcasting licence in the Communications Bill. It needs to sort out the
transmission technology; we need to sort out the building. All those things matter and they are
important.
There is a refreshing enthusiasm about the debate today; and at one point Alex Brindley, Dan
Davies and Ben Hartley were all young people excited about Manx Radio – they are the leaders
now and they can be excited and they can enthuse those young people. I do think we are on the
verge of a great refreshment, a renewal of our public service broadcasting and the media across
the Island and this can be an important part of the creative industries.
Myself, I will be voting against all of the recommendations. So what if some of the
amendments pass? It does not matter. We actually know what we need to do from the previous
reports. So I beg to sit down.
Thank you very much, Mr President, for your indulgence.
The Speaker: Point of order, Mr President.
I am not sure at this stage, after four hours of debate, whether to rely on the Gospel of John
3.16 or to rely on Standing Order 3.16, that is:
When any motion is before Tynwald, a motion may be made ‘That the motion now be “put”’, no amendment or
debate being allowed.
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And I beg to move under 3.16(1) the motion be put, sir.
Mr Malarkey: I beg to second, Mr President.
The President: That is:
Unless it appears to the President that such motion is an abuse of the rules of Tynwald or an infringement of the
rights of the minority, it shall be put forthwith.
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The Speaker: Yes, I have heard it. I think the Committee are the minority –
The President: In that case, I do, and I call the Chief Minister. (Laughter and interjections)
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The Chief Minister (Mr Quayle): Thank you, Mr President; and I, too, am itching to send the
Hon. Member for Policy and Reform off on a trip to the BBC – it is just the bringing back I am
not – (Laughter)
Unlike the Member for Douglas North, Mr Ashford, I have not recently read the last 13 Manx
Radio reports; the Health and Social Care Minister is to be commended in trying to save money
for his Department by replacing tablets to cure insomnia with his 13-Report Manx Radio reading
cure – I am sure it will be a hit on Kindle for Christmas.
Now, I do not think it was a good day in the office for the Select Committee on the Public
Service Media and therefore I cannot support the majority of their recommendations. I will be
supporting Mr Baker’s amendment, for the reasons so eloquently stated by the Member for Peel
and Glenfaba, Mr Boot.
I cannot support Miss Bettison, Member for Douglas East’s amendment and it was
interesting – and, let’s be blunt with one another, these are the two amendments and it is going
to be A or B – and one of the major reasons I could not, was item 1):
pursue negotiations with the BBC aimed at securing improved outcomes for the Isle of Man in all fields of
broadcasting, and to report on this to Tynwald by May 2019;

Now, let’s look at the mechanics of that. I have got a small team in External Relations who
deal specifically with the BBC, and despite intensive lobbying by myself in Westminster to get
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the TV licence for over-75s on the agenda it took us a long time. Now, they are being restricted
effectively to get this done in four months, because you would have to have the report done by
April – and you are not going to start until January – to have it ready for May Tynwald. If you just
follow the line of how these things work, you are setting them up to fail. So if the Hon. Member
for Douglas East’s amendment gets approved, I would like to state now that we will do our best
to deliver that report but it is just … if you want something properly done, you are not going to
get it done in such a short period of time.
Secondly, they are also the main team dealing with a small issue called Brexit which is taking
the vast majority of their time, so I would respectfully ask all Members – and this is generalised
now – that if you are going to put a motion down within a certain period of time please just
check with the relevant area that you are asking to do something, do they have the capabilities?
And, if not, what are your proposals to beef it up so that they can do a report in four months in
the middle of Brexit. That is just an example, and I am sure there will be others – so hence why I
have come down on the side of the Hon. Member for Ayre and Michael, Mr Baker.
Thank you.

Standing Order 3.16(1) suspended to complete Order Paper
5855

The President: Hon. Members, it is eight o’clock and I am obliged to put to you –
Mr Cregeen.
Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Mr President.
I beg to move that we sit to the end of the Order Paper.
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The Speaker: I beg to second.
The President: Those in favour, say aye; against, no. (Laughter) The ayes have it.
A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
In Tynwald – Ayes 25, Noes 5
FOR
Dr Allinson
Mr Ashford
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Baker
Miss Bettison
Mr Callister
Mrs Corlett
Mr Cregeen
Mr Crookall
Ms Edge
Mr Harmer
Mr Henderson
Mrs Hendy
Mr Hooper
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Perkins
Mrs Poole-Wilson
Mr Quayle
Mr Robertshaw

AGAINST
Mr Boot
Mr Cannan
Mr Cretney
Mr Malarkey
Mr Shimmins
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Mr Skelly
Mr Speaker
Mr Thomas

The President: A combined vote: in fact that would be 25 votes for and 8 against.
5865

The Speaker and several other Members: Five against!
The President: Five against. Yes, 25 for and 5 against in a combined vote; it therefore carries.

Select Committee on Public Service Media –
Debate concluded –
Notice given under Standing Order 3.19(1) for a combined vote next sitting
on Mr Baker’s amendment
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The President: Now, I have three Members left. My earlier admonitions I am sure will be
observed. (Laughter)
Ms Edge, Hon. Member.
Ms Edge: Thank you, Mr President.
I will try not to repeat. There is just one thing that I really want to say from the Report that
did concern me. As a proud Manx woman I would be deeply offended if we cannot run our own
public service broadcaster and need to get the British Broadcasting Corporation to do so.
Just one other thing which I was concerned about that I did not see any reference to within
the Report was with regard to … I think there is a lack of understanding of Manx Radio and the
premises that they are in and that they actually house all of the TETRA equipment for the
emergency radio network on the Island and I think the expense that has not been taken into
account if there was to be a move from Broadcasting House …
I think it is a brilliant place up there. I listen to Manx Radio when I wake up and when I go to
bed.
The other think I just want to say is I am obviously very old as well because FM radio I think is
a brilliant service on the Island and I think that if we are going to talk about tunes or anything,
Cliff Richard and Congratulations to Manx Radio for everything it does.
Thank you.
The President: Hon. Member for Ayre and Michael, Mr Cannan.
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Mr Cannan: Thank you, Mr President.
I regard myself now as a bit of a veteran. I am on my second Manx Radio debate in my short
time in Tynwald and obviously I have a long way to go to catch up with the Hon. Member of the
Legislative Council, Mr Cretney, who is probably on his 13th.
5895

Mr Cretney: Everybody has got a long way to go! (Laughter)

5900

Mr Cannan: Mr President, what strikes me from being on my second debate is how similar
this seems to be to the first debate, and I would probably look to my hon. colleague the Minister
for Health in terms of informing me whether the other 10 debates, the previous ones that he
has looked at, also followed relatively the same course of action.
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Presumably one normally starts with a motion in Tynwald that Manx Radio needs to be
changed and resolved and sorted out. There then follows a select committee report which
invariably comes to the wrong conclusions, to which there are a few amendments but lots of
warm words spoken about Manx Radio, and an end result where nothing really actually gets
resolved and a sigh of relief goes through the Court as it is put to bed for another five years until
the next Court gathers.
I think the interesting thing about the debate today, accepting all these amendments, is there
was one interesting amendment and that was from … I think the most interesting amendment
anyway was from the Hon. Member Mrs Sharpe, who decided to take a more lateral view about
the situation in terms of perhaps finding a new way forward to address some of the concerns.
Fundamentally, in thinking about her amendment I resolved to ask myself why is it that Tynwald
ends up debating Manx Radio with such regularity, and I think there are probably three reasons
that I can think of.
First and foremost, we are all local residents, Manx men and women who listen to the radio
to some degree, and particularly if we are in politics, the public service broadcaster tends to
focus on Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday morning in particular on relevant issues
that we are interested in listening to. But furthermore, as local residents we also tune in at
various times and we have our own opinions, just as the rest of the Island has its own opinions
about the quality, standard and levels of broadcasting. So that is the first issue.
The second issue is that Tynwald is responsible, effectively, for the finances in terms of
subvention. With the BBC that money is being paid through a licence fee, so in many ways this is
not a subject that they have to necessarily discuss every year or be conscious of or be concerned
with, other than the fact … or whether or not that licence fee is interfering say with money that
could be spent on health or education or other services. Whilst of course Parliament is
interested in value, the money is actually paid by the licence payer directly to the BBC,
effectively. So it is not coming from taxation; it is a licence fee that is paid and we all pay that
licence fee.
The third element of why I think this tends to come back is because there are potentially a lot
of other competing interests from other media businesses on the Island, who tend to view Manx
Radio with a lot of suspicion. They themselves do their own lobbying of Members and have
competing interests, whether that be for air time or advertising space or indeed finances, and
they too have a view that it is unfair that Manx Radio gets subvented in the way that they do
and they get no support at all.
Those are three basic reasons. I am sure Members might be able to come up with a couple of
other reasons, but those three fundamental reasons are always going to be there. I wish good
luck to everybody who thinks they are going to put this to bed once and for all, but I doubt very
much that Tynwald will ever put this to bed.
To be fair to the Committee, I actually think they did a pretty reasonable job in many respects
in getting to the heart of a lot of the issues, and in doing so they gathered a lot of very credible
and relevant evidence from across the spectrum. The problem is that they never really, I do not
think, translated that into a series of recommendations that actually added some credibility or
came to the sets of conclusions that I think Tynwald was probably looking for in terms of
guidance about how Manx Radio should perform in a much more concise operational way to
deliver the type and quality of service that perhaps we were looking for.
I am not going to dwell on the recommendations or go into too much detail in terms of
explaining my remarks. I simply will concentrate on these amendments and just let you know
why I am going to support one of them and suggest that one of those, the other ones, should
not be necessarily put aside, even if it does not win too much support.
The amendment from Mr Baker, effectively from Mr Cretney, talked very much about Council
of Ministers’ negotiations and plans submitted to shareholders or negotiated with the
shareholder. I think I want to pick up on Mr Hooper’s point. For me, involving the shareholder
directly in that kind of way will not necessarily achieve anything, in that the shareholder’s view,
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or the Treasury’s view – and let me just expand a bit on why there has been some conflict – is
that it is seeking value for money on whatever it is giving public funds to. In the case of Manx
Radio in particular, Treasury has been abiding by the last set of recommendations passed in this
Hon. Court that Manx Radio should receive circa £850,000 worth of subvention and that was it,
and we have abided by that. And when the last revenue bids came in from the radio station they
have been contested and they have been challenged, as have their capital bids – and rightly so,
because I do not think you would expect anything less of your Treasury other than to make sure
to do its best, whether you agree or not, but to do its best as far as it is concerned, to make sure
that public funds are being spent in the most appropriate manner.
Therefore, I will not be supporting those amendments that, to me, will mean effectively … In
particular I refer to my hon. colleague Mr Baker’s comment where he asks for it to be submitted
to the shareholder. To pick up on Mr Hooper’s point again, the shareholder is going to challenge
the radio station as to whether what they are presenting is actually value for money, and I am
sure there will be some conflict because not only will we be seeking justification, in some
respects in the back of our mind will be our own interpretation of what the radio station should
be doing in order to fulfil its commitments.
I think the only amendment that has come through with any credibility from me at present is
the amendment moved by Miss Bettison, the Member for East Douglas. I think that gives the
best chance for some resolution to this, although like everybody else I dread the thought of yet
another select committee looking into the value received from the Island’s public service
broadcaster.
Of course I do wish my hon. colleague, the Minister for Policy and Reform, every success in
his trips to London to negotiate (Laughter) the best possible deal from the BBC. But I would also
suggest that, however this plays out, what the Hon. Member of Legislative Council, Mrs Sharpe,
came up with today was actually something that is worth thinking about. I do not understand or
pretend to understand how her suggestion is going to work in detail, but it seems to me there is
potentially some credibility to looking at and investing in maybe some sort of media hub that
may produce some public sector broadcasting (The Speaker: Service.) and may also contain
some private sector broadcasting media work as well.
It seems to me that a lot of our young innovators today are looking at these types of hubs,
working together and collaborating. We have seen Barclays sponsoring the Eagle Lab down on
Victoria Street, there are other examples of start-up organisations collaborating and working
together, and I think very much that there could be some credibility in what the Hon. Member is
producing. So I see no reason why – if we actually get to a stage where the next committee sits
down on the back of the fantastic deal negotiated by our hon. colleague the Minister for Policy
and Reform and starts to now look at this creation of a trust or mechanism around the
broadcaster to hold it to account both financially and to quality – there should not also be some
consideration, in assessing that, of what the Hon. Member has talked about today, and I would
urge her to, at the appropriate time, make the relevant submission and perhaps seek to inform
Members more on the concept that she has talked about.
The President: Hon. Member, Mr Peake.
Mr Peake: Thank you, Mr President.
By my calculations I am the last speaker, I think.
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The Speaker: At the moment. (Laughter)
Mr Peake: Up to now, so I would like to thank all the contributions made by all those people
who did go to the Select Committee, because a lot of them spent a lot of time and effort and put
a lot of thought into those contributions, so I would like to thank them. And as Mr Speaker says,
they just put recommendations forward to be voted on so we could make a decision.
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But I am heartened by the Minister for Policy and Reform. He has pointed out that there are
a lot of solutions and a lot of opportunities in the Communication Bill to really set that.
I think it has been a debate of emotions. It is a shame. We have got to try and make decisions
really with a clear head and try and make decisions in a logical state and not in an emotional
state. I think everyone appreciates the hard work that goes in with people up at the station, and
that is not in question, really, but it is trying to make a decision in a sensible, calm way.
I think we did all enter this with a want to change, and Treasury certainly are always looking
for value for money, and it has got really confused about Manx Radio and the public service
broadcasting, so we need to just try and look for value for money with a clear head.
It does, Mr President, lead me to my favourite book Who Moved My Cheese? and there is a
quote in here which I think does sum up perhaps where the radio station is:
The more important your cheese is to you the more you want to hold on to it.
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If you think of that – if it is so important, you do not want to let go of it and that is the
problem: hanging on to the past. If you cannot let go of the past you cannot embrace the future.
That is what we should be doing.
So I would actually like to say that I do support Mrs Sharpe’s amendment. It is a solution for
the future. She is the best qualified person in here to do that and she has just tried to put her
expertise and her knowledge together and provide a solution for us. As the Treasury Minister
said, that may be a bit ahead of the game now, but I do hope that people will consider that and
seek her advice. But I will show my support and I will be voting for that amendment.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Thank you, and I hope the publishers of the Cheese book are duly grateful
(Laughter) for the continuing endorsement.
Hon. Members, my own earliest memories of the radio are the BBC Home Service and a
programme called Listen with Mother. (Laughter) That was a long time ago. There was, in fact,
no Manx Radio; it did not exist.
But Manx Radio does exist, the debate started a long time ago, and I call on the mover to
reply.
Several Members: Hear, hear.
Dr Allinson: Thank you very much, Mr President.
I am going to break with tradition and I am not going to go through every single Member,
thanking them all individually, (Two Members: Hear, hear.) but thank you all collectively.
When we started this debate I said seize the moment to express your passion, and we have
had that in tons. We have also had lots of personal experiences and personal feelings on Manx
Radio, whether it is from the past, present or even the future. I would like to thank you for that.
I do not think I have wasted my time for the last 10 months; I am sorry that some have done.
I also, actually, do not need to sum up, Mr President, because several of the 22 people before
me seem to have done a very good job of doing that. So I thank you, Mr Thomas, for doing that,
and I also thank Mr Ashford for his comments. I also would like to thank Mr Shimmins for
actually saying that he read it and he could see the point of some of the conclusions.
We did gather a lot of evidence. I would agree with Mr Cannan that we probably have not
come up with the right conclusions to gather support in this Court from that evidence, but I do
not think the process we followed was necessarily wrong. What we have got out of today is a
clear commitment to a definition of public service broadcasting, which is really important if we
are going to go on with the Communications Bill and nail that. And so I would like to thank the
Chair of the Office of Fair Trading and the Chair of the Communications Commission for settling
some of these issues.
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I think there is a problem and there is a disconnect, and I think everyone would accept that.
What we need to do now is move on and solve that. I think today what we have done is put to
bed some of the ghosts in the room, we have put to bed some of the arguments and now we can
lead on.
I will not talk about all the amendments, because we have done that already. I would just
leave you with one thought in your minds as you hopefully go to bed sometime this evening.
Today we have been dealing with public services. We have spent a lot of time dealing with
problems between the shareholder and the Post Office and strategy and micromanaging. Then
in the afternoon we have been talking about problems with the shareholder and Manx Radio
with strategy and micromanaging. And sooner or later this Court will be talking about the Steam
Packet Company and the shareholder and strategy and operation and micromanaging.
(A Member: Hear, hear.) We have seen what can go wrong today – let’s get it right next time.
(Mr Thomas: Hear, hear.)
Mr President, I beg to move.
The President: Thank you, Hon. Member.
Hon. Members, the motion is set out at Item 5 and, as indicated, we will vote on all the
recommendations separately. However, there are five amendments, the first four of which have
the effect of replacing all the recommendations with an alternative position. I intend that the
Court address each of these in succession in the order in which they were tabled. In other
words, we will begin with the amendment moved by Mr Cretney. If that passes, that becomes
the amended motion to be voted on; if that passes, it is the end of the matter. If that fails to
carry, I will move on to the second amendment, in the name of Mr Baker, and so on, with the
amendment of Miss Bettison and then the amendment of Mrs Sharpe. If, after all that, the
defeat of all those amendments, I will put the amendment first by Mr Malarkey to the
recommendation in the Report as printed.
So we will start first with Mr Cretney’s amendment that was moved. Those in favour, say aye;
against, no. The noes have it. The noes have it.
I therefore turn to Mr Baker’s amendment. Those in favour, say aye; against, no.
A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
In the Keys – Ayes 15, Noes 7
FOR
Dr Allinson
Mr Ashford
Mr Baker
Mr Boot
Mr Callister
Mrs Corlett
Mr Cregeen
Ms Edge
Mr Harmer
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Perkins
Mr Quayle
Mr Skelly
Mr Thomas

AGAINST
Miss Bettison
Mr Cannan
Mr Hooper
Mr Peake
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Shimmins
Mr Speaker

The Speaker: Mr President, in the Keys 15 for, 7 against.
6085

Mr Baker: Mr President, could I call for a combined vote?
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In the Council – Ayes 3, Noes 5
FOR
Mr Cretney
Mr Henderson
Mrs Lord-Brennan

6090

AGAINST
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Crookall
Mrs Hendy
Mrs Poole-Wilson
Mrs Sharpe

The President: Just a moment.
In the Legislative Council, 3 for and 5 against. The Branches are in disagreement. Therefore
the amendment fails to carry.
Mr Baker.
Mr Baker: Mr President, I would like to call for a combined vote, please.
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Mr Cretney: Hear, hear.
The President: A combined vote, then. Your call halts proceedings until the next sitting. We
will resume voting on the amendments and the Item at the January sitting in a combined vote.

6. Tribunals Act 2006 –
Appointment of Mr Anthony Charnley to Appointments Commission approved
The Minister for Policy and Reform to move:
That in accordance with section 1(2) of the Tribunals Act 2006, Tynwald approves the
appointment, by the Council of Ministers, of Mr Anthony Charnley to the Appointments
Commission for a five year term ending 1st January 2024. [MEMO]
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The President: Hon. Members, we have agreed that we complete the Order Paper, so I turn
to Item 6, Tribunals Act. Minister for Policy and Reform to move.
The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Thomas): Thank you very much, Mr President.
The Council of Ministers is pleased to nominate Mr Anthony Charnley for appointment as a
member of the Appointments Commission for a term of five years.
The Commission has five members and the Tribunals Act provides for each member to retire
on 1st January on a rotation basis. This arrangement allows the Commission to maintain
continuity of expertise in its membership and the uninterrupted exercise of its functions.
Mr Charnley, having recently returned to the Isle of Man following an overseas career, has
considerable experience of working at board level and of company appointments. Mr Charnley
has demonstrated the necessary qualities detailed in the person specification for the role and his
work experience brings a new diversity to the Commission. It is proposed that Mr Charnley will
serve with the existing members of the Appointments Commission, Mrs Helen Booth, Mr Simon
Jones, Mr Alan Teare and Dr Jacqueline Yates.
Mr President, I beg to move.
The President: Mr Cannan.
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The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Cannan): I beg to second.
6120

The President: Hon. Members, I put the motion as set out at Item 6. Those in favour, say aye;
against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

7. Equality Act 2017 –
Equality Act 2017 (Remedies) Order 2018 approved
The Minister for Enterprise to move:
That the Equality Act 2017 (Remedies) Order 2018 [SD No 2018/0289] [MEMO] be approved.
The President: Item 7, Equality Act, The Minister for Enterprise to move, Minister Skelly.
6125

6130

6135

6140

6145

The Minister for Enterprise (Mr Skelly): Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
On 1st January, large parts of the Equality Act 2017 will come into operation, (Mr Thomas:
Hear, hear.) a development which I very much welcome.
A lot of work has been going on to implement the Act, led by the Cabinet Office but with
support from our Department, particularly in respect of those aspects of the Act which are
concerned with employment. In order to bring the Act into operation, it is necessary to put
various pieces of secondary legislation in place. To this end, the Treasury brought forward the
Equality Act 2017 (Sex Equality Rule) (Exceptions) Regulations for approval by this Hon. Court in
November, while additional instruments are to be laid before January Tynwald.
The particular Order which is before you today is technical in nature. It is necessitated by the
replacement of the existing Employment Tribunal by the Employment and Equality Tribunal from
1st January, and the relocation of existing provisions concerning the Employment Tribunal from
the Employment Act 2006 to the Equality Act.
The Equality Act confers jurisdiction on the Employment and Equality Tribunal to deal with
complaints under firstly the new Act and secondly complaints under the existing employment
legislation. As regards the latter, section 111 of the Equality Act specifies employment
provisions, the remedy for breach of which is by way of complaint to a tribunal. Whereas the list
of such provisions in the Act is not exhaustive, the Order gathers together all relevant
employment provisions which may give rise to the complaint or reference to the Employment
and Equality Tribunal so that employees and other workers can enforce their employment rights
at the new forum.
Eaghtyrane, I now beg to move that the Equality Act 2017 (Remedies) Order 2018 be
approved.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mr Crookall.

6150

Mr Crookall: I beg to second and reserve my remarks, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Member, I put the motion as set out at Item 7. Those in favour, say aye;
against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.
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8. Financial Provisions and Currency Act 2011 –
Enterprise Development Scheme 2018 approved
The Minister for Enterprise to move:
That the Enterprise Development Scheme 2018 [SD No 2018/0292] [MEMO] be approved.
6155

6160

6165

6170

6175

6180

6185

6190

6195

The President: Item 8, Financial Provisions and Currency Act – again, the Minister for
Enterprise to move.
The Minister for Enterprise (Mr Skelly): Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
The Enterprise Development Scheme 2018 proposes to replace the 2015 Scheme and allows
the Department to offer a wider range of investor opportunities to grow and gain financial
support for their business on the Island. The Department committed as part of the 2017 update
to the Programme for Government to review all its financial assistance schemes. This involved
reviewing all the schemes and simplifying them into those that focus on starting, growing and
developing businesses.
Can I thank Members who attended the recent presentation that provided an overview of
our Scheme changes, including the subject of today’s motion. At that meeting, we also promised
to provide Members with guidance notes in respect of the Enterprise Development Scheme
(EDS) in advance of today’s sitting. This has now been done.
I should also recognise in making the changes above, we have been supported by a number
of stakeholders. We have worked with our Executive Agencies and those in the private sector
whose role it is to bring investors and businesses together. The Department believes that a
growing number of local businesses can bring forward proposals for Government co-investment
and this is a key part of the changes proposed.
We are also seeing a number of opportunities in the media space. The Department has been
in discussion with Treasury over a new Digital Creative Fund which would allow us to invest in
long-term media projects that create sustainable jobs on Island. Treasury have indicated this
could be managed through the revised Enterprise Development Scheme, and I highlight it today
so Members are aware that this may be a use of the Scheme in the future, subject to Treasury
agreement.
Regarding the Enterprise Development Scheme itself, Members will be aware that following a
competitive procurement process, SPARK Impact were appointed in 2016 on a five-year
contract. The review showed that we made 19 investments in 10 companies over that period. As
time has progressed, it has become clear that the Scheme has not met either party’s
expectations and so we mutually agreed to terminate the contract in September.
Existing investments will be managed under the new Scheme going forward in respect of any
new investment decisions and transitional provisions are included in respect of any deals that
are substantially complete at the time of handover. The 2015 Scheme required the Department
to appoint a scheme manager to assess applications, make investment decisions and monitor
investment progress. The 2018 Scheme replaces this with an Enterprise Development Scheme
committee containing representatives of the Department for Enterprise, Treasury and an
external chair who will have relevant experience in making lending and investment decisions. All
three members of the committee must agree for investment to take place. The committee will
seek external advice when required and the Department will be able to appoint external
advisers to manage ongoing investments.
The 2018 Scheme allows for similar checks and due diligence to be carried out on potential
investee companies, as indicated in the 2015 Scheme. An annual report to Tynwald will provide
information on investments made, the performance of investments and job creation.
We must remember that the Enterprise Development Scheme was only, and remains only,
part of a broad suite of schemes that allows the Department to support businesses of all sizes to
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6205

6210

6215

6220

start, grow and locate to our shores. From the first ISLEXPO in 2016, which marked the launch of
the EDS, the Scheme contained over 300 separate propositions and significantly increased the
Island’s profile across the UK, and in the North West in particular.
Over a similar period with other schemes, we supported 150 entrepreneurs to start their own
businesses; we supported 550 other businesses to grow and expand across a wide range of
sectors: 700 businesses received support of various kinds and the Department managed them all
successfully.
Over a similar period, the EDS support amounted to over £10 million of offers. I am proud of
this support provided by the Department and although the EDS has not perhaps met all
expectations, some of the difficulty in delivering the final deals is down to the changing
environment, a more confident economy, and now a wide range of alternative support is
available from a range of financial and angel investors, including that provided by the
Department.
Hon. Members, the changes proposed will allow the Department to manage all our schemes
through one single front door. This will allow us to support businesses and entrepreneurs in one
place and create an environment through innovation and collaboration that will allow the
economy to thrive. The ability of a loan or to participate through equity support are still an
important tool in our broad arsenal of support and we know from speaking with a range of
stakeholders in this space that this we need, to retain this ability. But the time has come to bring
it all in line with other schemes and in doing so right-size it for the current economy and operate
in a much more cost-effective way, through a single offering.
With that, I beg to move.
The President: Hon. Member for Ramsey, Mr Hooper.

6225

Mr Hooper: Thank you, Mr President.
I beg to second and reserve my remarks.
The President: Hon. Member, Mr Baker.

6230

6235

6240

6245

6250

Mr Baker: Thank you very much, Mr President.
I read the proposed new Scheme with some concern, though a conversation with
Mr Shimmins has assured me of the degree of due diligence that has gone into putting the
Scheme together.
I think it was absolutely right for the Department to bring the 2015 version of the Scheme to
an end. Let’s not sugar the pill: the Department has invested £3.3 million, according to its own
figures that were disclosed in another place in November and it has generated 19 jobs. When
you put the cost of the fees, which I think would be around £200,000 a year, was my
recollection, you are talking roughly £4 million investment, and it is about £200,000 a job, which
is huge.
We have to be prepared to take risks and I fully get that. We live in a dynamic and changing
world, and I get that. We have to react to that and that is what the Department is doing here. I
would have preferred to see a little bit more transparency and honesty that actually the Scheme
has failed and we are winding it up and replacing it with something which is more fit for
purpose – it is more appropriate, and I very much welcome that. But I think there needs to be
that honesty. When things go wrong, you have got to learn the lessons and I hope and believe
that we are learning lessons here and tackling it, which is a good thing. We have to be prepared
to fail on things, otherwise we are not trying enough.
So I am not being critical of the fact that the original version of the Scheme did not deliver
what it was expected to deliver. I very much welcome the move forward to a different base
going forward.
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But I do have some concerns around this Scheme. It is changing it. We are taking away a layer
of external expertise from the Department. SPARK Impact were doing a role. That is now being
brought back into the Department and for any investments, the Department will be making
those directly. There will be obviously a very clear process and I am really pleased to see the
involvement of Treasury in that, as well as the external chair and the need for unanimity in that
decision-making process. So that does protect us.
I would like the Minister just to clarify whether we will always be investing alongside another
investor, because that gives me a lot of confidence and it is good to work closely with the
finance sector on the Island where there is a huge amount of experience – lots of good
organisations who are very capable and can spot good investments – and to be working in
tandem with them is a really good thing. So if the Minister could clarify that, because without
that, I am concerned about: have we got the expertise to get a better result by doing it ourselves
than we had previously?
I would also just like the Minister to reassure me that the implications have been thought
through of the Department investing directly in some of these companies; and how does that
play out with the Department’s responsibilities to other companies which may be in competing
sectors; and how the Department manages that, whether it is through Chinese walls or other
protective measures that are put in place. But this is a game changer because the Department is
investing directly in these companies. It changes the relationship. We need to make sure that we
have got the protection in place, otherwise further down the line problems will arise.
So I am supportive. I am pleased to see the action being taken. I very much hope that this
works and I wish the Department well with it. But I would just like that assurance around those
points, please, Minister.
The President: Mover to reply, Mr Skelly, please.
The Minister: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
Thank you very much for Mr Baker’s input. Yes, we have obviously consulted and worked
very closely with Treasury over this. One of the conclusions to bring this in-house, so to speak,
was that it would actually be not just the Department for Enterprise, but Treasury and an
external chair, which I know you have just recognised.
Bringing in an external chair that would be somebody with relevant experience and they can
also have, as I stated in the opening remarks, more external advice, as and when necessary,
should that be particularly I think in the equity space, more than the loan space.
The Department of course also has a number of other schemes. As I also highlighted, we have
over £10 million in offers that we have had in the last couple of years. That has generated
significant interest. I would suggest that we do have expertise already in this particular area, but
this Scheme specifically has an external chair and it has the ability to have external advice.
In terms of whether it has failed, what I would say is we are in an absolutely different place.
Our job and our role is absolutely to try and enable an economy and listen to what the
businesses and industry tell us. If we go back all those years, which is now going back to 2014
when it was first considered, there was a real struggle with regard to financial institutions
loaning to businesses, not just on-Island but off-Island as well.
What did happen is, as we launched that particular scheme, we found ourselves in a very
competitive situation, particularly in the North West, where there was a £400 million fund
launched right on the back of that. But what has happened since we have entered this particular
space, is we have seen private equity here on the Isle of Man emerge in this particular area,
which is really reassuring and one of the reasons we think that we wanted to accelerate this
change, because now there is opportunity for businesses to go to private equity, through angel
investors or otherwise. The assurance I will now give is that we are going to be an investor up to
40% maximum. In other words, if there is already a 60% investment from another party,
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preferably on Island, in that case they would be knocking on Government’s door for the
remaining 40%, whether that be a loan or equity.
So we do manage schemes already. We believe this extension allows the opportunity to have
it, as I said earlier, through one single door, in terms of trying to help business and not be
confusing about it.
With that, I beg to move.
The President: Hon. Members, the motion is that the Enterprise Development Scheme 2018
be approved. Those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

9. Civil Aviation Act 1982 –
Civil Aviation (Charges) Scheme 2019 approved
The Minister for Enterprise to move:
That the Civil Aviation (Charges) Scheme 2019 [SD No 2018/0250] [MEMO] be approved.
The President: Item 9, Civil Aviation Act, Minister for Enterprise to move, Mr Skelly.

6315

6320

6325

The Minister for Enterprise (Mr Skelly): Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
This Scheme prescribes charges for services provided by the Isle of Man Aircraft Registry and
will revoke and replace the Civil Aviation (Charges) Scheme 2018.
The Scheme makes a number of administrative and grammatical updates to the 2018
Scheme, along with the adaptation of some current charges and the introduction of a couple of
new charges. This reflects the Registry’s incremental improvements and increase in services and
products.
In one very constrained area, a slight cost reduction is proposed by the introduction of a
weight cap and it is hoped that this will result in increased business. Given the difficult trading
conditions for global aviation, it is considered that the proposed Scheme provides the most
appropriate strategy to protect the Registry’s competitive position.
If approved by this Hon. Court today, the Scheme will come into operation on 1st April 2019.
Eaghtyrane, I beg to move the motion standing in my name.
The President: Hon. Member, Mr Crookall.
Mr Crookall: I beg to second and reserve my remarks, Mr President.

6330

The President: The motion is that the Civil Aviation (Charges) Scheme 2019 be approved.
Those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

10. Airports and Civil Aviation Act 1987 –
Aviation Security (Application) Order 2018 approved
The Minister for Enterprise to move:
That the Aviation Security (Application) Order 2018 [SD No 2018/0279] [MEMO] be approved.
The President: Item 10, Airports and Civil Aviation Act, Minister for Enterprise.
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6335
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The Minister for Enterprise (Mr Skelly): Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
The Isle of Man Civil Aviation Administration is a Division of our Department that is
responsible for overseeing compliance with the Island’s aviation security requirements, including
those undertaken by the Isle of Man Airport.
The Order applies the UK aviation security legislation directly to the Island, so that our
security legislation remains aligned with the UK to ensure that the Isle of Man air passengers are
treated as domestic arrivals when arriving into airports.
The Civil Aviation Administration has worked closely with and has the full support of the Isle
of Man Airport with regard to this Order. The Order will revoke and replace the applied
legislation on aviation security made by the Civil Aviation (Application) Order 2013.
Eaghtyrane, I beg to move the motion standing in my name.

6345

The President: Mr Crookall.
Mr Crookall: I beg to second and reserve my remarks.
6350

The President: The motion is that the Aviation Security (Application) Order 2018 be
approved. Those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

11. Road Races Act 2016 –
Road Races (Relevant Photographic Identification) Order 2018 approved
The Minister for Infrastructure to move:
That the Road Races (Relevant Photographic Identification) Order 2018 [SD No 2018/0296]
[MEMO] be approved.
The President: Item 11, Road Races Act 2016, Minister for Infrastructure, Mr Harmer.

6355

6360

The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Harmer): Thank you, Mr President.
The Order amends the definition of ‘relevant photographic identification’ in relation to a
marshal in section 4 of the Road Races Act 2016, in consequence of the United Kingdom’s
withdrawal from the European Union on 29th March 2019.
The amendment made will ensure that driving licences issued to marshals in the United
Kingdom will continue to be relevant photographic identification for the purposes of that Act,
following the United Kingdom’s withdrawal from the European Union.
Mr President, I beg to move the motion standing in my name.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Lord-Brennan.

6365

6370

Mrs Lord-Brennan: Thank you, Mr President.
I beg to second and reserve my remarks.
The President: The motion is that the Road Races (Relevant Photographic Identification)
Order 2018 be approved. Those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have
it.
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12. European Communities (Isle of Man) Act 1973 –
European Union (Chemical Weapons Sanctions) Order 2018 approved
The Minister for the Treasury to move:
That the European Union (Chemical Weapons Sanctions) Order 2018 [SD No 2018/0280]
[MEMO] be approved.
The President: Item 12, European Communities (Isle of Man) Act, Minister for the Treasury,
Mr Cannan.

6375

6380

6385

The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Cannan): Thank you, Mr President.
The European Union Sanctions Order before the Court for approval today concerns the
application of EU measures in respect of the proliferation and use of chemical weapons.
This Order applies EU Regulation 1542 of 2018 to the Island. The EU Regulation imposes
restrictive measures, including the freezing of funds and economic resources of certain persons
and entities that are responsible for or provide financial, technical or material support for the
manufacturing or use of chemical weapons, the involvement in the manufacturing of chemical
weapons or engaging in the preparations for the use of such weapons and assisting or
encouraging such activities.
I beg to move the European Union (Chemical Weapons Sanctions) Order 2018 be approved.
The President: Hon. Member for Douglas North, Mr Peake.
Mr Peake: Mr President, I beg to second.

6390

The President: I put the motion at Item 12. Those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes
have it. The ayes have it.

13. Customs and Excise Management Act 1986;
Tobacco Products Duty Act 1986 –
Excise Duties Order 2018 approved
The Minister for the Treasury to move:
That the Excise Duties Order 2018 [SD No 2018/0288] [MEMO] be approved.
The President: Item 13, Customs and Excise Management Act, Mr Cannan.

6395

6400

The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Cannan): Mr President, this Order amends the Tobacco
Products Duty Act 1986 to make the provisions concerned correspond to their equivalent in the
United Kingdom law. The amendments increase the duty rates for all the various types of
manufactured tobacco products.
The increase is 2% above the retail price index for cigarettes, cigars, other smoking tobacco
and chewing tobacco, and 3% above the retail price index for hand-rolling tobacco.
The duty rate increases took effect from 6 p.m. on 29th October 2018.
I beg to move.
The President: Mr Peake.
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Mr Peake: Mr President, I beg to second.
6405

The President: I put the motion that the Excise Duties Order 2018 be approved. Those in
favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

14. Customs and Excise Act 1993 –
Customs and Excise Acts (Application) (Amendment) (No. 4) Order 2018 approved
The Minister for the Treasury to move:
That the Customs and Excise Acts (Application) (Amendment) (No. 4) Order 2018
[SD No 2018/0298] [MEMO] be approved.
The President: Item 14, Mr Cannan.
6410

6415

The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Cannan): Mr President, the Order before you amends the
Customs and Excise Acts (Application) Order 1979 by imposing an import prohibition on tobacco
for oral use. The amendments update the definition of tobacco for oral use and will bring the
Island into line with the European Union and United Kingdom law and prevent the introduction
in the Island of products that are addictive and have adverse health effects.
I beg to move.
The President: Mr Peake.
Mr Peake: Mr President, I beg to second.

6420

The President: I put the motion that is set out at Item 14. Those in favour, say aye; against,
no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

15. Income Tax Act 1970 –
Income Tax (Substance Requirements) Order 2018 approved
The Minister for the Treasury to move:
That the Income Tax (Substance Requirements) Order 2018 [SD No 2018/0263] [MEMO] be
approved.
The President: Item 15, Income Tax Act, Minister for the Treasury.
6425

6430

The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Cannan): Mr President, in December 2017 the European
Union published a list of countries which were considered to be non-co-operative for tax
purposes following a screening process undertaken by the EU Code of Conduct Group for
Business Taxation.
The Isle of Man avoided being blacklisted at that time because we made a high level
commitment to address the EU’s concerns regarding our taxation system. This commitment
included introducing legislation by 31st December 2018. The EU’s concerns regarding the
Island’s tax system focused on the lack of a requirement for entities doing business in or through
the Island to have legal substance here. Since making that commitment, the Assessor and her

________________________________________________________________________

533 T136

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 11th DECEMBER 2018
6435

6440

6445

6450

6455

6460

6465

officers have explored legal substance requirements for those companies that are resident on
the Island and which are engaged in the activities that are of particular concern to the EU.
As part of this process and during the drafting of the legislation a number of meetings were
held with representatives of relevant industries in the Island, including with the Private Sector
Advisory Group and they were, I can inform the Court, supportive of the new legislation.
In addition to consulting local representatives, the Assessor has worked closely with her
counterparts in both Jersey and Guernsey, who have also made the same commitment to the
EU. As a result of the draft legislation produced by all three jurisdictions is very similar.
On an international level, the Assessor has during this process also engaged in meetings and
discussions with a number of bodies, including the European Commission and the Code Group,
as well as the OECD. Although this began as a high level commitment to satisfy the EU, it is
important to note that only last month the OECD confirmed that the forum on harmful tax
practices had extended its remit to also reduced substance in low or only nominal tax
jurisdictions. This is therefore now already an international standard.
Mr President, the Isle of Man has been at the forefront of compliance with international tax
standards for many years. (Mr Thomas and another Member: Hear, hear.) In 2013, the UK
Chancellor said the Island should be recognised as the first jurisdiction to sign a FATCA-style
information-sharing agreement with the UK. (Mr Thomas: Hear, hear.) In 2014, we were
amongst the first group of countries to move to a new global standard for tax information
exchange known as the Common Reporting Standard. The first exchange of information under
this standard took place in 2017 and this year information has been exchanged with more than
50 countries.
In 2017 the Island was amongst the first countries to sign a new form of international
convention to prevent base erosion and profit shifting and the Isle of Man was only the second
jurisdiction to complete its ratification process. Then only last year, Hon. Members, this Island
retained the top complaint rating by the OECD body which reviews tax transparency around the
world, making the Island one of only three countries at that time to have been rated compliant
in both the first and second round of reviews.
To grow and support a strong and diverse economy, the Island must continue to be respected
internationally as a well-regulated, transparent and co-operative jurisdiction. It is therefore
essential, Hon. Members, that the Island fulfils the commitment made in 2017 in order to
prevent being blacklisted by the European Union.
Approval of the Order being considered today will further demonstrate the Island’s
dedication to meeting international standards and help us continue to play our part in the global
move to ensure fair taxation.
I beg to move.

6470

The Speaker: Hear, hear.
The President: Mr Shimmins.
6475

Mr Shimmins: I beg to second and reserve my remarks.
The President: I put the motion at Item 15. Those in favour, 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 21, Noes 0
FOR
Dr Allinson
Mr Ashford
Mr Baker
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mrs Caine
Mr Callister
Mr Cannan
Mrs Corlett
Mr Cregeen
Ms Edge
Mr Harmer
Mr Hooper
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Perkins
Mr Robertshaw
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Speaker
Mr Thomas

AGAINST
None

The Speaker: Mr President, in the Keys 21 votes for and none against.
In the Council – Ayes 7, Noes 0
FOR
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mr Henderson
Mrs Hendy
Mrs Poole-Wilson
Mrs Sharpe
6480

AGAINST
None

The President: In the Council, 7 votes for and none against. The motion therefore carries.

Season’s good wishes to all and
thanks to Tynwald staff

6485

6490

The President: Hon. Members, with a comparative amount of seasonal goodwill, we have
reached the end of our Order Paper.
May I take this opportunity for the festive season to wish you and your families a peaceful
Christmas and I am sure you would wish to join me in thanking all our Tynwald staff,
Messengers, Seneschal, Clerks and everyone who helps the operation run smoothly to wish
them similarly, with their families, a very happy Christmas and New Year.
Hon. Members, I would remind you of the Tynwald Carol Service to be held in St George’s
Church at 1.10 p.m. on Thursday, 13th December. I look forward to seeing as many of you as
possible at that.
The Council will now withdraw and leave the House of Keys to transact such business as
Mr Speaker may put before it.
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The Speaker: Mr President, of course, Nollick Ghennal as Blein Vie Noa to you.
The President: Thank you.
The Council withdrew.

House of Keys
6495

The Speaker: Hon. Members, our work of course continues next Tuesday, but until then, this
House stands adjourned until next Tuesday at 10 o’clock in our own Chamber.
Thank you.
The House adjourned at 8.52 p.m.
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