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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: The Lord Bishop will lead us in prayer.

PRAYERS
The Lord Bishop

Leave of absence granted

10

The President: Hon. Members, I have given leave of absence to Mr Speaker, the
Hon. Member for Douglas South, Mrs Beecroft, and the Hon. Member for Onchan, Ms Edge,
who are all unwell; and to Mrs Corlett, the Hon. Member for Douglas Central, who is on
parliamentary business.

Welcome to politics students from St Ninian’s High School
The President: Hon. Members, I take the opportunity to welcome to the Public Gallery
Year 12 students from St Ninian’s High School who are studying politics. You are very welcome
this morning.
15

Members: Hear, hear.
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1. Papers laid before the Court
The President: I call on the Clerk to lay Papers.

20

The Clerk: I lay before the Court the papers listed at Item 1 of the Order Paper. 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 2 of the Supplementary Order Paper. Ta mee
cur roish y Whaiyl ny pabyryn enmyssit ayns ayrn jees jeh’n Chlaare Obbyr Arbyllagh.
Safeguarding Act 2018
Safeguarding Board (Qualifications and Procedures) Regulations 2019 [SD No 2019/0125]
[MEMO]
European Union and Trade Act 2019
European Union and Trade Act 2019 (Consequential Provisions) Regulations 2019
[SD No 2019/0096] [MEMO]
European Union and Trade Act 2019 (Deficiencies) (Enterprise) Regulations 2019
[SD No 2019/0120] [MEMO]
European Union and Trade Act 2019 (Deficiencies) (Patents) Regulations 2019
[SD No 2019/0121] [MEMO]
European Union and Trade Act 2019 (Deficiencies) (DEFA) (No. 2) Regulations 2019
[SD No 2019/0122] [MEMO]
European Union and Trade Act 2019 (Deficiencies) (DEFA) (No. 2) Regulations 2019
Correction Notice [SD No 2019/0122A]
European Union and Trade Act 2019 (Deficiencies) (Health and Social Care) Regulations
2019 [SD No 2019/0102] [MEMO]
European Union (Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade) (Amendment)
Regulations 2019 [SD No 2019/0076] [MEMO]
European Union and Trade Act 2019 (Retained Direct EU Legislation) (Customs)
Regulations 2019 [SD No 2019/0064] [MEMO]
European Union and Trade Act 2019 (Retained Direct EU Legislation) (Sanctions)
Regulations 2019 [SD No 2019/0078] [MEMO]
European Union and Trade Act 2019 (Deficiencies) (Isle of Man Financial Services
Authority) Regulations 2019 [SD No 2019/0097] [MEMO]
European Union and Trade Act 2019 (Deficiencies) (Department of Infrastructure)
Regulations 2019 [SD No 2019/0087] [MEMO]
Merchant Shipping (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1996
Merchant Shipping (Fees) Regulations 2019 [SD No 2019/0099] [MEMO]
Merchant Shipping (Masters and Seamen) Act 1979
Merchant Shipping (Seamen’s Documents) (Amendment) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0100]
[MEMO]
Airports and Civil Aviation Act 1987
Civil Aviation (Aviation Security) (Application) (Amendment) Order 2019
[SD No 2019/0072] [MEMO]
Civil Aviation Acts (Application) (Amendment) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0073] [MEMO]
Social Services Act 2011
Adult Social Care Services (Charges) Regulations 2019 [SD No 2019/0085] [MEMO]
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Harbours Act 2010
Harbour (Dues and Charges) (Amendment) Regulations 2019 [SD No 2019/0111] [MEMO]
Harbour (Miscellaneous Provisions) (Amendment) Bye-laws 2019 [SD No 2019/0110]
[MEMO]
Registration of Pleasure Craft (Amendment) Regulations 2019 [SD No 2019/0112] [MEMO]
Licensing and Registration of Vehicles Act 1985
Licensing and Registration of Vehicles (Amendment) Regulations 2019 [SD No 2019/0055]
[MEMO]
Housing (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976
Public Sector Housing (Older Persons) (Allocation) Policy 2019 [SD No 2019/0074] [MEMO]
Public Sector Housing (General Needs) (Allocation) Policy 2019 [SD No 2019/0075]
[MEMO]
Alcoholic Liquor Duties Act 1986
Alcoholic Liquor Duties Act 1986 (Amendment) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0054] [MEMO]
Financial Services Act 2008
Regulated Activities (Credit Unions Etc.) (Amendment) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0046]
[MEMO]
Financial Services (Exemptions) (Credit Unions) (Amendment) Regulations 2019 [SD
No 2019/0047] [MEMO]
Financial Services (Fees) (Credit Unions) (Amendment) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0048]
[MEMO]
Financial Services (Credit Unions) (Amendment) Rule Book 2019 [SD No 2019/0049]
[MEMO]
Financial Services (Fees) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0032] [MEMO]
Credit Unions Act 1993
Credit Unions Act 1993 (Loan Interest Rate) (Amendment) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0050]
[MEMO]
Collective Investment Schemes Act 2008
Collective Investment Schemes (Fees) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0030] [MEMO]
Designated Businesses (Registration and Oversight) Act 2015
Designated Businesses (Fees) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0031] [MEMO]
Customs and Excise Act 1993
Customs and Excise Acts (Soft Drinks Industry Levy) (Application) Order 2019
[SD No 2019/0051] [MEMO]
Customs and Excise Acts (Application) (Amendment) (No. 2) Order 2019
[SD No 2019/0084] [MEMO]
Social Security Act 2000
Social Security Legislation (Contributions) (Application) (Amendment) Order 2019
[SD No 2019/0065] [MEMO]
Social Security Legislation (Benefits) (Application) (No. 2) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0093]
[MEMO]
Social Security Legislation (Benefits) (Application) (No. 3) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0090]
[MEMO]
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TV Licence Payment (Amendment) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0092] [MEMO]
Pension Schemes Act 1995
Pension Schemes Legislation (Application) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0091] [MEMO]
Social Security Administration Act 1992
Social Security (Reciprocal Agreement) (United Kingdom) (Amendment) Order 2019
[SD No 2019/0069] [MEMO]
Audit Act 2006
Accounts and Audit (Amendment) Regulations 2019 [SD No 2019/0115] [MEMO]
Income Tax Act 1970
Income Tax (Common Reporting Standard) (Amendment) Regulations
[SD No 2019/0079] [MEMO]
Income Tax (Social Security Benefits) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0068] [MEMO]

2019

Reports
Public Sector Pensions – Legacy Funding Update: A Second Cabinet Office Report
[GD No 2019/0014] [MEMO]
Home Generation feed-in tariffs, electric vehicles and electric heating for buildings
[GD No 2019/0003]
Moving Towards Low Emission Travel – A Policy for Surface Transport and Electric Vehicles
[GD No 2019/0010]
Sea Services Agreement – Heads of Terms Report [GD No 2019/0009] [MEMO]

The remaining items are not the subject of motions on the Order Paper
Documents subject to no procedure
High Court Act 1991
Rules of the High Court of Justice (Amendment) 2019 [SD No 2019/0071] [MEMO]
Social Security Pensions Act 1975
Pensions Increase (Annual Review) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0103]
Documents subject to negative resolution
European Communities (Isle of Man) Act 1973
Timber and Timber Products (Placing on the Market) Regulations 2019 [SD No 2019/0101]
[MEMO]
Interpretation Act 2015
Registered Schemes Administrators (Fees) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0034] [MEMO]
Court Services Fees Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0098] [MEMO]
Insurance Act 2008
Insurance (Fees) Regulations 2019 [SD No 2019/0033] [MEMO]
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Appointed Day Orders
Abortion Reform Act 2019
Abortion Reform Act 2019 (Appointed Day) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0123] [MEMO]
Credit Unions (Amendment) Act 2018
Credit Unions (Amendment) Act 2018 (Appointed Day) Order 2019 [SD No 2019/0070]

Reports
Report on the Accounts of Local Authorities, Burial Authorities, Elderly Persons’ Housing
Committees and Joint Boards [GD No 2019/0004]
Department of Home Affairs Annual Report of the Surveillance Commissioner for 2018
[GD No 2019/0011]
Road Transport Licensing Committee Annual Report for the year ended 31st March 2018
[GD No 2019/0012]
Safeguarding Together Guidance for collective working to safeguard children and vulnerable
adults in the Isle of Man [GD No 2019/0013] [MEMO]
Standing Committee of Tynwald on Public Accounts First Report for the Session 2018-2019:
Overspending at Noble’s Hospital – One Year On [PP No 2019/0031]
Standing Committee of Tynwald on Public Accounts Second Report for the Session 2018-2019:
Overspending at Noble’s Hospital – Staffing [PP No 2019/0032]

Supplementary Order Paper No. 1
Data Protection Act 2018
Data Protection (Withdrawal from the EU) (U.K. and Gibraltar) Regulations 2019
[SD No 2019/0139] [MEMO]
Item Subject to Negative Resolution
European Communities (Isle of Man) Act 1973 (of Tynwald)
Nationality, Immigration and Asylum Act 2002 (of Parliament)
Immigration (European Economic Area) Regulations 2019 [SD No 2019/0132] [MEMO]
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2. Questions for Oral Answer
CHIEF MINISTER
1. Private sector employers –
Five largest in 2018
The Hon. Member for Arbory, Castletown and Malew (Mr Moorhouse) to ask the Chief Minister:
Who the five largest Island private sector employers were in 2018?
The President: We turn to the Question Paper.
Question 1. Hon. Member for Castletown, Arbory and Malew, Mr Moorhouse.
25

Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Chief Minister: who were the five largest employers in 2018?
The President: I call on the Chief Minister to reply. Mr Quayle.
30

35

40

45

The Chief Minister (Mr Quayle): Thank you, Mr President.
This is a very interesting Question from the Hon. Member. Unfortunately, whilst we hold this
information it is unable to be provided as it is collected as part of our Income Tax processes.
Taxpayer confidentiality is a statutory matter covered by legislation. I am sure you agree that
confidentiality is of prime importance.
The Hon. Member may like to note that I myself have not been supplied with the
information, as it is supplied by the Income Tax Division to Economic Affairs only for specific
purposes.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Moorhouse.
Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President, and thank you, Chief Minister.
Given the importance of larger companies in the Manx economy and the turbulent global
economic conditions we are currently facing in Brexit, what importance are you giving to visiting
local companies of significant size at the moment?
The President: Chief Minister.

50

55

The Chief Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
Yes, the Hon. Member does raise a very important point and I am pleased to say that the
Minister for Enterprise has been contacting numerous businesses and his officers are regularly in
discussions. He has even introduced a grant to help businesses if they have any concerns.
I think it is more important, as Chief Minister, that I actually get to the coalface and have the
regular meetings with the Department for Exiting the European Union – and officers going there
as well – so that we are fully aware of the latest thinking, which we can then channel through
the Department for Enterprise to the key businesses.
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POLICY AND REFORM
2. Government consultations –
Whether declining numbers
The Hon. Member for Arbory, Castletown and Malew (Mr Moorhouse) to ask the Minister for
Policy and Reform:
Whether the average number of Government consultations has declined over the last seven
years?
The President: Question 2. Hon. Member, Mr Moorhouse.

60

Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform: whether the average number of
Government consultations has declined over the last seven years?
The President: I call on the Minister for Policy and Reform, Mr Thomas.

65

70

75

80

85

90

95

The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Thomas): Thank you, Mr President, and I appreciate
greatly the Question from the Hon. Member for Arbory, Castletown and Malew for the ability to
clarify some data.
Over the past seven years the total number of external consultations undertaken each year
has declined from 71 in 2011-12 to 61 in 2018-19. However, the statistics at a high level do not
give us the full picture of Government consultations.
During 2017 a set of principles for engagement and consultation were introduced and these
began to broaden the approach on how we use consultations in Government. Previously,
consultations were predominantly a formal exercise that took place in a written format. This
new set of principles, however, introduced to us the concept of early engagement with
stakeholders and informal consultations, and basically the best mechanism for the particular
situation. They provide better guidance on who, how and when it is best to consult, encouraging
us to think about how we gain input from those who may be impacted by any changes to policy
or legislation and when we might do this, and to consider the value of asking throughout the
development of policy and legislation rather than at the end. The new principles also ask us to
think about other means of engagement and consultation: focus groups, workshops, surveys,
which can all be valuable.
To support improved engagement and consultation in practice, the Cabinet Office also
introduced and installed a new online consultation hub. Information prior to the introduction of
a consultation hub is very difficult to verify; however, with the hub we are in a far better position
to analyse the type, number and volume of engagement and consultation exercises, as well as
data within them. For instance, to return to the initial figures I provided, although there have
been 61 external engagement and consultation exercises undertaken through the consultation
hub in the past 12 months, 12 of these were private and targeted surveys with particular
stakeholder groups. This leaves just 49 formal and informal consultations undertaken. I could
have compared 71 in 2011-12 to 49 now, if I limited it to traditional consultations.
In summary, in 2016 through the Programme for Government we committed to an outcome
that we would see a future with an open and transparent Government which is engaging
effectively with both Tynwald and the public, and I believe we are creating that future in part
through the use of better consultation and engagement.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Supplementary question, Mr Moorhouse.
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100

Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President, and thank you – a lot of detail there.
In terms of the background figures, the number of consultations does appear to be falling,
but there is that overall proliferation. Does the Minister give us his word that he will continue to
try and place an emphasis on only having consultations where they are really essential and
provide us with really useful information?
The President: Minister to reply.

105

110

The Minister: That is what we have been doing and that is what we will continue to do.
We will also try and improve engagement in all sorts of ways – focus groups, workshops and
surveys, rather than consultations; these are all devices that I mentioned in my Answer.
We also try and think much more about the questions. In the old days I can think of
consultations – for instance, from the original rates modernisation consultation – that were
blatantly leading. We do not do that anymore. We actually have all of the questions validated,
not being blatantly leading.
Thank you very much, Mr President.

3. Area Plan for the East –
Date for public inquiry
The Hon. Member for Middle (Mr Shimmins) to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform:
When the public inquiry on the Area Plan for the East will be held?
The President: Question 3, Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins.
115

Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform when the public inquiry on the Area
Plan for the East will be held?
120

125

The President: I call on the Minister to reply, Mr Thomas.
The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Thomas): Thank you, Mr President.
The public inquiry for the Area Plan for the East will be held no earlier than September 2019.
The anticipated June date is no longer feasible as there are reasons to the delay which will lead
to a better outcome for the plan overall. This is, of course, an action I am prepared to take.
My intention is to make a fuller statement in April Tynwald about this matter and other key
planning projects, even policies.
The Deputy Speaker: Supplementary, Mr Shimmins.

130

Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President. I am grateful to the Minister for that response.
Does the Minister appreciate that many people wish to take part in the public inquiry and
they want to make plans, so early notice of the dates would be very helpful?
135

The President: Reply, sir.
The Minister: I am very cognisant of that and I will use this again as an opportunity to thank
all of the people, many, I think, hundreds of people who have engaged in the various aspects of
the process.
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140

145

The date of the inquiry will be released by way of public notice. Contributors to the draft plan
will be notified directly, and I will do everything I can to make sure that is as soon as possible.
Hon. Members will also remember, and the general public should remind themselves, that
there will be a pre-inquiry meeting ahead of the inquiry where arrangements and procedural
information will be exchanged with the inspector and I am trying to do that before the summer
holiday, the summer school holiday that is, which commences on Friday, 19th July 2019.

4. Eastern Area Plan public inquiry –
Revision of population projections and housing units
The Hon. Member for Middle (Mr Shimmins) to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform:
Whether (a) the population projections to reflect current numbers and trend over the last five
years and (b) housing units required to take account of construction and planning approvals
will be revised before the Eastern Area Plan public inquiry?
The President: Question 4, the Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins.

150

Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform whether (a) the population projections
to reflect current numbers and trend over the last five years and (b) housing units required to
take account of construction and planning approvals will be revised before the Eastern Area Plan
public inquiry?
The President: The Minister for Policy and Reform

155

160

165

170

The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Thomas): Thank you, Mr President.
The Draft Area Plan for the East was published in May 2018 along with a number of
supporting evidence papers. Evidence paper DP EP5 set out the position as at May 2018 in terms
of household size and population projections. Paper EP5 reviewed the information available
from the 2016 Census, compared it to the information in the Isle of Man Strategic Plan 2016 and
considered the implications of this new information.
If there is further evidence or any errors and omissions that need to be taken into account in
terms of projections an update paper to EP5 will be prepared and published ahead of the public
inquiry.
Evidence paper DP EP3 sets out the position in terms of land supply. This included an
assessment of housing supply and included figures on the residual housing need. It took into
account planning approval and take-up data set out in the published residential land availability
study, known as our last update number 10. Our last update number 11 is soon to be published.
Update 12 is being prepared. Any new and available data will naturally be considered and
summarised in an update paper to EP3 which will be published ahead of the public inquiry.
Thank you very much, Mr President.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Shimmins.

175

Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
Is the Minister aware that many people have questioned the methodology utilised in the
evidence papers EP3 and EP5? Will he publish the updates that he is talking about and when will
that happen?
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180

185

190

The President: Reply, sir.
The Minister: Thank you.
I think, as I indicated in the original Answer, two update papers will be published ahead of
the public inquiry in good time.
Again, I repeat my thanks to everybody who has submitted evidence, because the
consultation is exactly that; it is engagement, it is consultation on the drafter’s plan to provide
the opportunity for us, which is an excellent opportunity to take feedback and to take
information and to take analysis into account; it gives us a chance to pause and reflect; and I
hope everybody – and I know in fact everybody – that has participated in the consultation today
is treating it in that way. So having our data questioned is a vital part of the process. Having
methodologies considered is a vital part of the process. The right action is to carefully consider
any data or methodologies, or data which suggests the methodologies need to be improved. All
that valid work, quite rightly, is ongoing by the Planning Policy and Economic Divisions in Cabinet
Office and that work will be included in the update papers that I have announced.

195

The President: Supplementary, Mr Shimmins.

200

Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
I am still slightly unclear about when the update paper will be published. Sorry if I missed that
in the Minister’s earlier response. Please can he clarify that?
The President: Minister.

205

210

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
The Town and Country Planning Act 1999 provides a very important legal framework for all of
this. It states that the proposals in the Area Plan shall be in general conformity with the Strategic
Plan. The evidence published ahead of the public inquiry will set out our position on general
conformity and any issues that have been raised; and, as I have said in Question 3, I am
preparing a much fuller statement on planning issues and population matters and household
numbers for April Tynwald, which was always my intention and I will be making a much fuller
statement in April on all of these issues.
The President: Mr Shimmins.

215

Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
I am grateful for the Minister clarifying that he will be issuing this full statement in April. That
is very much appreciated, but will he undertake to publish that statement ahead of the sitting so
that Members can look at it, given it will be a technical paper?
Thank you.

220

The President: Minister.

225

The Minister: It is always my intention to be as helpful to Members as possible. I will publish
the statement in line with the President and the Clerk’s guidance on what Standing Orders mean
in this respect. It is always difficult for Ministers to publish statements that they are going to give
to Tynwald in advance of giving them to Tynwald, but I will do everything we can to use the law
about town and country planning to be as helpful as possible to Hon. Members.
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HM ATTORNEY GENERAL
5. Prosecutions –
Decisions on cases
The Hon. Member for Arbory, Castletown and Malew (Mr Moorhouse) to ask HM Attorney
General:
On what basis the decision is made about whether a case will be prosecuted; and whether
these decisions are reviewed once cases have concluded?
The President: Question 5. Hon. Member for Arbory, Castletown and Malew, Mr Moorhouse.
230

Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask HM Attorney General on what basis is the decision made about whether a
case will be prosecuted, and whether these decisions are reviewed once cases have concluded?
The President: I call on Her Majesty’s Attorney General to reply.

235

240

245

250

255

260

The Attorney General: Thank you, Mr President.
There are two stages in any decision as to whether there is a prosecution. Prosecutors must
be satisfied that there is sufficient admissible evidence to provide a realistic prospect of
conviction. This is known as the evidential test. At the conclusion of satisfying the evidential test
a prosecution will usually take place, unless there are public interest factors tending against
prosecution which clearly outweigh those tending in favour. This is known as the public interest
test.
The tests which I have mentioned in this Answer are detailed in the Prosecution Code, which I
keep under review and the last update of which was issued by me dated 7th March 2007. The
Prosecution Code is published on my Chambers’ Government website, which is therefore clearly
publicly accessible.
Once a written advice to charge is made by one of my dedicated prosecution lawyers, the
decision has got to be peer reviewed by another prosecutor, who must sign and date the review
with any necessary comments before it is submitted to the Constabulary or other investigating
authority.
It is provided in my published Prosecution Code that if a complainant is dissatisfied with a
prosecution decision, they can call on me to also carry out a review. There is a similar provision
for the Constabulary to instigate a review pursuant to the terms of the code of practice agreed
between myself and the Chief Constable, which document is again published on my Chambers’
website.
At the conclusion of a prosecution, issues which may have arisen during the case are brought
to my attention, if appropriate; and, in particular, if a prosecution is unsuccessful or
discontinued, the Director of Prosecution is required to bring the matter and the circumstances
to my attention and I then review the matter and, if I consider it necessary, call for a detailed
examination of the case to be carried out.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Supplementary, Mr Moorhouse.

265

Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President, and thank you for such a detailed Answer.
Following several high-profile cases being dismissed early or ending in failure and severe
criticism by the Deemsters, how will these issues be resolved and public confidence returned?
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The President: Learned Attorney to reply.
270

275

The Attorney General: Thank you, Mr President, and I thank you, Hon. Member, for your
question.
As I have indicated, whenever a case is discontinued or withdrawn, or indeed if a not-guilty
plea is rendered by a jury or the case dismissed by the court, I carry out a detailed review and
clearly we will learn whatever lessons are necessary from the outcome of that case.
The President: Supplementary.

280

Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President, and thank you for that answer.
Prior to a case going to court, are the emotional, financial and social costs to the individual
and their families considered? In the age of social media, the page cannot simply be turned.
The President: The learned Attorney to reply.

285

The Attorney General: Thank you, Mr President.
In my Prosecution Code it sets out the matters which we will consider, and clearly the impact
on a person who suffers a crime will be considered.

ENTERPRISE
6. Employers of new graduates –
Five largest in 2018
The Hon. Member for Arbory, Castletown and Malew (Mr Moorhouse) to ask the Minister for
Enterprise:
Who the five largest Island employers of new graduates were in 2018?
The President: Question 6, again I call on Mr Moorhouse.
290

Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Enterprise who the five largest Island employers of new
graduates were in 2018?
The President: I call on the Minister for Enterprise, Mr Skelly, to reply.

295

300

305

The Minister for Enterprise (Mr Skelly): Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
I thank the Hon. Member for his Question; however, I regret to advise him that the
Department does not hold the information he requests. Nevertheless, the Department is aware
of employers’ keen interest in hiring graduates, either newly qualified or with a number of years
of experience, to positions in their organisations.
Members will recall last Tynwald the locate strategy was unanimously approved. Attracting
graduates was a key theme of the strategy and I am pleased to advise Members that a number
of strategy initiatives are already being implemented.
In particular, the Department is facilitating a graduate fair on Wednesday, 17th April,
targeting recent graduates or those in their final year at university. The fair will showcase the
range of opportunities available on the Island. There is a strong presence at the event from

________________________________________________________________________

930 T136

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 19th MARCH 2019

310

315

320

employers across a range of sectors, demonstrating significant interest in graduate recruitment
and I hope that as many graduates as possible engage with this opportunity.
We will continue to work closely with employers in order to highlight the benefits of offering
exciting and rewarding opportunities to graduates, learning from best practice across industry in
respect of accelerated programmes for graduate apprenticeships and, where appropriate, seek
to expand the provision of such structured entry routes.
Gura mie eu.
The President: Supplementary question, Mr Moorhouse.
Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President and thank you, Minister.
Given the Government’s desire to attract more graduates home, is the Department
consulting with those firms probably attracting graduates back and using their knowledge and
information to pass on to other companies, but also to see whether those graduates are staying
here once they have returned?
The President: Reply, sir.

325

330

The Minister: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane, and I thank the Hon. Member for his supplementary
question.
Yes, of course, we are engaging with industry, have been for quite some time. The agency
model has identified in every agency the skills gap issue and clearly graduates are a key part of
filling that skills gap so we have got a number of initiatives.
We are working very closely with the Department of Education to see how we do actually
take this further. So the graduate fair is the first of many targeted events.
The President: Further supplementary.

335

340

Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President.
Given the importance of graduates to the economy and the target the Government has
placed on it, would it be possible for the Department for Enterprise to actually do more active
research in terms of where the graduates are coming to the economy, but also to see how many
of those graduates are new to the Island? We do tend to focus on people returning home but
new graduates are equally important and equally significant.
The President: Mr Skelly to reply.

345

350

355

The Minister: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
Yes, the Hon. Member makes a very valid point there. We obviously want to attract our own
back to the Isle of Man, and there has been quite a lot of media interest covering that in terms
of the amount of people coming back to the Island, which suggests that that has always been
the case for a good number of years. And obviously now we are trying to have a renewed focus
in this area because we have so many opportunities here across a broad section of sectors – 24
sectors are represented on this Island and those are broken down into the agencies. And as I
have said already, the number one key barrier to growth in our economy is actually filling that
skills gap.
So he makes a valid point there with regard to other people who have been educated
elsewhere, gained experience and benefited our economy. There are many people that have
moved to the Isle of Man because of those opportunities. So graduates is one of the themes and
we are very focused on trying to deliver to that.
The President: Further supplementary, Mr Moorhouse.
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360

Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President.
I know we are going over the same ground again in some respects, but is there any possibility
that the Department could collect information in terms of graduates returning home, specifically
to local companies?
The President: Reply, sir.

365

The Minister: Gura mie eu.
Yes, we will try and work with our Department of Education to gain that data. Historically
there is not a lot of data going back many years, but we will be doing so in the coming years to
try and ensure that that information is captured and it is utilised for our target marketing.

7. Castle Rushen –
Exterior lighting and cost
The Hon. Member for Arbory, Castletown and Malew (Mr Moorhouse) to ask the Minister for
Enterprise:
When the exterior of Castle Rushen was last lit on a regular basis; and when Manx National
Heritage last assessed the cost of this?
370

The President: Question 7, again, I call on Mr Moorhouse.

375

Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Enterprise when the exterior of Castle Rushen was last lit
on a regular basis; and when Manx National Heritage last assessed the cost of this?
The President: I call on the Minister for Enterprise, Mr Skelly.

380

385

The Minister for Enterprise (Mr Skelly): Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
I have been advised by Manx National Heritage that the exterior of Castle Rushen is
illuminated between dusk and midnight throughout the year.
Over the winter, a review of lighting was undertaken by Manx National Heritage and it was
noted that some of the lights had failed. These were recently replaced and some new lights
added to improve the overall lighting of the Castle.
Manx National Heritage has not recently assessed the cost of lighting the Castle, though
ongoing maintenance cost of all their sites remains a challenge and more cost efficient options
will be considered when they are appropriate. In this instance, the opportunity was taken to
install more efficient LEDs which will reduce ongoing maintenance and running costs.
Gura mie eu.

390

The President: Supplementary, Mr Moorhouse.

395

Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President, and thank you, Minister.
Given the significance of Castle Rushen, not just to local residents, to tourists, but also people
coming to the Island and leaving the Island, would the Minister encourage Manx National
Heritage to take the lighting to a new level? As we saw in recent weeks, the best modern lighting
does transform that amazing building.
The President: Minister to reply.
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400

405

The Minister: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
Yes, it is a very significant site of Manx National Heritage, but what I would point out is it is
one of many sites that Manx National Heritage has (A Member: Hear, hear.) and that we as the
public do actually greatly enjoy.
The event I think that was recently there was co-ordinated through the end of the Year of
Our Island, (Two Members: Hear, hear.) which was a fantastic celebration and I think it
demonstrated the facility of Castle Rushen. But let’s not forget there are numerous sites of
Manx National Heritage. They have a challenging budget and I am sure they will take on board
what has been stated here today.

EDUCATION, SPORT AND CULTURE
8. Modern foreign language lessons –
Offering by primary schools
The Hon. Member for Garff (Mrs Caine) to ask the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture:
Pursuant to his Answer in Tynwald of 20th November 2018, which primary schools now offer
lessons in which modern foreign languages, and what progress has been made with bringing
a Mandarin speaker into primary schools?
The President: Question 8. Hon. Member for Garff, Mrs Caine.
410

415

Mrs Caine: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture: pursuant to his Answer in
Tynwald of 20th November 2018, which primary schools now offer lessons in which modern
foreign languages, and what progress has been made with bringing a Mandarin speaker into
primary schools?
The President: I call on the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture, Mr Cregeen.

420

425

430

435

The Minister for Education, Sport and Culture (Mr Cregeen): Thank you, Mr President.
As the Hon. Member will recall from the November Answer, beyond the requirements of the
Curriculum Order the Department does not seek to prescribe the content of the curricula to
schools but rather delegates responsibility for this to the headteachers.
The majority of primary schools – 21 – reported that like all primary schools on the Island
they offer Manx but do not offer any other language tuition. Of the others, a range of languages
were offered, including French, German, Spanish, Portuguese, Italian, Hindi and Mandarin,
generally depending on availability of suitably qualified staff or curricular time. These are offered
in a range of ways, including dedicated lessons, lunchtime sessions and after-school clubs.
The teaching of Singalong, a key word sign-supported communication system based on
British Sign Language, was also reported.
With regard to the recruitment of a Mandarin teacher for primary phase, an application has
been made to Hanban, the Confucius Institute headquarters, to support this post. We are also
seeking support from the Chinese consulate and hope to hear the outcome of this application in
the autumn.
The President: Supplementary question, Mrs Caine.
Mrs Caine: Thank you, Mr President.
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440

445

I am grateful to the Minister for answering and look forward to perhaps having an update in
the autumn on whether a Mandarin speaker has been appointed to go into primary schools.
I draw attention to the Question and the responses in November, and I think the Minister
undertook, as we pointed out … Does he acknowledge the importance of having a modern
foreign language at a young age and within primary school, certainly at key stage 2? The
undertakings he made back in November to see whether room hire charges for lunchtimes and
break times for a number of organisations that were coming into schools to offer modern
foreign languages … whether those charges would be waived or reduced in some way by the
Department?
The President: Minister to reply.

450

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
Unfortunately I do not have the official answer. I will try, after the sitting, to get the
information for the Hon. Member.

9. National Sports Centre café –
Menu to promote healthy lifestyle
The Hon. Member for Garff (Mrs Caine) to ask the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture:
Whether the menu offered by the National Sports Centre café promotes a healthy lifestyle?
The President: Question 9, Hon. Member for Garff, Mrs Caine.
455

Mrs Caine: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture whether the menu offered
by the National Sports Centre café promotes a healthy lifestyle?
The President: I call on the Minister to reply, Mr Cregeen.

460

465

470

475

The Minister for Education, Sport and Culture (Mr Cregeen): Thank you, Mr President.
The NSC café offers a wide variety of options that customers can choose from. Some of the
products available on the NSC café menu would be classified as healthy options, such as a salad
bar, jacket potatoes, fresh fruit and yogurt. In terms of promoting a healthy lifestyle, the salad
bar is inviting and visible for all customers to see, and is priced at a cheaper cost than in
comparison to other options such as a burger and chips.
As for a comparative measure, a salad is priced at £4.50 and burger and chips costs £5.60,
thus the healthy option is nearly 25% cheaper. An example of this is jacket potato, which
includes a healthy filling, priced at £3.90, which is 33% cheaper than chicken nuggets and chips,
which would cost £5.20.
The NSC café is offering a healthy option at a cheaper price than what would be regarded as
an unhealthy option, which may encourage more people to choose the healthier option from
the menu. This same trend exists in the children’s menu section. It is more expensive to select
options which include chips than it is for a child to have the healthier options such as a sandwich
with a glass of milk. Ultimately the NSC café offers customers a choice of meals and they can
determine what food they choose to eat.
In summary, there are a number of healthy options that customers have the opportunity to
choose from, which are priced at a reduced cost to encourage those customers using the NSC to
fulfil a healthy lifestyle.
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480

485

The President: Supplementary question, Mrs Caine.
Mrs Caine: Thank you, Mr President.
I thank the Minister for the detail, but I think where I am coming from is: does he think it is
appropriate for the National Sports Centre to have a menu that seems overwhelmingly stuffed
full of fast food options, where people using it might as well just walk over the bridge to a fast
food outlet, and that perhaps the healthy options are not quite as well promoted, even though
they are at cheaper cost?
So my question is: does he think this is an appropriate café menu for the flagship National
Sports Centre?

490

The Deputy Speaker: Hear, hear.
The President: Minister to reply.
495

500

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
The Department took over the catering facilities from the Department of Health and Social
Care, less than a year ago. The menus have changed a little bit, but we are reviewing the
situation with the NSC café.
The Deputy Speaker: Good.
The President: Supplementary, Mrs Caine.

505

Mrs Caine: Thank you, Mr President.
Finally, can the Minister reveal does the café currently make a profit from its offerings and
the pricing structure it has?
The President: Reply, sir.

510

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
When it came over to the Department it did not, and I am not sure of the current situation.
The President: Supplementary question, Mrs Sharpe.

515

520

Mrs Sharpe: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister, following on from Mrs Caine’s questions, what kind of a
message does he think his Department is giving the young people of the Isle of Man when it
continues to restock the vending machines in the NSC, which sell sweet, sugary drinks, also
bearing in mind that 25% of four-year-olds entering primary school on the Island are officially
obese?
The President: Minister to reply.

525

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
As I said earlier, the Department took over the catering facilities from the Department of
Health and we are reviewing the situation at the NSC.
But what I can say is that when some of these items were removed from the menu, there
were a number of people who did complain about it.
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10. Meals in primary schools –
Standards; healthy menus; use of Manx produce
The Hon. Member for Garff (Mrs Caine) to ask the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture:
Whether the standard of meals provided to primary schools is appropriate; how the winter
menu meets healthy eating food standards; and what proportion of meals are (a) freshly
prepared by schools using Manx produce and (b) reheated from frozen?
The President: Question 10, Hon. Member for Garff, Mrs Caine.
530

535

Mrs Caine: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture whether the standard of
meals provided to primary schools is appropriate; how the winter menu meets healthy eating
food standards; and what proportion of meals are (a) freshly prepared by schools using Manx
produce and (b) reheated from frozen?
The President: I call on the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture.

540

545

550

555

560

565

570

The Minister for Education, Sport and Culture (Mr Cregeen): Thank you, Mr President.
The Department follows the UK government guidelines for School Food Standards (SFS). This
was introduced to help children develop healthy eating habits and to encourage them to choose
from a wide range of food options throughout the school week.
All recipes within our winter menu for Island primary school meals are compliant with the
School Food Standards Guide. The Department applies the following recommendations in every
primary school: fresh fruit is available daily; a salad bar is available daily; wholemeal bread and
fresh drinking water are also available daily; meal items are low in salt and sugar; meal items are
not deep fried; polyunsaturated and monounsaturated fats are used in our recipes; any jarbased sauces must comply with the School Food Standards guidelines; fruit and milk based
desserts are available daily – these give children a natural energy boost whilst also increasing
fruit and fibre intake.
In addition to this, all primary school meals are portion controlled following the
recommended daily intake guidelines within the SFS guide.
With regard to the proportion of the meals that are freshly prepared using Manx products,
cooking kitchens, of which there are 10, use local butchers for a majority of their meat products,
excluding chicken.
Demi kitchen food is cooked by a local company using the same recipes and local meats as
the cook kitchens – beef burgers; sausages; mince beef; chuck beef; ham/pork/turkey/beef
joints for roasting; all other products are frozen and supplied by a local company; we are still at a
relatively early stage following the transfer of catering from DHSC, but the significant change we
have made is to remove many frozen products and replace them with freshly made items,
i.e. beef hotpot, gratin bakes, instead of pastries and instead of frozen burger products; the
need to strike a balance between nutrition, choice and of course the cost of producing menu
items; still developing the service and welcome input from parents and children alike.
Demi kitchen food is cooked by Gourmet Foods based in Peel and reheated in schools using
the same recipes and local products used in cooking centres. Frozen menu items are all supplied
from Robinsons wholesalers under the procurement contract. Dietary and allergen food items
are also supplied by Robinsons and Against the Grain, another local company where we get
support and information on new products.
The President: Supplementary, Mrs Caine.
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575

580

Mrs Caine: Thank you, Mr President.
I thank the Minister for his very detailed answer and I am pleased to learn that the beef and
lamb products and the freshly made dishes are from local produce. However, looking at the
winter menu, there are fried potato products served twice weekly and a whole scutch of very
sweet, very possibly high fat desserts that, frankly, are not necessary.
You are saying you are wanting to instil good habits of healthy eating in people and yet daily
you are serving them fudge tart and hot chocolate sauce or warm waffles or chocolate crunch
cake, sticky toffee pudding, chocolate brownie. It is, frankly, not necessary and when he is saying
he is still reviewing it, will he undertake to review the level of sweet menu choices and increase
the level of fresh fruit and perhaps healthy yogurt?
The President: Minister.

585

590

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
I thought I said that we do supply yogurt and fresh fruit daily. It is already there, it is all
portion controlled.
The Department is reviewing this and I must say none of these items are deep fried. The
Hon. Member said they are deep fried; we do not have deep fryers in there, so the information
she has got is incorrect.
What I would say to the Hon. Member is that if she wants to visit some of the secondary
schools, for instance, to see the changes that have happened regarding school meals since it has
been transferred from Health to the Department of Education, Sport and Culture, I would
suggest that she actually calls up at either St Ninian’s or Ballakermeen and ask the staff up there.

595

The President: I call on the Deputy Speaker, Mr Robertshaw.

600

605

610

The Deputy Speaker: Thank you, Mr President.
We have had so much detail this morning, Mr President, I am beginning to think somebody is
going to wander around and take food orders in a minute! (Laughter)
I just want to ask the Minister, Mr President, about his reference to School Food Standard
guidelines. Are they ours or the UK’s and have they been reviewed recently, and does he think
we ought to keep a close eye on it?
The President: Minister.
The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
They are the UK guidelines that we are following and, yes, these things will be reviewed. One
of the concerns previously was the quality of the foods that were getting served in the
secondary schools. We also have to be aware of the cost. Many of our schools had the kitchens
removed so they are a ‘reheat’, so to try and reintroduce kitchens into some of the schools could
be quite expensive. Also if we were to prepare food daily on an individual basis for some of
these schools I am sure that the price of these meals would significantly increase. But we are
trying to improve the quality of the meals in the schools.

615

The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Sharpe.

620

Mrs Sharpe: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister why is it that when tap water is considered a perfectly
adequate accompaniment to a school meal in primary school, his Department then goes on to
start offering sweet, sugary drinks to children once they go to high school? By sweet, sugary
drinks I am including flavoured water.
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The President: Minister to reply.
625

630

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
It is a choice that is for the young people to have and, like one of the previous Hon. Members
said, in secondary schools they can leave the school at lunchtime and go into any town centre
and get whatever food they want or they can bring that food into schools. Children who have
got packed lunches can bring those sugary drinks in anyway. We are reviewing the waters that
are in the schools, but part of that will mean that there will be a cost of installing water
fountains.
The President: Hon. Member for Garff, Mrs Caine.

635

640

Mrs Caine: Thank you, Mr President.
I thank the Minister for his offer to see the now devolved catering that has gone back to the
secondary schools, but I would ask would he ensure that for all the primary schools who are able
and wanting to take back control and make their own freshly prepared school dinners every day,
that can be accommodated by the Department?
The President: Minister to reply.

645

650

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
I thought I had answered that question previously when I said some of these schools do not
have cooking kitchens and to install a cooking kitchen will come at a considerable cost. The
additional staffing cost could be quite significant for those schools to start producing that food.
Then we will be looking at maybe some families struggling to afford that meal because of the
additional cost.
We are aware that the Department for Enterprise have previously supported companies to
try and help them fill this Gourmet Foods item, where they pre-make the food to send out to the
schools so they are at a good standard.
The President: Hon. Member for Ramsey, Dr Allinson.

655

Dr Allinson: Thank you, Mr President.
Would the Minister agree that by publicising the use of Manx produce, he is actually giving a
very good lesson to the children who are eating it and this is something they should encourage
in their own households?
660

The President: Minister.

665

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
Yes, the amount of local produce has actually increased in our schools since the Department
has taken over.
The President: Miss August-Hanson.

670

Miss August-Hanson: Thank you, Mr President.
I wondered, following some of the Minister’s answers, if he might perhaps need additional
funding then, in that case, to meet similar standards met by the School Food Standards in the
UK?
The President: Minister to reply.

675
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The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
We are following those standards at the moment, so the food that is there is actually meeting
the same standards as I was referring to.
680

685

The President: Hon. Member, Mrs Sharpe.
Mrs Sharpe: Thank you, Mr President.
The Minister says that supplying fresh drinking water in high schools would come at a cost
because there has to be the installation of water coolers etc., but could he not just look at
installing a tap (Laughter) in schools where children could fill their reusable water bottles?
The President: Reply, sir.

690

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
I do not know if the Hon. Member knows but schools do have taps already.
The President: Hon. Member, Mrs Caine.

695

700

Mrs Caine: Thank you, Mr President.
Could I ask the Minister, out of the 22 schools provided with meals for reheating by the local
companies, whether any of them do have the facility to prepare and cook their own meals,
because it is not exactly Turkey Twizzlers, but fried or not, the number of chicken goujons,
chicken burgers, chicken chunks, vegetable nuggets, burgers in baps and pizza is not exactly
enhancing the experience of school meals for a lot of children? In fact several times during the
week they are also given a fruit juice or a milkshake which is additional unnecessary sugar and
perhaps coaching them ready to have sweet, sugary drinks when they do go on to secondary
school.
The President: Minister.

705

710

715

720

725

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
It is interesting the Member has got the interest in the food and the Department is very keen
to move this along. We have had the catering passed back to the Department in the last year
and we are hoping that we will be able to make further improvements in the years to come. But
to try to suddenly change everything over from contracts that have been agreed for a number of
years, you have to go through that process.
We are working with the schools. The issue that we would have is if we put all the catering
back to every primary school, if somebody goes off sick who is going to be there to try and
recruit extra people at short notice? It all comes at additional cost. With having it centralised, we
are actually reducing that cost because we have got one central place where we can actually
have the staff to try and relocate. But what we are doing is reviewing the menus. From taking
over from secondary schools and moving through on to primary schools, the Department is
carrying out a considerable amount of changes in schools in such a short period.
The President: Miss August-Hanson.
Miss August-Hanson: Thank you, Mr President.
Can I ask does the Department therefore – because you talked, Minister, an awful lot about
improvements that are being made – actually have a strategy for improvement; and if so, would
he be able to share it with Members?
The President: Minister.
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730

735

740

745

750

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
When the Department took over the catering we appointed a new catering manager. We are
not fully staffed in those positions yet. The overall cost has reduced of management since it was
in Health and we are trying to move things forward. We have not got that strategy sorted out
yet, because some of the schools we have got to do an assessment on the cooking equipment
that is in there and whether it is suitable for any changes.
The President: Final supplementary, Mrs Caine.
Mrs Caine: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister, the previous Answer he gave in another place on
26th February to a Written Question suggested that the management team for catering was at
£100,000; can he clarify was that when it was at Health and not when it is currently with the
Department?
But also his main objection seems to be for those primary schools who have the facilities and
would be willing to have the school meals made freshly on the premises. People got sick
previously and for many years prior to it being centralised all the primary schools happily
managed to cater perfectly adequately for their schools – often using very local produce,
butchers and suppliers and keeping a whole community engaged in both feeding the children
and also giving them the element of being able to grow your own vegetables and then cook
them in the kitchen.
So will he confirm the cost of the management in this and give an undertaking that those
schools who want to take back responsibility for their own catering can do so, if and when the
centralised contracts are finished?
Thank you.
The President: Minister to reply.

755

760

765

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
The cost that was given in the Answer was a transfer cost; that was a budgeted transfer cost,
so the actual cost is below the £100,000 that you have got there now.
What the Hon. Member is asking us to do is to actually significantly increase our budget. If
the Hon. Member can advise me now which schools she has spoken to who have said that they
would wish to take back catering, I would appreciate if she could give me that answer now so I
can make some enquiries regarding this.
But ultimately when we start looking at each school going through a procurement process
the chances are you are going to increase the overall cost, because at the moment through the
procurement process with Health we are able to negotiate a cheaper price for that product. I
would ask the Hon. Member is she asking that we should actually have an increase in that
budget by allowing each individual school to procure on an individual basis?

HEALTH AND SOCIAL CARE
11. Hospital appointments –
Policy for patients who do not attend
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Dr Allinson) to ask the Minister for Health and Social Care:
What the policy of his Department is regarding patients who do not attend hospital
appointments; and when they are discharged from further care?
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770

775

The President: Now, Hon. Members, we move on. The last Question having brought us
considerably closer to lunchtime, (Laughter) we turn to Question 11.
Hon. Member for Ramsey, Dr Allinson.
Dr Allinson: Thank you very much, Mr President.
If I could ask the Minister for Health and Social Care: what is the policy of his Department
regarding patients who do not attend hospital appointments, and when they are discharged
from further care?
Thank you.
The President: I call upon the Minister for Health and Social Care, Mr Ashford.

780

785

790

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Ashford): Thank you, Mr President.
A ‘Did Not Attend’ policy was previously created in July 2016 but was not ratified due to the
turnaround of staff at the time, including the Chair of the Policy and Procedures Committee, the
special projects officer who wrote the policy and the external consultant who was brought in to
review services. Since we have now filled the post of Hospitals Performance Manager, this will
be reviewed and the policy will be ratified and implemented by 30th April this year.
The urgency of the referral and whether clinical input is needed before the patient
information centre team can discharge patients back to their GP is decided by the consultant. A
referral back to the GP can be made, usually after a patient has DNA’d two or three times.
Currently, patients would be offered another appointment or, for certain specialities, the
healthcare professional may write to the patient and discharge them back to the GP after one or
two DNAs.
The President: Supplementary question, Dr Allinson.
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Dr Allinson: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to thank the Minister for his reply. Is he aware of a number of cases where
patients have been informed of an appointment actually after that appointment has taken place,
or not informed of an appointment which has then been cancelled, or actually not known that
their appointment was there and then receive a DNA letter?
Surely what we need to do is make sure (1) that those patients who cannot attend
appointments can inform the Hospital accordingly, and (2) that they are adequately told when
appointments are cancelled and when they are actually made.
Thank you.
A Member: Hear, hear.
The President: Minister.
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The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
I can confirm I am aware of a couple of cases, and in fact I was made aware of one in person
yesterday where the person found out about their appointment on the actual day.
This links in with several strands, Mr President: first of all, the digital strategy the Department
is looking to roll out. I think in the modern world the fact that we are still highly reliant on
sending letters out or writing to patients at all is very 20th century, if not even 19th century, and
we need to be moving more towards people being alerted to appointments via email, via text,
letters going out via email as well, and that is in hand as part of the Department’s digital
strategy.
Also the booking systems within the Hospital: that again is something I have spoken of in
here that needs to be reviewed, and in fact one of the things I mentioned about the policy that
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will be coming in is one of the other things that is a major part of this policy, in relation to clinic
cancellation or reduction, where it makes quite clear that clinics should not be cancelled due to,
for instance, planned annual leave, professional study or leave, or where no locum cover is
available. It is for the clinics to make sure that they can actually still operate, so patients should
not be learning that their appointments have been cancelled or moved at short notice. For
instance, the policy will bring in a minimum of six weeks’ notice of planned annual leave or
professional study in order to try and deflect any impact caused in the clinics.
In relation to the actual specific question, of course, about patient cancellation, again, if
patients find out at short notice they have got an appointment, it may well be the case that the
patient already has prior bookings so cannot attend. In relation to that, the policy is quite clear
that discretion can be used by the consultant, so it is not a case of if they do not attend for two –
they are guaranteed two or three – they are going to go back to the GP. There is written into the
policy that the consultant actually has that flexibility. So, if you have someone who is not
attending because they have regular ill health or there is another reason, then the consultant
does have that flexibility to change the policy.

835

The President: Hon. Member for Ramsey, Mr Hooper.
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Mr Hooper: Thank you very much, Mr President.
I wonder if the Minister is also aware of instances whereby patients have appointments,
those appointments are cancelled at short notice or are booked on the incorrect days. I have an
example of a constituent who was booked an appointment that was a year previous to the
actual date, 2018 rather than 2019 – so, well done, Department of Health, there.
The question then is, of course, when these appointments do not exist or have to be
cancelled the patient is then put back on the list to get another appointment, but it could be
another x number of months before they get a new appointment. Where these administrative
errors are happening in the first place, patients can be waiting a period of time for an
appointment, they finally get it, it is a date they either cannot make because it is at such short
notice, it is cancelled at short notice or it is at a date that has already gone past; the Department
then rebooks them on another appointment but it is another three, four, five or six months’
wait.
I am just wondering if the Minister is aware of this issue and what he is trying to do about it.
The President: Minister to reply.
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The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
I am aware of the issue and I have had a similar issue with a constituent of mine. Again, this is
where the new policy will kick in because there is provision again within the new policy that if a
patient, through no fault of their own, is being continuously rebooked then their length of wait
will be taken into account in relation to that, which to be perfectly frank I do not think in all
cases it is at the moment. Like Mr Hooper, I am aware of similar situations where people are
getting rebooked and are being told, ‘See you in eight months, nine months,’ and that is not
acceptable from my point of view. If they have already been waiting and the reason for
rebooking is not down to something that they themselves have done, then we should be taking
that wait into account and the new policy does so.
It also ties in, again, with what I said before about the digital strategy. The booking system
needs to be one across the Hospital, easy to manage. I am very digitally minded, as Hon.
Members know, and I think longer term the holy grail is where people can go in and book clinics
themselves online and be able to make appointments. That is a long way off, but as a first step
definitely text reminders and emails is what we have got to be working towards.
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INFRASTRUCTURE
12. Manx driving licences –
Disqualification if over 10 years out of date
The Hon. Member for Ramsey (Dr Allinson) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
If he will review the legislation which disqualifies drivers if their Manx driving licence becomes
more than 10 years out of date?
870

The President: Question 12, Hon. Member, Dr Allinson.
Dr Allinson: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister for Infrastructure if he will review the legislation which
disqualifies drivers if their Manx driving licence becomes more than 10 years out of date?
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The President: I call on the Minister for Infrastructure, Mr Harmer.
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The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Harmer): Thank you, Mr President.
The primary legislation does not disqualify a driver who has not held a driving licence for over
10 years; it requires that person to retake and pass the driving test before a driving licence can
be issued. Until they pass this test the person can obtain a provisional licence in the normal way.
As the numbers affected by this provision are very small it has not been a legislative priority;
however, the matter will be considered further.
The President: Supplementary, Dr Allinson.
Dr Allinson: I would like to thank the Minister for his reply.
I must admit, I was not aware of this until it was raised by a constituent, but I think as we go
into Brexit, perhaps some time this millennium, (Laughter) we will be dealing with more and
more people who come to our country with different licences and so a bit more clarity about
driving licences overall, both for people on the Island, people coming to the Island, but also for
Islanders going off to Europe, would be very useful.
Thank you.
The Minister: Thank you, absolutely.
I think that would be the opportunity for the consideration, when we do undertake that
review and look at things, because I know it is very different in Jersey and Guernsey – it is five
years. But, as I say, to provide that clarity as priorities allow, but I think that is absolutely
something which should be considered.

900

The President: Supplementary, Dr Allinson.

905

Dr Allinson: Thank you very much, Mr President.
The reality is, as you say, it is different in different jurisdictions. But would the Minister agree
that it does seem a little bit strange that if one’s driver’s licence runs out for more than 10 years
you have to go back and do both the theory and practical test all over again, and theoretically
with a provisional licence put ‘L’ plates up for your children to see, and yet if your passport
lapses for more than 10 years there are no real problems reapplying for it.
Thank you.

910

The President: Minister.
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The Minister: Yes, there is that angle. I will not go into the detail, but obviously there were
reasons for putting the legislation as it was. But I do agree with the Member that is something
that needs to be considers in the round and when that opportunity arises I think that would be a
great opportunity to do that.
The President: Hon. Members, that brings us to the end of Questions for Oral Answer.
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Questions for Written Answer
TREASURY
13. Financial fraud –
Treasury cases reported and detected in last three years
The Hon. Member for Rushen (Mr Speaker) to ask the Treasury Minister:
How much fraud was (a) reported and (b) detected in each of the following areas:
i.
welfare payments;
ii.
commissioning, invoicing and procurement;
iii.
payroll; and
iv.
tax;
in each of the last three years?

920

The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Cannan): Details for the last three complete tax years as
follows:
i. Welfare Payments
Year ended
Number of allegations of
suspected benefit fraud*
Recoverable overpayments

31 March 2016

31 March 2017

31 March 2018

345

398

401

£707,960.03

£322,451.61

£519,724.14

*The number of allegations stated was those suspected. Not all reported incidents led to a full investigation.

ii. Commissioning/Invoicing/Procurement; and
iii.Payroll
925
Year Ended

31 March 2016
Reported
No.

31 March 2017

Evidenced

£

No.

£

Reported
No.

£

31 March 2018

Evidenced
No.

Reported

£

No.

£

Evidenced
No.

£

Commissioning/
invoicing/
procurement

4

£121,200

0

£ -

6

£61,500

2

£ 7,500

0

£ -

0

£ -

Payroll

2

£ 1,000

1

£ 500

4

£ 1,600

2

£ 700

8

£ 3,100

4

£ 1,500

NOTE: Payroll relates to payments via Payroll i.e. timesheets; mileage claims etc.
Financial amounts are estimates based upon original report received.
Reported – a financial irregularity report was received which was an indication of possible fraud/theft.
Evidenced – on subsequent investigation there was sufficient evidence for appropriate action to be taken.

930

iv. Tax
Section 62 of the Income Tax Act 1970 requires every person liable to pay tax to make a true
and correct return of their whole income each year.
In any case where the Assessor of Income Tax discovers that a return is not true and correct,
she will take steps to recover any additional tax due and in cases involving fraud or negligence,
she may additionally impose a civil penalty and/or charge interest which applies from the date
on which the tax should have been paid had the return been correct.
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The amount of the civil penalty is set by reference to the amount of tax undercharged and
the conduct of the taxpayer in question and can vary between 0% of the tax undercharged to
200% of the tax undercharged depending on the circumstances of the case. The Assessor’s
records only show those cases where a penalty has been charged.
The total amount of tax and National Insurance together with associated penalties and
interest charged on these cases is set out in the table below:
Year ended
Income Tax

31 March 2016
£1,869,226

31 March 2017
£3,246,421

31 March 2018
£5,056,591

Penalties

£167,865

£445,834

£632,098

Interest

£602,510

£742,690

£860,726

£39,937

£120,492

£127,509

£2,679,538

£4,555,437

£6,676,924

National insurance
Total

14. Sea Services Agreement –
Steam Packet Company requests for direction from Treasury
The Hon. Member for Rushen (Mr Speaker) to ask the Treasury Minister:
On what matters the Steam Packet Company sought direction from Treasury, in relation to
the Sea Services Agreement, and what form the request took?

940
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The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Cannan): Negotiation of the Sea Services Agreement has
been undertaken by the Isle of Man Steam Packet Company with the Department of
Infrastructure, at arm’s length from the Treasury.
The Steam Packet Board wrote to Treasury when it became clear that there were a number
of issues that departments of Government required to be addressed or introduced when
negotiating the new Sea Services Agreement with the Department of Infrastructure. The
purpose of writing to Treasury was, as a matter of good governance, to make them aware, as
shareholder, of the likely effects on long term profitability and Company value, of any such
requests.

15. Construction Industry Scheme Certificates –
Manx and UK contractors in receipt
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Ms Edge) to ask the Treasury Minister:
How many Manx contractors are in receipt of UK Construction Industry Scheme Certificates;
and how many UK contractors hold a Manx Construction Industry Scheme Certificate?

950

The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Cannan): I am unable to provide details of the numbers of
Manx contractors holding UK Construction Industry Scheme Certificates as applications made by
any individuals or companies working in the UK would be submitted to HMRC.
I can confirm that there are currently six valid tax exemption certificates held by UK
contractors under the Isle Of Man Construction Industry Scheme.
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It is unlikely that a UK company or enterprise would have an Isle of Man tax liability and
therefore it is unusual for them to apply for an exemption certificate.
The Isle of Man scheme is currently under review following the ratification of the new
IOM/UK Double Taxation Agreement.

POLICY AND REFORM
16. Pension scheme –
Employer contribution of 15%
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Ms Edge) to ask the Minister for Policy and Reform:
Why he is suggesting an employer contribution of 15% for new and existing members of a
pension scheme?
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965

970

975

980

The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Thomas): The suggestion of a 15% employer
contribution reflects the current rate that is being paid by all employing authorities, as a cost
control cap, to public sector schemes managed and administered by the PSPA for both existing
and new members.
Since April 2016 Treasury required that all Employing Authorities participating in public
service pension schemes would make a minimum contribution of 15% of employee’s
pensionable pay towards the cost of the future service pension.
In recent years the PSPA and Treasury have implemented measures for reducing long-term
liabilities of public sector pension schemes, namely reducing the rate at which future public
service pensions will accrue up to an agreed cost limit, known as the Cost Envelope; and to share
the cost of future pension costs on a more equitable basis between employer and employee,
known as Cost Sharing.
The Cost Envelope ring-fenced the cost of future service pensions to be shared more
equitably between Employee and Employer at an overall rate of 22.5% (15% employer and 7.5%
employee, which is the future service cost of pensions for new members of the Unified Scheme)
based on the 2013 actuarial valuation results. This will be kept under review on an ongoing
basis.
Should a new Defined Contribution scheme, or any alternative pension scheme, be set up in
the future, whether employers’ continue to contribute 15% into such a scheme, or whether
some other rate of employer contribution is appropriate, will need to be determined.
The modelling undertaken to provide costings for the introduction of a Defined Contribution
Pension Scheme as part of the Cabinet Office’s June 2018 report on Public Sector Legacy Funding
options, presented to Tynwald in July 2018, assumed that the employer’s contribution would be
10% and employee’s 5%.

________________________________________________________________________

947 T136

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 19th MARCH 2019
EDUCATION, SPORT AND CULTURE
17. Draft Education Bill –
Drafters, contributors and cost to date
The Hon. Member for Garff (Mrs Caine) to ask the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture:
Who drafted the Education Bill; which Island individuals or organisations, outside the
Department, contributed to the proposed legislation; and how much it has cost to date?

985
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The Minister for Education, Sport and Culture (Mr Cregeen): A new Education Bill was
considered to be one of the highest priorities for this Government and was included in the
Programme for Government when it was first published in 2016.
Drafting instructions were commenced in early 2017 and it has been a regular item on
meetings with headteachers and senior leaders. At these meetings, all headteachers were
encouraged to make their staff and young people aware of this proposed legislation and to make
school submissions as part of the consultation process.
The Legislation sub-committee of Council of Ministers has scrutinised its preparation from
the start and in September 2017 asked the Department to carry out a consultation on the
principles that should underpin the new Bill. The consultation on the principles ran from
11th October 2017 to 22nd November 2017 and we received responses from 535 individuals and
organisations. A presentation on the principles was also given to Tynwald Members in
September 2017.
Following the consultation the Department was given permission to draft the Bill. The
Attorney General’s office did not have sufficient drafting capacity to do a Bill of this size at that
juncture, so with the Department secured the services of a very experienced UK draftsman
Daniel Greenberg, a barrister specialising in legislation, who is Parliamentary Counsel for
domestic legislation in the UK , drafts primary and secondary legislation in the UK and has
previously drafted legislation for the Isle of Man. The costs of drafting the Bill to date are
£15,883.

18. Education Bill –
Details of consultation meetings and attendees
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Ms Edge) to ask the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture:
If he will provide a breakdown of all meetings, and attendees, about the Education Bill with a)
headteachers; b) unions; c) teachers and teaching professionals d) UK legislative drafters; e)
Manx legislative drafters; and f) political members?
The Minister for Education, Sport and Culture (Mr Cregeen): The Department is assuming
that the Hon. Member is referring to meetings that DESC has had with the requested groups.

1005

1010

a) Headteachers:
22/11/18 – Primary Headteachers
29/11/19 – Secondary Headteachers
b) Unions:
27/2/19 – ASCL staff; Head teachers of QE2 and CRHS; CEO; Legal and Administration
Manager.
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13/2/19 – NASUWT representatives; CEO. Director of Strategy and Corporate Services; Legal
and Administration Manager.

1015

1020

1025

1030

1035

c) Teachers and teaching professionals:
None
d) UK Legislative drafter:
27/11/18 – Skype call. Political members. Members of DESC SLT. Legal and Administration
Manager.
27/10/18 – Skype call. Political members. Members of DESC SLT. Legal and Administration
Manager.
24/10/18 – Skype call. Director of Strategy and Corporate Services; Legal and Administration
Manager.
16/7/18 – 17/7/18. Various including SLT from Department; Officers from Chambers;
15/6/18 – Skype call. Director of Strategy and Corporate Services; Legal and Administration
Manager.
16/3/18 – Director of Strategy and Corporate Services; Legal and Administration Manager.
e) Manx Legislative drafters:
19/1/18 until 23/3/18 Various Fridays when calendars allowed for 30 minutes – Legal Drafter
and Legal and Administration Manager.
17/7/19 – Legal Drafter and Legal and Administration Manager. Advocate from Chambers.
f) Political members (including Minister of Education):
16/11/18 – CEO. Director of Strategy and Corporate Services; Legal and Administration
Manager.
31/10/18 – Director of Strategy and Corporate Services; Legal and Administration Manager.
There have been additional meetings with:

1040

g) Tynwald Members:
6/9/17 – Presentation to Tynwald Members
h)
CoMin Legislation Sub Committee

Council

Membership
Ministers PR, DOI, DHA + HMAG + Chief Drafter + Cabo
representation

Membership
All Ministers + HMAG + CFO + CS

19 June 2017
17 July 2017
23 August 2017
In attendance Minister DESC, Member for DESC Mr L Hooper
MHK, DESC Director for Strategy and Corporate Services
28 September 2017
18 January 2018
29 February 2018
23 March 2018
3 May 2018
1045

i) Inclusion and Safeguarding Division – DESC
21/1/19 Senior Managers from IS; Director of Strategy and Corporate Services; Legal and
Administration Manager.
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j) Home Educator parents:
7/3/19 A family; Minister; CEO; Legal and Administration Manager.
4/2/19 Minister and a political member; Director of Strategy and Corporate Services and two
families.
26/2/18 – Minister; Legal and Administration Manager.
8/1/18 – Minister; Legal and Administration Manager.
13/11/17 – Minister; CEO; Legal and Administration Manager.
k) DESC Senior Leadership Team
19/9/18 – CEO; Director of Education; Director of Inclusion and Safeguarding; Legal and
Administration Manager.
3/9/18 – CEO; Director of Education; Director of Inclusion and Safeguarding; Legal and
Administration Manager.
l) Bishop
16/7/18 – UK Legislative Drafter; Legal and Administration Manager

1065

m) Education Council
3/5/17 – Various Education Council Members, some of whom were ex teachers/lecturers

1080

n) REAC (Religious Education Advisory Council Committee meetings – as part of the
agenda)
1/7/14 – REAC members including teachers.
5/11/14 – REAC members including teachers.
8/3/16 – REAC members including teachers.
7/7/16 – REAC members including teachers.
9/3/17 – REAC members including teachers.
7/7/17 – REAC members including teachers.
15/11/17 – REAC members including teachers.
14/3/18 – REAC members including teachers.
11/7/18 – REAC members including teachers.
14/11/18 – REAC members including teachers.

1085

Information from key stakeholders, including Headteachers, Unions, Department Officers
was requested from December 2016 through to February 2017. As Headteachers are the conduit
for DESC to school staff, some schools held staff meetings to consult with teachers and
subsequently supplied information relating to the Education Bill.

1070
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ENVIRONMENT, FOOD AND AGRICULTURE
19. Planning appeal process –
Costs to DEFA; recovery
The Hon. Member for Onchan (Ms Edge) to ask the Minister for Environment, Food and
Agriculture:
How much the planning appeal process costs his Department, per application; and what
process he has to recover such costs?
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The Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture (Mr Boot): At the outset I should make
it clear that the Department of Environment, Food and Agriculture does not, itself, operate the
Planning Appeals system. This is a function of the Cabinet Office which issues the appeal
paperwork, appoints and pays the Appeal Inspector (including accommodation) and corresponds
and co-ordinates with all appeal parties during the process of its assessment. Members may
recall that I have recently answered questions on the costs to the Cabinet Office for the
Inspectors and other administrative costs.
The Department does, however, itself, incur costs as a result of an appeal against a decision
of the Planning Committee. Clearly the Department officers have to prepare an appeal
statement and then present the case at any appeal hearing. There is no such thing as a
‘standard’ appeal and matters which are taken to appeal can, and do, vary from the relatively
small and straightforward matters to large and highly complex cases. Once the Planning
Inspector has dealt with an appeal he produces a report to the Minister for Environment, Food
and Agriculture and the Department incurs further costs in supporting the Minister to ensure
that decisions, and the associated paperwork, are robust and minimise the risk of any further
challenge through the courts.
Given that these matters are mainly dealt with by the more senior officers in the Department
up to and including the Chief Executive, an independent contract Planning Advisor to the
Minister and the Director of Planning and Building Control, the costs to the Department are
significant. Based on the previous 12 months we would estimate that on average an appeal costs
the Department somewhere in the region of £600 to £700. I would add that an appeal which is
dealt with by way of written submissions only is likely to be less expensive than one which is
subject to a formal hearing.
I would emphasise that the cost which I am quoting is only the cost to the Department of
Environment, Food and Agriculture and excludes the substantial costs incurred by the Cabinet
Office and any legal costs which are incurred by HM Attorney General’s Chambers who do not
cross-charge for legal advice.
Partial recovery of costs is via the appeal fee. That is currently set at £175 but will increase to
£276 with effect from 1st April 2019. Even then if the appellant is successful in the appeal the
fee is refunded. It will be seen therefore that the appeal fee typically covers less than half of the
cost of the Departmental direct cost and nothing of the costs incurred by the Cabinet Office and
others.

20. Historic vehicles –
Order under Road Traffic Act 1985
The Hon. Member for Rushen (Mr Speaker) to ask the Minister for Infrastructure:
When he plans to make an Order under paragraph 3(3) of Schedule 2 to the Road Traffic Act
1985 in relation to historic vehicles?

1120
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The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Harmer): A Historic Vehicles Order would allow the
Department to apply certain provisions and conditions for those ‘bona fide car collectors’ as the
Department may determine would qualify.
Most vehicles do not require an annual condition test on the Isle of Man. The duty payable
on older vehicles is also reduced. A vehicle over 25 years attracts a 50% saving on normal vehicle
duty if it is privately used and vehicles registered prior to 1st May 1988 only pay a nominal duty
of £16 per year. For these reasons the Department believes that the provisions already in place
adequately recognise the limited use and status of older vehicles. The Department therefore has
no plans to introduce a Historic Vehicles Order at this time, but it will continue to monitor the
legislative and taxation environment and will review its position if required.
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Order of the Day
3. Climate Change Mitigation –
Statement by the Minister for Environment, Food and Agriculture
The President: We turn to Item 3 on our Order Paper, Climate Change Mitigation, Statement
by 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.
I am pleased to be able to give an update on our progress in delivering the Climate Change
Mitigation Strategy.
The United Nations has stated that climate change is the defining issue of our time and that
urgent action must be taken now. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) report
on climate change in 2018 found that limiting global warming to 1.5°C would require rapid and
far-reaching action within 12 years if we are to avoid catastrophic global impacts caused by
climate change.
As a globally responsible nation, Tynwald previously agreed a Climate Change Mitigation
Strategy in 2016, outlining our steps towards the 2050 target to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions by 80% compared to 1990 levels.
Today I am announcing the launch of a consultation on interim targets and options for
possible inclusion in a new Climate Change Mitigation Strategy 2020-30. Government has been
working closely together to bring forward a co-ordinated strategy, policy and delivery for a range
of actions necessary to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions. The new Climate Change
Mitigation Strategy is supported by the DOI motion on low emissions, later today, for surface
transport and electric vehicles and Manx Utilities reporting on how they will deliver future home
generation feed-in-tariffs, electric vehicles and electric heating for buildings.
Mr Peake was the Member in DEFA with responsibility for the previous Climate Change
Mitigation Strategy. When published in 2016 it was acknowledged that a significant challenge
was faced with reducing our greenhouse gas emissions during the transition to a low carbon
economy. The focus in the action plan 2016-20 was to improve property energy efficiency and
reduce the role of fossil fuels in both property heating and transport, whilst reducing demand
wherever possible. It was explicit that the strategy would result in an increase in electricity
consumption, which in the short-term would be met from the existing gas power station, then
subsequently would be met from low emission and sustainable sources, to complement existing
facilities.
In many ways reducing our emissions by lowering our energy consumption saves money and
often makes us more comfortable, healthy and profitable. Therefore, I strongly believe that
energy efficiency and emissions reduction is a win-win for us, providing we are sensible how we
go about it.
Although much work is still to be done, I am pleased to report on the progress of Mr Peake’s
five-year action plan where we have ongoing or completed 30 of the 35 actions. We will
continue to deliver this action plan, which lays the foundation to enable further progress in
reducing emissions in later years.
More recently we have launched an energy efficiency scheme to provide education and
promotion of advice to assist households to reduce their energy consumption. We have also
worked closely with partners in the distribution of free LED light bulbs and energy efficiency
grants to low income households.
My Department will shortly be consulting on a community single-use plastic reduction plan.
As you will be aware, in addition to pollution, plastics also make a significant contribution to
global greenhouse gas emissions.
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My Department has previously consulted on changes to the building regulations and I will be
bringing forward changes in the next few months to further improve the energy efficiency of
buildings.
It is important to acknowledge that around 80% of the homes which we expect to be used in
2050 have already been built, so we must focus on existing, as well as new build housing stock.
We will need to both improve energy efficiency in our properties and reduce our usage of
fossil fuels. Poor thermal insulation is responsible for significant building heat loss and therefore
achieving a higher level of thermal insulation will be a priority.
I am pleased to be able to announce that we will be launching a competition to create the
most cost-effective solution to retrofit properties to achieve near zero emissions.
Energy efficiency surveys can rectify simple draft exclusion or ventilation problems and
provide prioritised recommendations for cost-effective home improvements to improve energy
efficiency. I am also pleased to be able to announce that we will be seeking expressions of
interest from the public for participation in a trial to provide ‘air tightness’ surveys for a
comprehensive range of house types.
My Department supplies biomass woodchip, which is a locally sourced, sustainable fuel
product. This autumn/winter season has seen the highest tonnage of biomass fuel used to date
across the six Government and local authority sites operating woodchip biomass boilers.
The previous Climate Change Action Plan 2016-20 is a truly cross-Government initiative and
DEFA has worked closely with DOI and Manx Utilities to deliver this strategy.
Following the successful trial of building Passive Houses at Janet’s Corner, DOI have
commissioned the construction of a further eight low-energy public sector houses at Clagh Vane.
These properties show that the local construction sector have the necessary skills to build
energy efficient homes and save households spending unnecessary money on energy bills.
The Active Travel Strategy, approved by Tynwald, shows that we are serious in reducing
emissions in the transport sector by eliminating the demand and encouraging people to walk
and cycle for their journeys with a purpose which also has significant health benefits.
We must acknowledge the global move away from petrol and diesel engines, with a move
towards electric vehicles and other low emission vehicles. I am also delighted to support the DOI
low emissions policy for surface transport and electric vehicles. Being a small Island we are
ideally suited for electric vehicles. This will not only reduce our emissions but improve air quality
on the Island.
Manx Utilities have also assisted with this transition to electric vehicles by providing a tariff
to encourage EV uptake and the development of a public EV charging network across the Island
for use by residents and visitors alike.
I am delighted to support the report prepared by the Manx Utilities in response to the pricing
review amendment, which includes positive steps to further encourage electrification of heating
and transport.
In particular, I welcome the commitment to the installation of additional public EV charging
points and a review of the EV tariff and charge for meter changes associated with the this tariff.
I also welcome the review of the heating tariff and trial installation of 50 heat pumps in a
variety of different house types to encourage greater adoption of electrification of heating.
Government must be seen to lead by example and encourage the adoption of heat pumps as a
preferred form of public sector heating.
The wider implementation of automated meter reading installations would facilitate the
creation of a smarter electricity network assisting in the connection of future new renewable
generation and to facilitate a greater uptake in electric vehicles.
As I have previously stated, today we have launched a consultation on interim targets and
options for possible inclusion in a new Climate Change Mitigation Strategy 2020-30. We must
urgently do more to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions, as previously reported in the IPCC
Climate Change report 2018.
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The consultation is comprehensive, works across Departments and requires community buy
in. Much of what is being proposed in the consultation will require investment by Government
and also the public. In addition to incentives there will also be greater regulation, this ‘carrot and
stick’ approach will require public acceptance.
I am sure you will agree that the new strategy shows clear leadership. Our focus will continue
to be on energy efficiency and reducing the role of fossil fuels in both property heating and
transport. When the current gas powered generation of electricity comes to the end of its life in
the 2030s, we expect it to be replaced with sustainable, renewable generation. When this occurs
we will see a step change in reducing our emissions and benefit from the initial work in the
property heating and transport sectors.
The Isle of Man is faced with an energy trilemma, of balancing energy security, affordability
and minimising the impact on the environment, which is common to all our neighbouring
jurisdictions. It is therefore imperative that the most cost effective initiatives are progressed in
order to limit the financial impact on Isle of Man residents.
I hope Members will value this update and I will return later in the year, following
consultation, with a new Climate Change Mitigation Strategy 2020-30.
Thank you, Mr President.

1245

The President: Hon. Members, Standing Orders do permit the posing of questions to the
Minister on his Statement. However, this is not a debate and I will not allow statements to be
made, but questions.
Hon. Member for Douglas North, Mr Peake.

1225

1230

1235

Mr Peake: Thank you very much, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister why he has chosen to make a statement rather than a debate
on this important issue?
1250

The President: Reply, sir.

1255

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
It is very simple really. This is consultation; the launch of a consultation and an update. We
intend bringing the strategy to Tynwald later in the year when we can have a comprehensive
debate about the way forward and the strategy that we are proposing.
The President: Further question, Mr Peake.

1260

1265

1270

Mr Peake: Thank you very much, Mr President.
So did the Minister not want to hear the views of the Members of Tynwald? Three years ago
we actually agreed on a strategy, very little has been followed over the last two and a half years;
does the Minister not want to hear the views of Tynwald and have a debate?
The President: Minister to reply.
The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
Yes I do want to hear the views of Tynwald Members and they are invited to respond to the
consultation, like everyone. But I would really want to hear the views of the general public, our
youth, and everyone else. So it is broad-reaching, over 50 questions in the consultation and I
would welcome a meeting with Mr Peake to discuss the same, as the author of the strategy that
we are perpetrating at present.
The President: Mr Peake.

1275
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Mr Peake: Thank you very much, Mr President.
As the Minister mentioned in his Statement that he claims to have actioned or completed 30
actions of the present strategy, I would like to know how many he has actually completed, not
ongoing. How many of those actions has the Minister’s Department completed in the last two
and a half years of this strategy?
The President: Minister to reply.
The Minister: Mr President, as far as I am aware, around 80% have been completed.

1285

The President: Hon. Member for Ramsey, Dr Allinson.

1290

1295

1300

1305

1310

1315

Dr Allinson: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to thank the Minister for his Statement. Will he accept that there is a lot of public
interest in the environment, particularly from the student demonstrators who were outside this
building on Friday? And I would like to thank him for going and engaging with them and hearing
their viewpoint. Very much they wanted action which I think, and I certainly hope, his strategy
will come up with.
Would he also agree that part of the consultation is for major infrastructure changes? We are
at a stage now where there are questions about extending the domestic gas supply to more
remote areas and whether we eventually start to plan to stop the replacement of all oil-fired
heating boilers and replace them with electric space heating and will this be part of his
consultation?
The President: Minister to reply.
The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
Yes there is certainly a lot of public interest in what is going on with regard to the Climate
Change Mitigation Strategy and the future. As you rightly pointed out, I was very pleased to be
able to engage with the climate strike, as they call it, on Friday and I listened with some interest
and invited members of that group to the Department to meet when the consultation is
complete. It is quite poignant that it comes up at this stage, with debate later on a youth
parliament and youth engagement and it is pleasing to see young people engaging.
The strategy, I think, will be very far reaching. It will include hard targets and annual
reporting, which I think is what people want to see. You are right, we need major infrastructure
changes over the next few years, electrification is key to this. I note that the UK are talking about
banning fossil fuel boilers in new housing from 2025 – that is something we would be able to
look at and also when and if we decide to follow suit with diesel and petrol cars in due course.
But the consultation will help inform public appetite for some of these things and give us a
direction of travel.
The President: Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Callister.

1320

1325

Mr Callister: Thank you, Mr President.
I also thank the Minister for his Statement this morning, but my concern relates around the
improvement of property energy efficiency, which he highlighted in his Statement. In December
2017 in this Court, his Department offered grants up to 75% but it did generally lack funding
around energy surveys and loft insulations. The Minister also stated in that statement that 25%
of Manx properties lacked appropriate loft insulation and that these also were related to the
most vulnerable and the lowest-income people on our Island. Therefore, can I ask the Minister,
as part of this consultation and part of the Climate Change Mitigation Strategy in 2020-30, that
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he seriously looks at introducing a scheme that actually enables all properties on the Island to be
loft insulated in the future?
1330

A Member: Hear, hear.
The President: Mr Boot.

1335

1340

1345

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
Certainly properties will form a major part of our CO2 contribution, as it were. In 2050 around
80% of the existing housing stock will still be there. The Department has recently carried out, or
is the process of carrying out, an up-to-date housing survey which I hope will identify some of
the issues that you talk about in terms of loft insulation. But I should say that our energy
efficiency scheme that we did launch was aimed at lower income families. Sadly the uptake has
not been that great so we need to look at how we address this in the future.
But looking further to the future in terms of reintroducing grants to incentivise, if we look at
the Scottish model, they have recently spend £350 million on incentivising changes to 50,000
houses. I think that worked out at around £6,000 a house. So if we are going to be serious about
this it is going to cost money and how you incentivise that and how we pay for that is part of the
consultation; but it will be part of the debate that this Court has when we come up with a
mitigation strategy. I see the Treasury Minister looking at me. (A Member: Smiling!) (Laughter)
There will undoubtedly be a requirement for money to incentivise some of the changes that
are necessary and we will not be able to shy away from this if we are serious about addressing
the issues.

1350

The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mr Henderson.

1355

1360

Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
Does the Minister acknowledge the words of Sir David Attenborough earlier in the year at the
International Climate Change Conference – in Poland, I think it was – inasmuch that he has now
put governments of the world on warning that virtually, if we carry on the way we do, the end of
the planet is being predicted and is on the radar now if we do not start taking increased action
to mitigate the effects of climate change?
I acknowledge his Statement, Eaghtyrane, and welcome what he says, but the whole point of
what Sir David Attenborough was saying – and the students outside Tynwald last week, whom I
joined too – was in fact to see increased action and visible results now and on an ongoing basis.
The President: Minister.

1365

1370

The Minister: The Hon. Member may be pleased to know that we had a representative at a
function with Sir David Attenborough just last week substituting for an invitation to the Chief
Minister and we apparently, from feedback, made a useful contribution to that meeting.
I acknowledge what has been said and I think the far-reaching aspects of this consultation
acknowledge how seriously we are taking this, but we need to take people on a journey. I need
not only to convince you and various action groups that we need to take action, but we need to
bring the public on board and this consultation is about that and acknowledging that there are
problems and we need to move quickly. As soon as the consultation is closed, rest assured the
Department will be considering that consultation and a strategy will developed fairly shortly
thereafter for debate in this Court.

1375

The President: Hon. Member for Ramsey, Mr Hooper.
Mr Hooper: Thank you very much, Mr President.
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The Minister mentioned that there has not been a great take-up for his energy efficiency
scheme. I might suggest that this is because the income threshold is £15,000 a year for joint
applicants; maybe that is a little bit low. I would like to ask if he will be looking at that as part of
his consultation as part of his review.
There was a statement he made during his Statement about biomass boilers being in use and
this being a great year for biomass. I would just like to question the Minister on how much
biomass is going to form part of any future energy strategy; I know there have been issues in the
past installing, maintaining and using them.
My third question for the Minister is surrounding the statement on energy security. There
was a throwaway comment at the end about it being one of our key issues, energy security. Can
he please just expand on exactly what he means by energy security, because for some people it
will always mean having some form of our own generation, whereas others will be more than
happy to rely solely on our interconnected cable and I would like to get a picture of what the
Minister means when he talks about energy security.
Thank you.
The President: Minister to reply.
The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
The £15,000 limit is not quite as low as it seems. From what I understand, that would equate
to a couple earning somewhere in the region of £30,000 to £40,000 per year. I did address that,
sir, as a result of an earlier Question in the Keys, I believe.
With regard to biomass, there are question marks around some biomass boilers and the
particulates they produce, but it is a form of renewable energy and it is one that we have a lot of
on the Isle of Man and could be exploited to a greater extent. There were problems in
processing and producing the wood chips. Most of these have been solved now with the
Government buildings and the system seems to be working very well; it certainly works well at
Thie Slieau Whallian, DEFA HQ.
However, I see the real future when it comes to individual boilers as being more to do with
air-source or ground-source heat pumps. They are coming of age. They are still very expensive.
The MUA are going to carry out a scheme with them and the price will come down, so that may
be the direction of travel, or pure electrical heating.
When it comes to resilience in terms of our own energy security it is difficult to predict how
matters will progress, but I have a feeling that there is going to be a considerable mix of
community or individual generation and power storage. The new generation of electric cars,
which have very high-capacity batteries – 50 or 60 kilowatts – you can charge and you can
discharge them into your household circuit or put that electricity back into the system, so it may
well be that our next generation of cars will enable us to have smaller-scale community
generation and resilience in storage on Island. Or there may well be a facility for storing energy
in large battery banks. I cannot tell you what will happen in the next 10 years, things are
progressing so quickly, but I am sure there will be solutions to the resilience issue in due course.

1420

The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Lord-Brennan.

1425

Mrs Lord-Brennan: Thank you, Mr President.
Does the Minister agree that it is possible to show leadership and action without repeated
consultation; and would he like to take the opportunity to make a correction on the Government
news release of 7th March that stated that the new strategy for Climate Change Mitigation
2020-30 will go to Tynwald on Tuesday, 19th March?
The President: Minister to reply.

1430
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The Minister: Mr President, I am not sure that I said the new strategy will come to Tynwald. I
have always been of the impression that we would give a statement as a result of the ongoing
consultation –
1435

Mrs Lord-Brennan: … in the news release.
The Minister: – and we have circulated in advance, I think, a document that showed progress
with the 2016-20 mitigation plan and how far we have progressed with that.

1440

1445

The President: Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins.
Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to ask the Minister: how have the greenhouse gas emissions from the Island
trended over the last five years; and how do our emissions per person compare with the United
Kingdom, Jersey, India and China?
The President: Minister to reply.

1450

1455

1460

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
I do believe that the Hon. Member was in attendance at the presentation we made recently.
The situation with regard to CO2 emissions in terms of our position in world ratings is that we
produce around 10 tonnes per person per year. That is about mid-table. If you look at Australia
and places like that they are very much higher than we are and we are a little bit higher than the
UK.
There have been some quite big variations in the amount of CO2 that we have produced,
mainly down to energy electricity production. At times when we have imported electricity CO2
emissions have gone down substantially; when we generate our own power – and I should add
here that we also generate power that we send to the UK, which is counted as at the point of
generation but of course that power would be generated somewhere else – then our CO2
emissions go up.
With regard to the strategy that we are proposing, it will have hard targets in it – 2025 and
2030 – and these will include targets for electric vehicles because we are looking to the future,
2030-plus, when both of our power stations come off line and there will be a step change in CO2
emissions at that stage.

1465

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

1470

1475

Mr Peake: Thank you, Mr President.
If I could just jog the Minister’s memory, I think the briefing he gave us showed that the Isle
of Man had increased CO2 output by 500% since 1990 and the UK had actually reduced by 38%
since 1990.
But rather than dragging the Treasury Minister in and the Minister and going through a
statement which shows a number of points have not been reached, would the Minister agree
that he is in a better position to actually work on things that he can influence rather than trying
to blame or wait for other people to say no to him?
The President: Minister to reply.

1480

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
CO2 in toto has increased but this is partially due to the fact that we have 20,000 more people
living on the Island, so that is bound to increase our total CO2. What you have to look at is the
median level of CO2 per capita, which is a better indication of where we sit.
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1490

1495

With regard to leadership and what we can do, I am not in the blame game and trying to
blame the public if we do not do things, but if we do not get the public onside and I cannot
convince you as politicians to come on the journey, then I think I am going to be in a very
isolated position and it is going to make it very difficult for me to approach Treasury, for
instance, to secure funding for grants for future household improvements and electric vehicles,
and there will be a massive cost in infrastructure for this electrification.
People have pointed to my Department and said, ‘Well, you have only got one electric vehicle
at the moment,’ and I admit that we have. But if you look at the cost of electric vehicles – the
specialist vehicles that we require in my Department, for instance – and then I talk to the MU
about the charging infrastructure that is required to charge 40 vehicles overnight to be ready
and serviceable for the following day, you will see that there are financial problems and we need
to get by across Government Departments to make sure that we are able to take forward a
policy that will work in terms of climate change mitigation.
The President: Hon. Member, Mr Robertshaw.

1500

1505

1510

The Deputy Speaker: Thank you, Mr President.
A few questions for the Minister.
I do not apologise for asking the Minister again why he has this predilection for statements
and questions rather than full debates on a subject of such huge importance to us all. I think it is
disappointing and I would ask him to reflect on that.
Two questions. For an answer he may direct me to the Chairman of MU, but is he in a
position to expand at all on his statement about air source heat pumps and how that is going to
develop, and the timescale? There must be people now maybe two or three years away from
replacing their gas or oil-fired boilers and will want to focus on this. How quickly does he think
that we are going to achieve installation competence and competition?
Then finally, is he aware that there is a very important climate change conference in New
York in September; is he going? I understand from what I have been told that some very small
jurisdictions are engaged in that important conference, as small as us, and are engaging in
developing target work and reporting systems with the UN; and of course this is of particular
importance to us with our biosphere status.
Thank you, Mr President.

1515

The President: Minister to reply.

1520

1525

1530

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
I do not necessarily have a predilection for statements rather than debate,
(A Member: Really?) but it would be very difficult to bring a consultation document to this Court
and debate; should we debate the questions we are going to ask or should we wait until we have
the results of the consultation and we have developed a strategy which then leads to a proper
debate, an informed debate, as to the direction of travel?
When it comes to air source heat pumps, the technology is developing very quickly and the
price is dropping substantially. At the moment they are not really competitive with oil-fired or
gas-fired boilers, but I anticipate – and if you are talking about replacement in the next four or
five years – that they will become so. The MU know more about this and they are carrying out
an experimental installation in 50 different housing types, from what I understand, to decide
how well these heat pumps work and obviously look at some of the installation problems. So
that is work in progress.
With regard to New York, it was not my intention to use a lot of CO2 to go to New York, but I
can inform the Hon. Member that we spend a lot of time working with the British-Irish Council
and other small jurisdictions, and we actually hosted an Environment Ministers’ conference here
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last year where we were talking about the issues that specifically relate to smaller jurisdictions
and Islands as well as the greater good.
You may be pleased to know that in June I am going to Scotland and I am visiting several
green energy projects, including Orkney where they have a lot of wind energy and they are using
wind energy as a surplus to turn water into hydrogen fuel.
The President: Hon. Member, Mr Callister.
Mr Callister: Thank you, Mr President.
I just want to pick up again on the presentation that was given to Tynwald Members. I know
the Minister this morning has said that there is a big cost involved in this, but I hope the Minister
will agree with me that we do not have to spend tens of millions of pounds? Small changes such
as ensuring that every property on the Island is properly insulated will be a major step in respect
to the Climate Change Mitigation Strategy and to reach those 2050 targets. Will the Minister
agree with that statement, please?
The President: Minister.
The Minister: Mr President, I have no problem in agreeing with that statement.
As I said earlier, the housing survey will inform the situation in terms of where we are at,
because if you go back 30 or 40 years most houses did not have loft insulation. We have moved
on and a lot of houses now have it, but of course the recommendation has gone from four
inches to probably six to eight inches – sorry, I am talking in old money here. It will give us a
snapshot of where we are and what we can do.
You are right, things like loft insulation are not high cost items and there may be a mythology
there for incentivising them.
Thank you.
The President: I have seven Members wishing to speak on my list, so we will not wish to be
repetitive, I am confident.
Mrs Caine.

1565

1570

1575

1580

1585

Mrs Caine: Thank you, Mr President.
I thank the Minister for his statement, but I do question whether leadership would have been
to come forward with some strategies for implementing sooner rather than going out for a
50-question public consultation.
My two questions, if I may. He referenced the successful trial of building passive houses at
Janet’s Corner and the DoI commissioning eight further low energy public sector houses at Clagh
Vane, but buildings account for a huge and rising source of emissions, as he acknowledged. If
new building is permitted without radical changes to building regulations in terms of near zero
emissions or passive house standards, is the Island not constantly adding to the legacy problems
of inadequately designed buildings and hence increased rather than reduced space heating
emissions?
When will the Minister commit to a higher standard of building regulations to encourage
improved standards of air tightness in both public and private sector new-builds, along with his
incentives for retrofitting older properties? The evidence is already there. DEFA definitely needs
to take the lead on that one, I believe.
My second question: the 2020-30 plan coincides with the end of the crucial 12-year window
of opportunity, starting in 2018, that the IPCC says requires urgent action; if the reductions in his
plan are achieved what will this mean in terms of our emissions in 2030 as a percentage of the
1990 levels? In other words, what progress will have been made towards achieving the 80%
reduction? Thank you.
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The President: Mr Boot.

1590

1595

1600

1605

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
Leadership strategy, making changes without consultation. Government cannot win really. If
we bring in changes without consultation we get complaints and criticism; if we consult we are
criticised for consulting too much.
This is something that is vitally important to the future of our Island and the world generally. I
think it would have been very remiss of me to bring forward a comprehensive strategy without
actually consulting with our community, and that consultation has already led – the soft
consultation before the real consultation has been issued – to some ideas being teased out and
different mythology. So I think that consultation process is very valuable and I think it is all about
getting community buy-in. It is a very important issue and leadership is one thing but doing the
right thing is another.
When you talk about Clagh Vane and going forward with building regulations, we went out to
consultation, dare I say, last year with regard to building regulation changes and I did say in my
statement that we are coming forward with new building regulations later this year. They will be
somewhat in excess of what we have at the moment. We have industry buy-in. The consultation
process was very positive and that will lead to improvements not just in new buildings but also
in any changes to extensions, and what have you, to the existing housing stock. We are already
in excess of England with our building regulations. We will be further in excess when these new
building regulations come in.
The President: Hon. Member for Ayre and Michael, Mr Baker.

1610

1615

1620

Mr Baker: Thank you, Mr President.
Would the Minister agree with me that previously we started the journey but today is a clear
statement of intent of the importance of this issue and that collectively as a community we have
to commit to addressing this climate change issue as well as taking individual responsibility; and
that actually how we respond to this is key to our broader international reputation; and whilst
there may be some quick wins and lower cost solutions, we have to be prepared to address
those issues which are challenging in both financial terms and lifestyle terms, and not pretend
that they are all easy answers out there?
Finally, would the Minister agree with me that one very tangible way of showing our
commitment to sustainable global development will be to anchor the Programme for
Government in the UN Sustainable Development Goal Framework?
The President: Minister to reply.

1625

1630

1635

The Minister: Thank you.
Well, there is not a lot to disagree with there. Thank you very much.
Yes, it is a journey that we need to share collectively. The old saying goes, ‘We are all in this’
and it is our world, and at the end of the day we all need to do our bit.
Individual responsibility is very important. We have all got to start looking at what we do
individually and part of the education process from Government’s point of view is to let people
know what choices they can make that will improve the situation. A lot of the choices they can
make will not only improve CO2 or the environment generally, but can be beneficial in cost
terms. So it is not all stick; there is some carrot there.
Internationally, I think it is important that we are seen to be doing the right thing. We are the
only nation with full Biosphere status, so eyes are on us for the future. We rate fairly highly in
terms of most things that we do, but that does not mean we should rest on our laurels and, in
fact, just last week we finished the second workshop with stakeholders developing a vision for
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1640

the Biosphere with community and stakeholder buy-in – something that we have been
encouraged to do by UNESCO.
As for the sustainable development goals, I think they would be usefully adopted as part of
our Programme for Government and this is discussion that is ongoing. In fact we meet most of
those goals at the moment but there are some that are a little bit more spurious. But it is a
sensible idea and one that I think is a useful target going forward.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mr Henderson.

1645

1650

1655

1660

Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
Will the Shirveishagh acknowledge the importance of the global call earlier this year that
Sir David Attenborough made? And this morning on BBC News the Chair of the English
Environmental Agency has given strong words of caution about the effects of climate change.
I welcome his commitment and strategy – excellent; but will he agree that, given the calls for
concern, it is time to step up the speed of the journey he is inviting us on and to start actually
seeing actions come to fruition?
The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
I can only echo what I said before with regard to Sir David Attenborough – we were already
going in the right direction. Perhaps the 2016-20 Strategy was not ambitious enough but at that
particular point, to be fair to the previous administration, we had not had the latest IPCC Report.
I think you will find, as a result of the consultation that is going ahead at the moment, we will
step up to the challenge. I will not pre-empt what will come out in the new strategy, but I
suspect you will see a step change in what we have been doing and what we are going to do.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Maska.

1665

1670

1675

1680

1685

Mrs Maska: Thank you, Mr President.
I would welcome the Minister’s Statement today and his Department’s commitment to this
strategy. I wonder if he might clarify three matters, actually, for me?
First of all, with regard to bringing forward new building regulations, might his Department
look at a balanced approach to energy-efficient materials, as we are all aware that some of these
materials are high in petroleum content and it actually imbalances if you are insulating your
house but you are filling it full of petroleum-rich insulating materials? I would ask that his
Department might look at more naturally based materials that could do a similar job.
Secondly, with regard to his Department that will be going out to tender on air-tightness
surveys: my experience is that where a property is made too airtight it can then introduce other
problems such as condensation. So part of this exercise would be education in terms of
balancing the use of a heating system, ventilating your property appropriately but also not
having 20 showers a day and drying all your washing on the radiators. It is all part of a balanced
education approach.
Thirdly, this is a small matter but when his Department issues the monthly comparative table
on domestic fuel I noticed woodchip is very low – it is the lowest cost on that table. But could he
let me know whether that includes transportation to sites, because my past experience when I
asked his Department was that actually it did not include the delivery costs. That actually puts
up the costs and so the table is not quite as representative as it maybe should be.
Thank you, Mr President. (Interjection by Mr Cretney)
The President: Mr Boot.
The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
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The new building regulations – and I will talk about number one and number two questions
really, in terms of air tightness – when we were reviewing the building regulations there is a
level at which you have to introduce mechanical ventilation into properties to stop
condensation. The new building regulations will stop that level, because at the time it was felt
after consultation that it would be a step too far to start forcing people to put mechanical
ventilation in their whole house rather than just the kitchen or bathroom areas where it is
traditionally fitted. So we are only too aware of the problems with consultation; and air
tightness does bring with it problems in that respect, and that is a matter of education when you
are carrying out these surveys to see just how airtight your property will be.
When it comes to insulation material, yes, a bit of a conundrum there because you are
correct – some of the insulation material is manufactured using hydrocarbons and there is sort
of a balancing act to be had. There are alternative materials on the market and I think it is not
for the Department to mandate what materials people use. I think we would be setting a
precedent if we did that, if Government started recommending people to use specific products.
But certainly I think the public will become more aware of what materials are, shall we say ‘ecofriendly’ in terms of what they are doing.
When it comes to the monthly table for fuel, I cannot confirm or not whether transportation
is included, sorry; but if you want me to come back to you later I am happy to do so.
Mrs Maska: Thank you.
The President: Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins.

1710

1715

Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
When I heard that the Minister was going to make a statement today on climate change I
asked him to include climate change targets for this parliament. I suggested this would
demonstrate to the public that he was going to take action.
I am disappointed that he has not set targets for the next three years. Why is this?
The President: Minister.

1720

The Minister: I am not sure whether I heard that correctly. If I may ask the Hon. Member: are
you saying that there would be no targets for the next three years?
Mr Shimmins: Yes, that is my question: but why are there no climate change targets for the
next three years?

1725

1730

The President: Minister.
The Minister: I think the answer to that is we should wait for the consultation to come back
to see what people want. But if we are looking at trends and setting hard targets I have already
indicated that it will be 2025 and 2030, but with annual reporting therein.
So setting targets does not necessarily mean that you achieve something, particularly if you
have to set targets that are not realistic. The 2025 target is realistic and the 2030 target is
realistic. All these things take time; it does not happen overnight.
The President: Chief Minister.

1735

The Chief Minister (Mr Quayle): Thank you, Mr President.
Does the Hon. Minister agree with me that CO2 emissions comparisons need to be fair
otherwise it damages the argument of those, like myself, who strongly support climate change
mitigation? We have had a number of people quote CO2 emissions for the Island whereby not
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taking into account the significant volume generated for sale to the UK, and therefore those
percentages should not be used when comparing apples with apples – this is comparing apples
with pears. I think if you use misleading information then you will damage those people who do
not support what I think this entire Court wants to achieve. Therefore it is incredibly important
that when you look at figures and when Members use figures, they use them fairly and not
biased, otherwise it will cause a lot of problems.
Would the Hon. Member not agree with that?
The President: Minister.

1750

1755

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
Yes, I do agree and there are statistics and damned statistics and it is very difficult sometimes
to determine what is correct. The actual situation with regard to CO2 on the Island: there is a
displacement factor which I alluded to in earlier answers inasmuch that we are generating for
the UK – well, that power would have been generated in the UK anyway so that CO2 would have
been produced.
We have to be very careful about how we interpret statistics and it can be off-putting to
people who are on the cusp of buying in if we suddenly start making things look worse or better;
we need to be fair about how we approach the situation and present a picture that people will
be able to buy into.

1760

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

1765

1770

Mr Peake: Thank you very much, Mr President.
I think I have heard the lot now! ‘Let’s get a figure, let’s take out the figures that we don’t
want and just get a figure that we actually do want’. That is incredible. They were the figures
that DEFA actually provided at the briefing last week.
I think the frustration that is felt by Members is the fact that we started this process and
Tynwald agreed on this two and a half years ago, it was the strategy that was agreed. It has not
been delivered well enough and we are now back at a consultation. That is the frustration that
we have got.
We could have had a debate on the progress of the strategy, that would be excellent
wouldn’t it? But no, we are back at the consultation starting again and the frustration is –
The Chief Minister: Point of order, Mr President. Are we going to get a question here?

1775

The President: I am waiting … yes.
Mr Peake: The question is: when will the Minister take responsibility and actually start
delivering on what Tynwald asked for two and a half years ago?
1780

The President: Minister.

1785

1790

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
I think I have taken full responsibility for delivering your earlier programme and we have
done reasonably well with that. I do not think it was ambitious enough, in retrospect; (Laughter)
and I am sorry to say, it was your programme! We are stepping up now.
I have already discussed why we are not having a debate about the strategy because the
strategy has not been developed yet, because we are consulting. So once we have consulted
there will be a full debate in this Court when you will be able to bring forward your views. But in
the meantime please, Mr Peake, come to us and tell us what your ideas are.
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1795

1800

Mr Hooper: Thanks very much, Mr President.
I just wonder if the Minister could confirm that those targets he has mentioned are actually
included in the consultation document, so they are going and asking people what they think of
his proposed targets?
My question actually is about the consultation itself: I am assuming that this is an online
consultation and we have had some issues recently with another consultation that is currently
live where there has not been the availability to get a paper copy of that. I am just wondering if
he would ensure that it is at least available for libraries to print off a paper copy on request. I am
not suggesting we farm out hundreds of these paper copies around the Island, but at least so
there is one available … so that they can get a hard copy of that.
Thank you, Mr President.

1805

The President: Minister.

1810

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
Yes, the targets are alluded to in the consultation, so people are aware of them.
With regard to the consultation being online, you are correct, it is online; but we would be
happy to make paper copies available – I think it is a pdf file so you could probably run it off
anyway.

1815

The President: I am going to take two more supplementaries of Members who are on my list.
We will be having a debate in due course. I suggest the subject has been well aired this morning.
Mr Shimmins.

1820

1825

Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
Is the Minister aware that a meeting was held in Kenya in October of the Commonwealth
Parliamentary Association, looking at the role of small legislators combating climate change? At
that meeting Erik Solheim, the Under-Secretary-General of the United Nations, stressed the
unique opportunity that climate change presents to create new jobs. He highlighted the solar
power industry and sustainable tourism.
The Minister has highlighted a few times today the difficulties and costs he foresees. Will he
also focus on the excellent opportunities that this presents our Island?
The President: Minister.

1830

1835

1840

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
Yes, I am aware of a number of organisations that have discussed or talked in detail about
climate change in small jurisdictions and large jurisdictions; and, as I said earlier, we engage in all
of the British-Irish Council functions and they have a very strong environmental lobby. I have
attended, I think in the last year, three meetings to discuss various environmental impacts and
we held our own Environmental Ministers’ conference here last year. We buy in and we monitor
what is going on worldwide and it is my intention within the Department that we will follow best
practice.
You are right, there are opportunities as well as challenges and new jobs may well result from
different technologies and different mythology, and that will happen in the future. It is not going
to happen overnight. I think there is an element of people that think we can make these things
happen next year or the year after. Technology is developing all the time. We are monitoring
that. The strategy will shadow that or inform and drive that change but we need to let
technology develop alongside what we are trying to achieve. Whether that improves
employment or not will be something we will look at in the future, but I am sure it will.
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1845

1850

1855

Mr Thomas: Thank you, Mr President.
Does the Minister agree with me (A Member: Yes!) (Laughter) that his full participation with
Enterprise, Treasury, DOI, Cabinet Office and the Environment and Infrastructure Subcommittee
of Council of Ministers has been very helpful in developing this cross-Government strategy, this
cross-Government consultation and the action that is being proposed later on today for debate
and decision in this Hon. Court?
Secondly, would the Hon. Minister comment on the change from ‘Climate Challenge’, the
name of the strategy for the last administration, to ‘Climate Change’ for this administration?
And thirdly, will the Hon. Minister confirm that he is fully cognisant of the digital inclusion
policies of Isle of Man Government and therefore not print too many copies of the Climate
Change Consultation Document? (Laughter)
The President: Minister.

1860

1865

1870

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
I will start with the last first. Yes, we will try not to print too many copies and I am sure most
people are nowadays online. So I think most of our responses will be online.
We changed from ‘Challenge’ to ‘Mitigation’ in the latest consultation because we know that
change is happening and so now we have got to look at ways of mitigating that change and that
is why we have changed the heading headline, as it were.
Yes, cross-departmental working on this is essential and it is happening, and I acknowledge
the work that we are doing in the Environment and Infrastructure Committee talking together
and talking about our different strategies of bringing the threads together. It is very important
that we do that, and that is all about Government but also, as I have said earlier, it is about
getting community engagement as well.

4. Supplementary Vote –
Department of Health and Social Care –
Motion carried
The Minister for Health and Social Care to move:
That Tynwald authorises the Treasury, in respect of the year ended 31st March 2019, to apply
from General Revenue a sum not exceeding £4,000,000 being the additional amount required
by the Department of Health and Social Care in respect of excess expenditure incurred in the
provision of its services. [MEMO]
The President: Hon. Members, we turn now to Item 4, Supplementary Vote.
I call on the Minister for Health and Social Care to move. Mr Ashford.

1875

1880

The Minister for Health and Social Care (Mr Ashford): Thank you, Mr President.
During the financial year to 31st March 2019 the Department of Health and Social Care is
forecasting that it may exceed its budget by up to £4 million. The outturn may be better than
this, but as a prudent measure I am today seeking the approval of the Hon. Court for a
supplementary vote not exceeding this amount.
Hon. Members will, of course, be aware that my Department has needed to seek
supplementary votes for the past few years. However, I wish to assure this Hon. Court that I
firmly believe that our financial position is improving. The fact that I am standing here before
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you in our March sitting demonstrates this. Over the past few years this debate has occurred in
January. Despite the many financial pressures we face, it is only near the very end of the year we
have reached the conclusion that there is sufficient risk of us not meeting our budget to justify a
request for a supplementary vote.
Before I go into the detailed reasons for this motion, I think it would be helpful, Mr President,
to give some context to the financial challenges the Department has faced this year.
Hon. Members will recall from the Budget last year that the Department accepted a costimprovement target of £7 million for the 2018-19 financial year. In other words, we were
committing to try and achieve savings of some 2.5% compared to our gross financial need which
had been forecast during the budgetary planning cycle. This included approximately 1% of the
Department’s pay bill, being the difference between the amount allowed in the Budget for pay
rises and the amount included in our financial planning. Late in the year, the DHSC faced a
significant new financial challenge due to the level of pay award actually granted by the Public
Services Commission. We estimate this award and the awards still being negotiated with our
other staff groups, amounts, on top of the cost savings already required, to approximately
£1.4 million. For more clarity, we estimate the excess of these awards over the amount allowed
in the Budget for pay rises to be approximately £2.7 million.
I am also mindful that the progress report of the Independent Review of the Health and Care
system by Sir Jonathan Michael and laid before this Court in January estimates an annual
inflation factor associated with DHSC services of around 2% plus an addition of general inflation
assumed at 2.5%. Even if we ignore general inflation, 2% of the Department’s net budget is
equivalent to over £4 million.
So, Mr President, we started this year with a cost-improvement challenge of £7 million. Pay
awards granted or offered have added an estimated £1.4 million and the service-specific cost
pressures identified by Sir Jonathan Michael could, in theory, amount to £4 million or more.
Hopefully, the Hon. Court will appreciate the scale of what the DHSC has faced.
Notwithstanding everything I have just said, however, Hon. Members should be in no doubt
that I view having to bring this motion forward today as unfortunate. The Department has
worked incredibly hard this year to improve financial control and performance and I know there
is a genuine sense of disappointment that we appear to have got so close to meeting our target
but have not actually achieved it.
I would like to take the opportunity to thank all of the staff working within DHSC at whatever
level and whatever role they are in. It has been an extremely hard year, as every year is within
DHSC, with pressures – and unknown pressures because unfortunately ours is not a Department
where you can actually predict what is going to come before you. People, unfortunately, do not
get ill to demand and the things they suffer from cannot necessarily be predicted. So I would like
to take the opportunity to thank all of those across DHSC for the hard work that they have done
in all their roles to try and keep costs down.
This motion seeks approval for a supplementary vote of up to £4 million. In a Department
which spends £600,000 net per day there is a margin of error in any forecast and I have had to
take a prudent view as to our likely year-end position. I remain confident that our final figures
will be better than this, but again prudence is king.
Mr President, I will now briefly talk about the service areas experiencing the main financial
pressures.
Our on-Island acute care services, mostly Noble’s Hospital, are forecasting to be £9.5 million
over budget.
The cost of treating patients in the United Kingdom is expected to be £690,000 more than
budgeted. This is a reduction, actually, compared to the overspend last year, which was
£1 million. We have been doing better, but the position has deteriorated significantly during the
final quarter due to a high number of high-cost patient referrals for specific cases.
Our catering services, despite significant improvement, are forecast to be approximately
£250,000 overspent. The Hon. Court, I am sure, will recognise that a lot of progress has been
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made, particularly compared to this time last year, and work will continue to balance this
service’s books.
Temporary staffing costs associated with the use of agency and bank professionals remain a
difficult challenge in the Hospital’s Directorate, contributing approximately £7.7 million of
overspend net of the underspend in established pay roll due to our vacancy factor.
The cost of drugs prescribed in our hospitals has risen this year – in contrast to prescribing in
the community, which has seen a fall in expenditure.
In my speech during the Budget debate last month I detailed the many improvements and
changes underway in the Department. Given the context of this motion, I believe it is important
to stress the various initiatives underway to improve services for the people of the Isle of Man
and also achieve cost savings at the same time.
The operating theatres within Noble’s have been subject to an initial external review
following concerns raised about equity and quality of care. We intend to procure systems for a
quality improvement review to address those issues raised.
We are also investing in our chemotherapy provision, changing its location to allow it to be
brought back into the main Hospital building, vastly improving the quality of the environment in
which these key and fundamental services are delivered.
Hon. Members will also be aware from my response to the Budget that the Department is
moving ahead with several key projects to integrate the elements of care we provide and
improve the services we offer.
The integration programme encompasses the whole of the Department and includes a wide
range of other parties, including the Police, Education and third sector providers. We are
currently running a pilot to develop this process in the west of the Island.
We are introducing initiatives such as Make Every Contact Count to provide every member of
the Department workforce with the skills they need to talk to our service users about how to
help themselves or to recognise the benefits of seeking the correct support.
We also have been able to invest to provide pharmacists that work in collaboration with
general practitioners in their surgeries, thereby assisting the GPs in undertaking medication
reviews and delivering significant cost-efficiency gains.
So it is not all doom and gloom, Mr President. Yes, there are challenges and we have not
quite reached the bar this year, but we are getting there and it has been a position that has been
improving year on year.
The people of the Isle of Man deserve a high-quality National Health and Care Service which
also, crucially, gives value for their money, and I am determined to do everything in my power to
deliver both of those. I am confident we are making progress and that our financial position is
improving.
I ask this Hon. Court to continue to show support for the National Health and Care Service
while we redouble our efforts to deliver the best small-Island health and care system in the
world.
Mr President, I beg to move the motion standing in my name.
The President: Hon. Member for Douglas East, Miss Bettison.
Miss Bettison: Thank you, Mr President.
I wish to second the supplementary vote bid for the Department of Health and Social Care.
I also wish to state that while the memorandum relating to this bid correctly highlights the
pressure that pay awards have had on the Department’s budget and the fact that the
Department is unable to afford the level of pay award granted or claimed late in the year, that is
in no way a comment on the Department’s wish to afford this.
As a Department we are wholly reliant on the continued commitment and excellent
standards of work of our staff, who attend their duties 24 hours a day, seven days a week,
365 days a year to ensure that our loved ones are cared for, with care delivered in the majority
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of cases free of charge. (A Member: Hear, hear.) Our staff are our finest attribute as an
organisation and I wish to state on record that the appropriate remuneration of them is a very
high priority for us all.
As a Department we continue to face many challenges around appropriate governance
mechanisms, effective integration of care, further digitalisation of our records and recruitment
and retention of staff. Our exceptional and committed staff are vital to the success of our health
and social care services and have our absolute support.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Poole-Wilson
Mrs Poole-Wilson: Thank you, Mr President.
I rise to highlight one very simple but highly significant issue today. Without wishing to preempt debate in this Hon. Court in May on the future provision of health and social care on this
Island and the recent reports published by the Public Accounts Committee, it is of serious
concern that there is evidence, particularly at Noble’s Hospital, of failures by the employed
leaders in the DHSC to manage effectively and efficiently to ensure proper value for money.
(Mr Thomas: Hear, hear.)
Sir Jonathan Michael’s progress report made clear the importance of a more efficient and
effective organisational structure and culture to enable the delivery of service improvement and
high-quality care to the population of the Isle of Man, adding that simply to increase funding
without addressing these other critical aspects would fail to deliver good value for the funding
provided. And, Hon. Members, that seems to have been the pattern, that we increase funding
without addressing the organisational structure and culture to ensure good value for the money
we spend. (Two Members: Hear, hear.)
Issues include the fact that, under former management, some consultants have been able to
negotiate very favourable remuneration packages with little performance assurance. When
compared to England and Wales, we would appear to be in the unenviable position of having
some of the highest-paid consultants responsible for some of the longest waiting lists and the
headline output from the KM&T report into the operating theatres indicated that there are
annual savings of £3.5 million, not dissimilar to the amount sought by this motion today.
I acknowledge the Minister’s point that there will continue to be upwards pressures on costs
in our Health Service, but the issue remains that we must secure value for the funding we put in.
I intend to support this request for additional funds today because I am reassured that the
Minister has stated that we should deliver a high-quality health and social care service that does
give value for money, and I am also hopeful that in May this Hon. Court will grasp the nettle
(A Member: Hear, hear.) to drive meaningful change. But I am mindful that without decisive and
bold action to improve efficiency and effectiveness we are not securing proper value for this
money. We will fall short of the strategic objective of financial responsibility and we will let
down the people of this Island here. (Mr Thomas: Hear, hear.)
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Member for Ramsey, Dr Allinson.

2030

2035

Dr Allinson: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to thank the Minister for his Statement, for his honesty about the real problems
that lie ahead, but also thank him and his political team for the leadership they have shown
trying to turn these round.
Whilst I understand that most of the overspend is at Noble’s, my concern is that all the
attention is at Noble’s. (The Deputy Speaker: Hear, hear.) If we are realistically going to turn to
integrated care and deliver care closer to where people live, where they want it, we have to
invest in community care, and my main concern is, as the Minister has previously explained, that
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the underspend in community services – not just general practice but community nurses,
community physio, community pharmacists – is being used to bankroll an overspend at Noble’s.
(The Deputy Speaker: Hear, hear.) And this is not the first year this has happened; this has been
a continuing pattern of robbing Peter to pay for Paul and yet not investing in those services that
everyone agrees are desperately needed.
So, whilst I am quite happy to support the actual supplementary vote for more money into
what is a Noble’s overspend, can I please have an assurance from the Minister and his team that
real due care and attention will be paid to what can at times be a very struggling community
care service, not only in terms of staffing and resources but also looking at ways of attracting
more people to fill some of the recruitment holes that are in various services that are really
depriving people of getting the attention and the care in the communities they live in?
Thank you.

2050

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

2055

2060

2065

Mr Hooper: Thank you very much, Mr President.
Last year in my Budget speech I estimated that the Health Department would be facing cost
pressures of around £12 million, a figure that Minister Ashford has helpfully confirmed for us. I
specifically pointed to a figure of around £8.7 million being the figure that DHSC would have to
target in order to meet their budget and I was scorned by Ministers at that point. Here we are
today with the Minister admitting a cost challenge of around £8.4 million and pressures totalling
potentially up to £12 million. So, this position we are in today is almost exactly where I said we
would be a year ago when I voted against the Budget. That is despite all of the initiatives the
Minister has outlined.
The Minister is here only asking for £4 million, and yet we know from his earlier comments
that Noble’s itself is almost £10 million overspent. Added to this we have the Minister’s own
admission there is around another £1 million of overspending in other key areas. So where is the
difference, then? Why is the Minister not here asking for the full £12 million, instead of just
£4 million?
In responding to the Budget in 2018 the Minister clearly outlined that there is a difference
between cost cutting and efficiency. He stated at the time:
A cost cut is where you cut a service and something ends or is reduced. An efficiency saving is where you deliver
the same service for less.

2070

2075

2080

2085

And he promised us £7 million of efficiency savings, including £5 million within the hospitals.
That was efficiencies, not cuts.
The Minister mentioned in his opening remarks that significant progress has been made, but
he has not managed to put a figure on this. So how much of that £7 million efficiency has been
delivered, Minister Ashford? I would like a straightforward figure in response to this,
Mr President. How much in total and how much within the Hospitals Division? I did give the
Minister fair warning that I would expect more detail than was in the memo, so I am sure he is
expecting some of these questions.
What I think we have seen over this year and over recent years are not efficiency savings but
cuts to services. We have seen that time and time again and the PAC report that has been tabled
today highlights this quite clearly. That report states that the PSC were concerned that if
community services are in the black despite known needs, it must be interpreted that cutbacks
to provision in these areas have been prioritised to meet the demands from Noble’s. So, is it the
case then that the difference between the supplementary vote today of £4 million and the total
overspend of nearly £11 million is as a result of other services being cut back and funding being
redirected towards Noble’s? It would seem to suggest that it is. Can the Minister please confirm,
as my hon. colleague has already asked, that that is absolutely not the case; that not a single
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penny of funding that was supposed to have been spent on other essential services has been
redirected to Noble’s Hospital instead of being used to properly fund the service lines they were
originally allocated to?
Hon. Members, the Minister is here presenting this smaller overspend than last year as
something of a victory, that it could really be worse: we are here, it is not January, it is March,
we are later than last year, and it is only a small percentage compared to his total budget. But
that is exactly the point that I tried to make a year ago, that the Health Service would need at
least an additional £8 million in order to come in on budget to properly fund all of its services.
Instead, we have seen cuts across the board to integrated care, to regional services like physio,
to mental health, to speech services. The list goes on. These are not efficiencies; these are
services not being fully or properly delivered, services that are reduced. In the Minister’s own
words, these are cuts. My question is: have these been made in order to continue funding at
Noble’s? Yes, I accept finances would be in a worse position if the Minister was here asking for
£9 million, £10 million or £12 million instead of £4 million, but at least the other services outside
Noble’s would have been properly funded instead of the Hospital vampirically leaching funds
from everywhere else.
It feels like the staff in our Health Service are delivering above and beyond on their services in
spite of the management structure within the Health Service, not because of it. The very fact
that the Minister has allowed Noble’s to continually draw funds from other service lines instead
of being willing to come here and face up to this significant overspend in full is a comprehensive
failure of leadership.
I would also like to know from the Minister why he has come to the very last sitting of
Tynwald to ask for this money. We know that the CEO of the Health Department was aware of
the overspend much earlier; he gave evidence at the start of February confirming a £3½ million
annualised overspend was expected. So, at what point did he know that a supplementary vote
would be needed? I would suggest it was known before Christmas last year, and I can say this
because in his email to Members the Minister makes it clear it was when the levels of pay award
were known that they realised they would be over budget. The email says that, Hon. Members.
The pay awards were confirmed on 7th December last year. That was four months ago. Financial
regulations are clear. They state that should it become apparent that the designated body will
exceed their vote, the accountable officer must inform the Treasury at the earliest possible
opportunity. So, can the Minister please confirm if they knew about the potential overspend
when the pay awards were confirmed, as his email would seem to suggest, and why it has taken
him four months to bring this to Tynwald Members’ attention? Financial regulations seem quite
clear. So, when did he become first aware of this overspend and when did he first raise it with
Treasury?
Hon. Members, we have not had clarity on the levels of efficiencies that were delivered, we
have not had transparency about how the full extent of the Noble’s overspend has been met
and I am concerned that we have not had the full picture presented to us today. We have not
even been told how this £4 million will be broken down, other than it is for Noble’s or possibly
for this theoretical impact of inflation.
In a few months we are getting a full independent report into the future of the Health Service
and the level of funding that should be appropriate. Surely that will lead to a full re-evaluation of
the Health budget, and so that will be the right time to deal with any under-budget deficiencies.
The lack of detail and information presented by the Minister when asking for this additional
vote is shocking. Compare this to the Home Affairs memo that we will see shortly, where there is
an actual detailed breakdown of exactly what the money is going to be used for and where it has
come from. For Health we have barely anything, and this is despite this being just the latest in a
succession of funding requests. It cannot be right that Noble’s has been allowed to overspend to
this degree – and it is not unforeseen, Hon. Members: it is almost exactly where I said we would
be a year ago. This is not unexpected; it just reflects a real failure to deliver on the efficiencies
that were built into the 2018 Budget.
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As was mentioned by the Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Poole-Wilson, the right time to deal
with any additional funding is when we have had a full picture of the changes that will be
needed within the Health Service, not just pushing additional funds towards the current
structure because we have got no other option and because we are not being presented with
the complete picture here.
Mr President, I am not yet convinced of this. I am willing to be convinced and I earnestly
hope the Minister can convince me when he sums up, but as yet there are far too many
unanswered questions around this; and so the Minister, I think, needs to provide some clear and
straightforward answers. What were the total efficiency savings made? What amount of that
came from within Noble’s? Was any funding redirected from other services to be spent on
Noble’s; and, if not, how has he managed to close the gap between the £9½ million overspend
and the £4 million he is asking for today? When did he first know he would be over budget and
when did he first go to Treasury? Why has he left it to the very last minute to inform Tynwald
Members and to come here for a vote? And exactly how does this £4 million break down? What
will it be used for?
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Deputy Speaker, Mr Robertshaw.
The Deputy Speaker: Thank you, Mr President.
I have not got an awful lot to say now because I want to retain much of what I want to say –
and there is an awful lot that I want to say – for the very important debate that we are all going
to engage in, in May, when the PAC reports arrive on the floor of this Hon. Court along with the
very important report from Sir Jonathan Michael, as commissioned by the Treasury. I have
absolutely no doubt that that discussion and that debate will be the defining point of this
administration and it is going to be very important indeed that we are all frank and open and
honest and there are no pretensions at all about what we discuss.
The Minister for Health and Social Care knows that I want his work to succeed, but he also
knows that I have, in private, already cautioned him about his posturing and about the
importance of clarity and honesty so that everybody in this Court and outside this Court
understands the degree of challenge that we have to get our Health Service where we all
passionately want it to be.
I am a little bit disappointed thus far in the way the Minister has come out with his
commentary on issues that have emanated so far, and I am disappointed with his somewhat
blithe and dismissive assessment of where the budgetary situation is and how he is bringing this
forward. And so I just ask him: will he be very careful indeed, in the time between now and the
big debate, that he engages in an appropriate way that gives us all a chance to get to the root of
this issue and to meet the challenge and overcome it?
The President: I call on the Treasury Minister, Mr Cannan.
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The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Cannan): Thank you, Mr President.
Like the aforementioned speaker, I do not intend to spend too long on my feet this
afternoon. I am very conscious that we do have a very significant debate scheduled for May on a
most important matter, and perhaps I might remind the Hon. Court that the reason why we
have a debate in May is that many of us have recognised that the health service, the cost of the
health service, the delivery of the health service, the way it is delivered on the Island was in
need of a fundamental and very important review.
Therefore it is hardly surprising that the current Minister for Health – and mind you, there
have been a number over the last few years who have had to grip and try and deal with the
problems that we have all recognised within our health service – has had to come again to
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Tynwald with a request for an overspend. But rather than slamming the Minister, I think I want
to stand here today to support him and actually congratulate him.
There has not been, as the Hon. Member for Ramsey asserts, a comprehensive failure of
leadership on the Minister’s part. That is utter nonsense. He has had to deal with a number of
significant issues, cost issues, that we all knew and recognised existed, but you cannot spend
and chuck money at health, education, the Police or anything else because the service needs
reform, we need to understand properly what the issues are and go through a proper process of
setting a clear pathway forward, and if there is more money required – and if that is the
recommendation from Sir Jonathan Michael – then we need a framework in place that ensures
that we get that proper sense of confidence that we are getting value for money that we can
drive through and get control of some of our costs, as the Hon. Member of Legislative Council
insinuates that we should and absolutely we should all support that. But if we need to put more
taxpayers’ money into the service, which may well be a requirement from that report, then we
should do so in a way where we are absolutely confident that the health service is in a position
and has a framework around it that can actually deliver in a proper way and report to Tynwald in
a proper way that the money is being allocated and treated in the way that Tynwald wants and
can justify exactly where the money is being spent and how it is being spent.
But the Minister has actually, I would suggest, done the right thing in controlling his
departmental expenditure. It would be hugely embarrassing for Ministers to start turning up
with £11 million overspends on their budget in front of Tynwald. I honestly believe that
Ministers and their political teams have absolutely got to be in control of their finances or public
spending will just run away with itself, and that applies to health as much as it applies to the
Department of Home Affairs and to the Cabinet Office.
So it is a serious matter, I accept that Hon. Members are getting frustrated and I absolutely
accept that the health service is not without problems that need to be addressed. But you
cannot, I suggest, point the finger and say there has been a comprehensive failure of leadership
from the Minister.
I want to just make a couple of points clear. I want to say thank you to the Minister for
coming and working with Treasury in the last 12 months, since the last Budget. I know the Hon.
Member for Ramsay is clear in his own view that there was going to be an overspend, we always
knew there were going to be challenges. I am pleased that the Minister embraced those
challenges, that he has sought to try and at least make improvements. But we all know, of
course, that the reason why we are doing the Sir Jonathan Michael review is that we have really
got to move on from just a countless succession of Ministers from the Health Department
standing in front of Tynwald and saying that they have not got more money because we are sure
now or we can see and I hope we will see from Sir Jonathan that there probably are better ways
to do things.
So, yes, I accept some of the points that are being made to the Minister but a comprehensive
failure of leadership – I am sorry, that is not the case. The Minister, I believe, has done the right
thing to try and control costs and any Minister should undertake to do the right thing to try and
control costs.

2230

The President: Hon. Member, Mr Moorhouse.
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Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President.
This has been a slow year but a year of steady progress. The challenges faced by the
Department are significant but action is being taken. These changes are starting to have an
impact. There is now a new and very progressive management team at Noble’s. There must be a
readiness to receive and respond positively to the Sir Jonathan Michael recommendations.
The team at Health and Social Care have worked hard to avoid this situation and it is
unfortunate that the level of spending at Noble’s remains a real challenge. As the Minister has
already stated, the annual net spend in Health and Social Care is approximately £250 million,
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equating to a net daily spend of around £600,000. That, Hon. Members, possibly puts the
supplementary vote into the context of less than seven days from the financial year or less than
2% of the total spend.
As late as Christmas there was a genuine hope that we could achieve the budgetary targets.
There have been several key pressures, the most notable being the ongoing cost of agency and
bank staff. This year the overspend on agency and bank staff, net of vacancies, is about
£7.7 million. Action continues in this area. This is certainly not a unique challenge to the Isle of
Man, and I am mindful that Sir Jonathan Michael correctly identified that we spend more here,
as a percentage of salaries, than the average across. This will be targeted again next year.
One short-term issue which has caused cost pressures was the agreed salary increase being
much higher than the 1% budget agreed with the Treasury. The Department estimates the costs
of these awards will be around £2.7 million above the budget allowed and approximately
£1.4 million above the targets included in our financial plans at the start of the year.
Last year we asked for an extra vote on up to £9.5 million, this year we are asking for
£4 million and will continue to seek improvements so we do not spend the total amount, ideally
falling well inside the identified figure.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: I call on the Minister to reply, Mr Ashford.
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The Minister for Health and Social Care: Thank you, Mr President.
Taking each in turn, first of all I would like to thank my seconder, the Hon. Member for
Douglas East, and she made some very good comments about it is important that we do value
our staff and that there is proper recruitment and retention in place, because this is one of the
reasons why we have had to be backfilling with bank staff, which can be massively expensive.
We need to ensure that we have a culture – not just in Noble’s – but throughout all our
services in Health and Social Care where people not just are valued but they feel valued as well,
and so that is a very crucial point that I think the Hon. Member for Douglas East, my seconder,
made.
Turning now to the comments of the Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Poole-Wilson, in terms of
a failure of leadership and the team in the Hospital, I would say that we have a very excellent
interim Director of Hospitals in place. I do not know if Mrs Poole-Wilson has had a chance to
meet with the new interim Director yet, he has been bringing about quite a lot of changes up
there at the Hospital, even in the very short time that he has been in post. And I would urge
anyone who is on the Public Accounts Committee – because I know Members have done their
report into Nobel’s Hospital – if you get an opportunity to speak to the new interim Director
about his findings and the work that he has got on underway, where he is very passionate that
we can create an exceptionally modern hospital, delivering 21st century standard care. There is
also interim HR support now in the Hospital as well, to help with the size of the HR issues that
we have up there, to drive that forward. So in terms of organisational structure there have been
a lot of changes very recently.
In relation to consultants, which the Hon. Member of Council referred to, there is a review of
the performance of consultants. The Hon. Member is quite correct that the payment of some
consultants, and I use that word ‘some’ consultants because it is important to state it is not
across the whole 55 consultants, it is some consultants, have got very well out of kilter over the
last decade, if not two decades, and that is why there is a review of the consultants pay and also
their job plans as well, so the actual units of activity they are undertaking and how those units of
activity feed through to the patients. I am very confident that the result of that will be a good
result.
In terms of the KM&T report, that is the theatres review, as I referred to in my speech, and I
think I have referred to in a Question in this Hon. Court as well, not that long ago, that is already
underway, looking to make the savings there. The way our theatres have been operating has not
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been the most efficient – that is probably the understatement of the day – and the report from
KM&T has been taken on board and we are looking to implement that.
In relation to the Sir Jonathan Michael review that the Hon. Member of Council referred to, I
fully agree, we do need to grasp the nettle. We have one opportunity – I think I have said this in
a debate only a few months ago, because I am getting a feeling of déjà vu, where I said when the
report comes forward from Sir Jonathan Michael it is important that we take it on board and we
actually not just accept it, but get on with it and actually start bringing about the changes that
are necessary. Because I am sure people who have been in this Hon. Court a lot longer than me,
could all think of reports that have been debated, ideas that have been debated, everyone has
been patting themselves on the back walked out the door and then nothing has happened, and
then in two years’ time it is Groundhog Day. It is absolutely essential, with the Sir Jonathan
Michael review, that it is not just debated and discussed, but it is also implemented. And the
Treasury Minister will be fully supportive and pushing forward to ensure that happens.
I also should point out that organisational-wise there have been changes at the senior
management level, there have been 15 posts gone under MARS in the last 12 months alone. We
have reduced the leadership team, off the top my head I think it is by about 33% in the last
12 months, so there has been quite a bit of organisational change.
In relation to Dr Allinson, I will mention about the community services and the underspend in
there, but I will do it under the comments from Mr Hooper if I may, because it is not quite
correct in the way that it is being portrayed and in fact in relation to mental health – I will be
giving the figure in a minute – but they are actually looking at an overspend this year. So they
are far from being underspent, as the myth would suggest, the mental health services are
actually potentially going to be overspent. The vast majority of the savings are actually coming
from the core of the Department, within the corporate services area, so that is where it is and
again I will lay out some figures around that in a few minutes.
Dr Allison talked about recruitment and retention and again, I really cannot emphasise this
enough, we have got to get the culture right. It is not just about operations; it is about culture as
well, and that is something that I am keen to drive forward.
In relation to the comments by Mr Hooper – well, a very interesting speech, I am sure he
worked on it for quite a long time. Mr Hooper was saying we are facing cost pressures of
£12 million, and then said we should be coming forward for the £12 million supplementary vote,
but that would be completely irresponsible and reckless, to be perfectly frank, Mr President.
I made it quite clear from the moment I became Minister that we have got to ensure we
deliver services efficiently. And that means, unfortunately, keeping the pressure on the
individual divisions within the Department. If the divisions within the Department just believe
they can keep on spending and spending and spending, and it is all right because this Hon. Court
is just going to vote a large amount of money at the end of the year to cover it because it is the
health service, what message does that send out? What message would I be sending out as a
Minister for Health and Social Care when there are other Departments that require taxpayers
money as well to deliver various things. Why should I, as a Minister, believe it is right that just
because Noble’s overspends by that amount, that is the amount we should be going for? It is not
correct at all.
So there are efficiency savings. Mr Hooper says it is all cuts, it is not efficiency savings, but
then he did not lay out any examples of where these cuts are supposed to have happened. In
fact, in Noble’s case most of the overspend is in relation to the surgical and medical divisions, so
it is actually the treatment on the ground. For instance, the year-end forecast at the moment for
the surgical division, because bear in mind we are saying £9.5 million for Noble’s, the surgical
division is £3.9 million, just under £4 million, the medical division is £5 million, so if you add
those up that is basically nine of your £9.5 million, so it is the actual treatment of patients on the
ground, patients who are presenting, that has actually caused the overspend at Noble’s.
I can safely say that no division has been set a target or told ‘you must save money for it to
be transferred to Noble’s’ – that has not happened in any way shape or form. As I just referred
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to very briefly there in relation to mental health, for instance, mental health on the current
forecast I have in front of me is actually going to be £433,000 overspent. So it is completely
untrue that the community services are being told, ‘You have got to save money in order to
pump it into Noble’s.’ That is something I would never support because the whole principle is we
are trying to actually, as Dr Allinson quite rightly said, boost community services to get people
away from the acute. In fact, to be perfectly honest, if I had wanted to go down the route this
year of robbing Peter to pay Paul, Mr President, I would be coming back for a lot lower
underspend because I would have been diverting money away from the community services, but
I deliberately have not wanted to do that.
For instance, if we look at children and families, children and families is looking at coming in
underspent but they have at no point been told you must underspend and not meet your
budget. They have been able to introduce efficiencies; they have brought the fostering service
back in house, along with the adoption service, that has created synergies for them. They have
been looking at the way that they actually deliver services as well and the contracts that they
hold, that has saved them money. Mental health, they have managed to deliver the
e-clinics as well and are delivering on the mental and wellbeing plan. So it is not a case of we
have started robbing the community services to cover this expense at Noble’s.
Mr Hooper also mentioned about the physio and speech language services. I am beginning to
think he was not listening to the answers to the questions, Mr President, when I answered these
because he says again referring to them as cuts to service. The reason we have got the issue
with the services is not because they are not properly funded, it is because that are to do with
recruitment. We need to get the recruitment in place. And again, physio and speech language
services are ones that are under pressure in the UK as well, so it is not just us, it is trying to get
that recruitment in place. Once that recruitment is in place then, for instance, the satellite units
in the south and up in Ramsey will reopen. But at the moment it is not a safe environment to do
it in, which is why we have got to centralise it at Noble’s. It is no great plan to cut the service, it
is about ensuring we have got the right recruitment in place, and in fact with the speech
language service personally I have had discussions about potentially longer term wanting to
expand the service, once we have got the recruitment to even run what was there before.
Also Mr Hooper asked when was the overspend, well, the simple fact of the answer is it was
actually towards the end of January because although the he mentioned about the Chief
Executive of the Department and his evidence to the Public Accounts Committee, the £3 million
that was mentioned there was still as it was forecast but the forecast range at that point was up
to a maximum of £3 million, so the forecast point at that point, the £3 million quoted by the
Chief Exec, was the maximum forecast. There was actually a forecast that showed we could still
potentially come in at budget at that point because again I have got to emphasise the running
rate at the Department is £600,000 net per day, as Mr Moorhouse pointed out in his speech,
that equates to about six and a half days’ worth of expenditure. So when you are talking about
the running rate it can vary depending upon which set of figures you are looking at at any one
time. So the only time we were absolutely certain that we needed to come back for a
supplementary vote was heading towards the end of January, which is when we also informed
Treasury, if I remember correctly, that was towards the end of January as well, that we would
definitely need something on the table potentially to come to this particular sitting.
Also in relation to that running rate of the £600,000 a day, normally January is one of the
worst months up at the Hospital because of the winter pressures and so on. The figures were
still up and down for the January period, whereas normally we would have forecast a very bad
January, we did not particularly have one this year, so that altered the figures again, the
December-January, so we really did not know whether we would have to come forward for a
supplementary vote. But I think it is prudent, as I say, prudence is king and that is exactly what
we have done.
Mr Hooper asked in relation to Noble’s Hospital savings and he asked what specifically is the
£4 million going to be broken down on, my quick maths in front of me from the projects I have in
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front of me, of the £7 million Noble’s savings plan I get it to about £3.5 million that has been
delivered, so about 50% of it.
In relation to what is the £4 million going to be spent on, one of the reasons we have not
gone into great detail is the figure is still shifting. So, as I said in my opening remarks,
Mr President, we are not certain we will need the £4 million, but to give Mr Hooper and the
Hon. Court an indication, £2.7 million of it, as referred to in my original speech, would be in
relation to pay awards, the £647,000, again referred to my speech, about the offset to tertiary,
one-off cases, and in fact if Hon. Members would actually like to know the figures around that,
for instance, there was a neuropsychology treatment case that cost us £217,000 as a one off,
there was a complex paediatric renal treatment at £330,000 and there was a proton beam
therapy at a £100,000. So this is the problem with health and social care, costs can mount very
quickly. There is also the £250,000 which I referred to again in my opening remarks in relation to
the catering services. And then there is also the £434,000 overspend potentially in mental
health, which I am sure Mr Hooper will not begrudge the mental health service, which is one of
the community services, having that potentially as well.
Moving on to Mr Robertshaw’s comments, Mr President, in relation to what he said I think
clarity and honesty are important. I do not think there has been any posturing really,
Mr President, I have certainly not tried to posture. I think I am the first person ever who has
probably come forward posturing saying he is disappointed about what has had to come
forward and also saying we have got a long way to go, particularly in terms of digital strategy
operations at Noble’s. If Mr Robertshaw listens to the full length of the speeches I have given on
the Public Accounts Committee report and also the inquiries he will actually see I have admitted
we have still got an awful lot of work to do, an awful long way to go. So I am not trying to
underestimate it and again, like I say, I do not think it is much posturing laying out in the speech
all the challenges we face and saying we have got to get a grip of them. It is not good enough to
just come back year after year needing more money. We have got to get a grip on them and
deliver things in the most sensible manner that we can.
In relation to Minister Cannan, I welcome his support, and I thank him for that. We have over
the year strived to control costs, we have engaged very much with Treasury and I would like to
thank him and his Treasury team for engaging back with us. They have been very supportive of
DHSC and I cannot thank them enough for that.
I think we have embraced some of the challenges that have come forward. Again, I do not
want to posture and sound like I am saying there are no challenges ahead, so I will be careful
there, just for Mr Robertshaw’s case, but it is important that we embrace those challenges and
we deliver on them. It is all very well embracing them but we have to deliver on them, and that
is what I want to be judged by, is the delivery.
In relation to Mr Moorhouse, finally, I quite agree there is a progressive management team at
Noble’s and I think actually we are moving forward. It is not at as fast a pace as I would like, it is
not at as fast a pace as I am sure many Hon. Members would like, but we are moving forward
and we will get there.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Members, the motion is set out at Item 4, Supplementary Vote, in the
name of the Minister for Health and Social Care, 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 20, Noes 0
FOR
Dr Allinson
Mr Ashford
Mr Baker
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mrs Caine
Mr Callister
Mr Cannan
Mr Cregeen
Mr Harmer
Mr Hooper
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Perkins
Mr Quayle
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Deputy Speaker
Mr Thomas

AGAINST
None

The Deputy Speaker: Mr President, in the Keys, 20 for, and none against.
In the Council – Ayes 9, Noes 0
FOR
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mr Henderson
The Lord Bishop
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Maska
Mrs Poole-Wilson
Mrs Sharpe

2445

AGAINST
None

The President: And in Council, 9 for, none against. The motion carries unanimously.
The Court will now adjourn until 2.30 p.m.
The Court adjourned at 1.10 p.m.
and resumed its sitting at 2.30 p.m.

5. Supplementary Vote –
Department of Home Affairs –
Motion carried
The Minister for Home Affairs to move:
That Tynwald authorises the Treasury, in respect of the year ended 31st March 2019, to apply
from the General Revenue a sum not exceeding £1,551,000 being the additional amount
required by the Department of Home Affairs in respect of excess expenditure incurred in the
provision of its services. [MEMO]
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We have completed Item 4; we turn to Item 5, Supplementary Vote. Minister for Home
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The Minister for Home Affairs (Mr Malarkey): Thank you, Mr President.
Last month, this Hon. Court agreed to support the Treasury Budget. In that Budget, my
Department received an additional funding of £4.2 million as well as almost £6 million in
planned capital spend over the next five years. I am grateful for the support of the Hon.
Members who recognise the important contribution my Department makes to ensure this Island
remains a safe place to live and work. I am also grateful to the Minister and Members of the
Treasury who listened to the challenges we are facing and recognised the need to take action.
It may seem odd, then, that I am now coming to seek approval for an overspend in this
financial year. I would like to reassure Hon. Members that I would not be here if it was not
absolutely necessary. Unfortunately, we have been papering over the cracks for too long and
this is the end result. Over the past eight years, the Department has tried to make do, we have
had few budgetary increases and yet public expectation remains high.
We will continue to keep offenders in secure conditions and work hard to return them to our
community, and put less risk to our public. We will always respond to fires, road traffic collisions
and floods as we make sure our communities are safe to live in. We will continue to tackle all
types of crime to protect the most vulnerable in our society and we will always ensure that there
is someone at the end of the line when you call 999. It is worth noting that in the UK,
Mr President, many police forces no longer send an officer to a report of a non-violent burglary.
But we do not particularly want that to happen over here, sir.
In many ways, although the nature of the demand has changed, the level of demand has not.
It may be helpful for Members to understand where the overspend has now come from. In
2016, the Department responded to recommendations arising from the Moneyval assessment,
significantly and quickly expanding the capacity of the Economic Crime Unit. This rapid growth
was necessary, but was not budgeted for. The overspend, mainly on staffing costs, was
addressed by Treasury in 2017-18 through the use of the Revenue Contingency Fund and
totalled almost £500,000. Prior to this, funding was allocated from the Seized Asset Fund; but
this is not a sustainable approach.
As the Economic Crime Unit has developed and the Financial Intelligence Unit has become
increasingly effective, so the requirements of the ECU have become clearer. My Department has
worked to produce a realistic zero-based budget for the ECU which helped inform the 2019-20
budget. This did not, however, address the additional cost pressures generated in this financial
year. In addition, the ECU has several large and complex ongoing cases which require in-depth
forensic accounting.
At present, my Department has no capacity for this service and so must buy in this service
from outside. The current estimation showed that we will end the year having spent almost a
quarter of a million pounds to provide the necessary information on the complex, multijurisdiction and often opaque financial structures which are being investigated. We have not
historically had a budget for this area. For next year I have committed to bringing much of this
work in-house and hopefully make it much cheaper for the future running of the Department.
The other main cost driver is staff costs. In total, 655 people work in the Department, keeping
people safe and responding to emergencies, most of them on the front line. Around 91% of our
costs are fixed, with 78% being staff costs and 10% being loan charges. This means there is very
little buffer for costs when prices start to increase. The majority of the Department's pay
increases this year were around 3%, including the average PSC pay claim. The total cost of our
pay awards is an extra £600,000. As I said, there is very little wriggle room in my Department
and, even with the additional 1% uplift provided by Treasury we have no way of finding
2% without cutting front-line services.
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So in conclusion, Hon. Members, a number of cost pressures have built up over a period of
time and we have nowhere left to go. Next year's budget includes funding to address most of
these cost pressures, which I am grateful to the Treasury and this Hon. Court for awarding us
this year. We have also committed to finding a saving of £250,000 with increased financial
controls on spending and amendments in our Department. The Department is also underway
with a priority budgeting exercise in our Central Division which will clearly identify where we are
spending money and allow us to make better informed decisions on how we spend that money
in future.
I would ask Members to consider our request favourably today and moving forward.
Mr President, in the explanatory note that has been circulated today with this bid, it clearly
states where the money for the overspend will be going. It shows you the pay awards, the ECU
and police operations. This is money that we have been moving from one place to another place
over the last few years trying to make up the difference, basically, and we can no longer do it.
We did approach Treasury some 18 months ago and put them in the picture then and again I
thank Treasury for their understanding for the budget for this year.
I would ask the Court to support this £1.551 million today and I would like to move, sir.
The President: Hon. Member for Douglas East, Miss Bettison.
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Miss Bettison: Thank you, Mr President.
I am pleased to second my Department’s Supplementary Vote as tabled today. In doing so I
would like to state that I am delighted that the 2019-20 DHA budget allows for additional
resources with our service provision – much-needed resources across our key services working
towards our vision of a safer Island.
We have voted to give additional resilience to our Police Force through the Economic Crime
Unit, Financial Intelligence Unit and the Roads Policing Unit, as well as community policing.
These are welcome and extremely positive moves supporting the excellent work of our Island
Police Force. However, we must be aware that with more successful prosecutions will come
more prison sentences, more community service orders and more rehabilitation requirements
for offenders; and all this requires interaction with trained probation and prison officers.
In addition, we must improve the support we give to victims of crime and the option of
restorative justice. It had appeared that the increase in community orders was attributable to a
push towards community sentencing and a reduction in prison numbers; but in fact the data is
showing increases in numbers of those offenders interacting with both the Prison and Probation
Services.
I fully support the motion and the exceptional work of our front-line teams across the
Department but feel that Hon. Members must be aware of the many ongoing challenges faced
within the Department of Home Affairs.
Thank you.
The President: Deputy Speaker, Mr Robertshaw.

2540

2545

The Deputy Speaker: Thank you, Mr President.
I think at this stage it is appropriate – when looking back over the years and seeing how
tremendously hard the DHA has worked to stay within budgets and to control its budget – that
his Department is to be utterly commended for all the work that has gone on in recent years to
achieve what they have. And it is utterly inevitable of course with these additional duties and
responsibilities that come out of Moneyval et al that they should need more money.
So I congratulate the Minister.
Mr Thomas: Hear, hear.
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The President: I call on the mover to reply, Mr Malarkey.
2550

2555

2560

2565

The Minister: Well, Mr President, there is not an awful lot I can say.
I do thank my seconder and in reading her speech beforehand today I said this is a debate for
another day. I think what my seconder is saying, and what I am saying, is it has been a difficult
couple of years where we have been trying to get our budget balanced within the Department.
Thanks to this year’s budget we are hoping to be on track next year and we are moving forward;
but we still have challenges, I think, was what Miss Bettison is trying to tell us.
I said in my Budget speech that the pressure is now coming on to Probation, because how
successful we are in other areas must be recognised. So because I have got a great budget this
year and because I have come back for a supplementary please do not expect me to go away,
because next year I will be looking for money for Probation!
So with that, I would like to move, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Members, the motion before the Court is set out at Item 5, the
Supplementary Vote in the name of the Minister for Home Affairs. Those in favour, say aye;
against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.
A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
In the Keys – Ayes 20, Noes 0
FOR
Dr Allinson
Mr Ashford
Mr Baker
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mrs Caine
Mr Callister
Mr Cannan
Mr Cregeen
Mr Harmer
Mr Hooper
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Perkins
Mr Quayle
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Deputy Speaker
Mr Thomas

AGAINST
None

The Deputy Speaker: Mr President, in the Keys, 20 for and none against.
In the Council – Ayes 9, Noes 0
FOR
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mr Henderson
Mrs Hendy
The Lord Bishop
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Poole-Wilson
Mrs Sharpe

AGAINST
None
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The President: And in Council 9 for, none against. The motion carries.

6. Regional Sewage Treatment Strategy – Phase 2 –
Expenditure approved
The Chair of the Manx Utilities Authority (Dr Allinson) to move:
That Tynwald approves Manx Utilities Authority incurring expenditure not exceeding
£23,500,000 in respect of the construction of the Regional Sewage Treatment Strategy –
Phase 2.
[Reference ‘Regional Sewage Treatment Works for Peel, Laxey and Baldrine’ under the
heading ‘Manx Utilities Authority’ on page 33 of the Isle of Man Budget 2019-20, under the
‘Capital Programme Future Schemes – Phasing of Capital Schemes from 2019-20’ on page 107
of the Isle of Man Budget 2019-20.]
The President: Item 6, Regional Sewage Treatment Strategy, Phase 2, I call on the Chair of
the Manx Utilities Authority, Dr Allinson, to move.
2570

2575

2580

2585

2590

2595

2600

The Chairman of the Manx Utilities Authority (Dr Allinson): Thank you, Mr President.
I stand before this Hon. Court to ask for permission to deliver on a promise – a promise to the
people of this Island that by the end of this administration we would no longer be pumping raw
sewage into our sea and letting the debris wash up on our beaches and damage our marine
environment.
Phase 2 of the Regional Sewage Treatment Strategy (RSTS2) plans to finally provide sewage
treatment plants to serve Peel, Laxey and Baldrine along with further upgrades at Meary Veg.
Extensive and successful public consultations in Peel and Laxey have finally identified solutions
to modernise their sewage infrastructure. In Peel a suitable site has been purchased and plans
refined. In Laxey, at the request of local residents and elected representatives, Manx Utilities are
exploring a number of options and sites to arrive at the best solution for this historic community.
In Baldrine a site is yet to be selected, but there is ongoing investigation to determine a subtle
and unobtrusive scheme to provide appropriate sewage treatment for the whole community.
As we come to the end of Phase 1 of the Regional Sewage Treatment Strategy, which
updated many of the Island’s sewage treatment works and brought for the first time sewage
treatment to Port Lewaigue, Ramsey and Andreas, lessons learnt will be applied at the three
remaining sites. All the new plants will have odour-suppression equipment installed as standard
and ultraviolet treatment provided to deal with remaining bacteria, where necessary.
I am grateful to the thorough review carried out last year by the Environment and
Infrastructure Policy Review Committee (A Member: Hear, hear.) into our plans for Peel. They
appreciated the complex nature of water pollution and the various causes which must be
confronted. They also successfully argued that Tynwald should adopt the European Union 2006
bathing water quality standards – an argument that has been accepted.
DEFA will be returning to this Hon. Court in November to secure approval for plans to
establish which areas along our coastline should be designated as bathing beaches, when
bathing seasons should be classified, and when and how testing should be carried out.
The Committee took evidence before this decision but felt that extended outfall pipes would
be necessary to comply with future standards. Whilst we wait for those revised standards, we
are committed to deliver our promise to treat sewage and end raw discharges. We will also
commit to continually monitor our performance and do whatever is necessary in the future to
comply with the standards agreed by this Court. We are confident that our planned schemes will
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2605

2610

deliver safe, clean beaches and sustainable sewage treatment for a growing population. If, in the
future, these standards change we will continue to improve our sewage plants using the best
and most sustainable technology available to meet the challenges you set.
This year’s Budget sets aside £23.5 million for these RSTS2 schemes. I ask you to support this
motion before you so that Manx Utilities can finalise plans, start construction and deliver on the
Programme for Government.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mr Crookall.
Mr Crookall: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to second and reserve my remarks.
The President: Hon. Member for Onchan, Mr Callister.

2615

2620

2625

2630

2635

2640

Mr Callister: Thank you, Mr President.
I thank the Chairman of the MUA for his motion today and for moving this forward. I think as
Chairman of the Environment and Infrastructure Policy Review Committee I am pleased that this
is now moving on and we have moved away from the original debate which was which way was
the best for Peel with regard to regional and centralisation. I think Peel is due to get this work
undertaken as soon as possible for the people of Peel and, more importantly, for visitors visiting
our Island.
I only really have one question for the Chairman, if possible, and this relates in respect to the
actual cost. We know they are proposing to spend just over £12 million – £12.8 million – in Peel
and, for this, the people of Peel and visitors visiting that location will get a ‘good’ beach. That is
based down on the MUA’s own directive where they are categorising the sort of bathing
qualities in four categories – excellent, good, sufficient and poor.
So the question I have got to the Chairman of the MUA is for £12.8 million they believe it is
going to be good, a good quality standard of beach, but will it comply with the EU Directive 2006
with regard to the bathing quality directive?
My other concern is relating to how much will actually be spent in Peel over the next period,
5, 10, 15 years, because I still believe that Peel, if we are going to achieve excellent bathing
standards in that area, will need to extend its pipe. I know the Chairman has already highlighted
in the documentation he provided the Committee, which I am extremely grateful to the
Chairman for allowing us to have sight of – it clearly says the furthest sea outfall pipe extension
may be required – and I use that word ‘may’; and this may require an expenditure of another
£5 million, along with looking at UV technology to reduce that.
I was just hoping that the Chairman can answer that question with regard to the standard:
does it comply with EU Directives 2006; and when will the people of Peel and tourists visiting
this area get an ‘excellent’ beach?
Thank you.
The President: Hon. Member for Ayre and Michael, Mr Baker.

2645

2650

Mr Baker: Thank you very much, Mr President.
I rise to congratulate the Chairman of the Manx Utilities in bringing this motion before us
today and I think that what this delivers, which is ending raw discharges into the Irish Sea, is a
tremendous achievement. It will be a real positive legacy from this administration. The
continued discharge of untreated sewage and all that goes with it into the Irish Sea has been a
national disgrace. (Mr Crookall: Hear, hear.) It was tremendous to see the results of Phase 1, but
it is even better to see the Authority now completing the job in Phase 2.
It is very clear in my own constituency of Ayre and Michael that the benefits of the sewage
treatment being introduced around Andreas and, in particular, Ramsey has transformed the
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beaches in a positive way and also played its part in our wider environmental obligations as well,
which has been commented on by people like Bill Dale of Beach Buddies.
So this is really important. I am delighted to see it coming forward today. I am equally
delighted to see the lessons being learned from Phase 1 by the Authority; in particular, with
Phase 2, as the Chairman has already said, incorporated odour-control mechanisms. I would just
like for the record – I know that this is part of the Chairman’s plans to go back and retrofit into
Balladoole to end the emissions problems that have been experienced by local residents there.
I cannot see it in the paper that has been submitted, an explicit reference to either the
funding of that or the timing, so I would just like his assurance as to when that is going to be
done and that he has got the budget there to do it. But I very much look forward to seeing the
completion of Phase 2 and a real positive legacy from this administration.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Member for Douglas East, Miss Bettison.

2670

2675

2680

2685

2690

2695

2700

2705

Miss Bettison: Thank you, Mr President.
I welcome the progress made by the MUA and the Chairman on stopping the discharge of
raw sewage into our waters and hope that the budget requested will now allow us to achieve
the 2006 bathing water standards that were avoided for so long.
My concerns lie around whether the level of funding outlined will allow for all the
appropriate treatment of the sewage that will lead to any discharge into the sea through both
planned discharge and storm surges, leaving our waters compliant with the 2006 EU bathing
water standards.
If we were monitoring against the UK Bathing Water Regulations 2013, we would have had to
declassify Peel as a bathing water beach as it has been rated ‘poor’ under the 2006 guidelines
for more than five years. It is imperative that the working construction of the regional sewage
treatment facilities resolves this completely and considerations around the UV treatment and an
extension of the outfall pipe remain key considerations for achieving this.
I am pleased that the hon. mover has referred to the relevance of a bathing season. In the
days before wetsuits and drysuits the majority of swimming happened during the tourist holiday
season. I am aware of many people who now bathe in our harbours and bays all year round,
either for swimming or to participate in some of the excellent activities that are offered here.
Coasteering, kayaking and paddleboarding are not restricted to a bathing season and, in view of
the fact that the majority of storm surges happen outside of the bathing season, perhaps now is
the time to move to year-round testing. In fact, in just a few days for the Open Island weekend
there will be events in our waters, but testing of bathing water standards will not commence
until the middle of May.
I appreciate the bathing water season is defined and accepted as part of a standard
methodology for compliance with the EU bathing water standards, but do you feel that an
extension of our reporting season would be a benefit to our Island? As we have chosen to
comply only under our own terms up until now, perhaps we could now choose to go one step
further.
Some areas in the adjacent island have also launched schemes where if a combined sewer
overflows due to heavy rainfall a live notification is raised to notify the public that raw sewage
may be entering the bathing water. I wonder whether the new technology proposed at the Peel
site might allow a trial of software such as this. We also heard recently this consideration of
reducing the number of bathing water quality testing sites across the Island – a move which
would be premature until we are completely confident in our year-round compliance at all of
our bathing beaches. The nature of tidal water flows can often lead to delayed dispersal times
and must be taken into account in any monitoring methods.
As we move towards completion of the IRIS Project, I would appreciate the hon. mover’s
comments on the compliance with bathing water standards in those areas already served by
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sewage management facilities, such as the Douglas Broadway testing site where, despite
comprehensive sewerage facilities being in place, the results have been ‘poor’ for six of the past
eight years, rising to ‘sufficient’ only twice in 2016 and 2017, and reverting to ‘poor’ in 2018. If
this is reflective of our compliance in those areas with regional treatment works, I hope we can
also ensure investment in the sewerage networks in areas such as Douglas Broadway to do all
necessary to bring them up to compliance with the 2006 bathing water standards.
This is a key reputational issue for our Island, the beauty of which has been rightly recognised
by UNESCO with our Biosphere status. As a parliament we have a duty to ensure that our
residents and visitors can enjoy our bathing water areas confident that they are not putting their
health at risk.
Thank you.
The President: Hon. Member for Ramsey, Mr Hooper.

2720

2725

2730

2735

Mr Hooper: Thank you very much, Mr President.
First, I would just like to rise and echo the comments made by the Hon. Member for Ayre and
Michael; this is long past due, I think, getting some of this work done. My only query for the
hon. mover actually is I am not quite sure on the amounts he is asking for. In the budget that
was approved this year Tynwald had already approved half a million for this scheme and there
was £2.9 million for the year 2019-20 to be further approved, but he is asking for £3.5 million
and I think we have already approved the first half a million of that. I just want to check that this
is not going to be double counting some of these figures; we are only approving the total
amount to be spent just the once.
The second question really is: as part of the Budget, the capital programme outlined this year
to spend, £3.5 million, did not outline anything past that. So the capital programme was
absolutely silent on the next four years and yet today we are being asked to approve the next
three years with a spend totalling another £20 million.
So again it is almost as if this has come a bit out of the blue, in respect of that the Budget did
not identify that this onward spend would be coming. Although I think we all knew it was
coming, in fairness. So I would just like some clarity from the hon. mover on why this was not
included in the capital programme in the Budget document, and whether or not he is definitely
not asking us to approve something we have already approved in respect of the first
£3.5 million, which I was under the impression had already been – or at least partly – approved.
Thank you, Mr President.

2740

The President: Hon. Member for Peel and Glenfaba, Mr Harmer.

2745

2750

2755

Mr Harmer: Thank you, Mr President, Hon. Members.
I would like to just rise to congratulate the MUA and to fully support the MUA’s financial
motion today, which completes the Regional Sewage Strategy across the Island. It fulfils the
Programme for Government and finally completes the Strategy which actually began in the late
1980s. It is interesting we are talking about 2006 standards, but when this whole project started
it was 1976 and it was much closer to us than we are today.
Critically, it will mean that we no longer pump untreated raw sewage in the sea at Baldrine,
Laxey and Peel for the benefit of all families, children, bathers and those that use the waters.
These are some of the best beaches on the Island and significant populations, with Peel being
the third largest conurbation in the Isle of Man. Friends of the Earth and Beach Buddies and
Commissioners and everybody on the Island agree that we need to stop pumping raw sewage,
plastics and baby wipes into the sea.
Beach Buddies have seen the dramatic transformation of Ramsey Beach with the elimination
of sanitary products and baby wipes. Sadly, this is not the case for Peel and Laxey. Peel has one
of the best sandy beaches for bathing on the Island and the centre for coasteering, sailing, wild
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marine observation, fishing and sea kayaking. However, we have one of the most polluted
beaches through discharge of raw sewage and leachate into our sea. Laxey is one of the best
beaches on the Island and popular, particularly in the summer; again, it is highly polluted.
This motion will finally, at last, mean clean beaches across the whole of our beautiful Island
and as part of our Biosphere status it is absolutely critical. I urge Members to give full support.
In reference to whether an outfall pipe is needed in the future, at the end of the day at the
moment we are just pumping raw sewage right out into the sea, we are putting unfiltered,
everything just goes. That may meet the ‘excellent’ standards; I know the MUA have believed
that it might actually meet ‘excellent’ standards, but if at some point the outfall pipe needs to be
increased for storm water … but it is a discrete project. It is a completely discrete project.
Just to give some reassurance on the finance – I am sure the MUA will come on to this point –
it is exactly the same as the Promenade scheme where we went for the full amount which was
over three years. So it is an identical process; it was in the Pink Book and so forth.
With that, I urge Members to support this motion.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mr Henderson.

2775

2780

2785

2790

Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
I rise to support Dr Allinson’s motion here this afternoon and would like to say, ‘Excellent.
Well done, MUA!’ and in special reference to the environmental issues we were discussing this
morning via the Minister, Hon. Member, Mr Boot, for his environmental statement, this is one of
those occasions where Government can clearly demonstrate a responsible attitude towards the
environment and put a big green tick in the environmental box, especially with regard to not just
climate change but to the fact of the other issues being highlighted by scientists throughout the
world with regard to poisoning our planet and the pollution of our planet. Here we are, here is
one big step forward and, as other Hon. Members have said, a big green tick in our Biosphere
box and building upon our status as well.
Certainly for all the points that the Hon. Member for Ayre and Michael, Mr Baker said, and
indeed for Douglas East, Miss Bettison said, in the improvements in the general quality for our
localised environment inhabitants and visitors as well, Eaghtyrane. It seems centuries ago that I
was here listening to the IRIS debates of the day, going back: ‘Will we get there? Won’t we get
there? What are we going to do?’ It has been a tortuous route, I can assure all Hon. Members
here today of that fact – the barracking that Government got during its progression of trying to
get some sort of raw sewage treatment process put in place. I have always been supportive of
sewage treatment and, indeed, the original plans, to be quite honest, because I could see the
environmental importance of them.
So it is a good day today and I am very pleased with what has been proposed, Eaghtyrane.

2795

The President: Deputy Speaker, Mr Robertshaw.

2800

2805

The Deputy Speaker: Thank you, Mr President.
A good day, indeed.
It is no coincidence, I think, that the three Members of the Environment and Infrastructure
Committee that produced that report have all spoken today. We all recall – as indeed the Clerk
of Tynwald will recall and Francisca – how much work went into that and how pleased we are
with the strong and positive response to the recommendations from MUA and Tynwald as a
whole. All extremely good news and it has gone a long way – and I hope he passes this message
on to his colleagues in MU – to re-establish a really strong sense of trust that now exists on our
part, in the team there, doing their best to get the standards to an appropriate level.
I just want to finish on one question and I am a bit unclear here. He brings forward a motion
concerning a number of millions of pounds; he details where that expenditure will go and we
will get our support, I am sure. But where I am not clear, and if he can help me on this one, he
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clearly talked about the storm surges at Lake Road, which I think was 49 times in a year and
something like 52 to 53 storm surges on the Promenade in Douglas; and I think his statement or
his information was honest enough to say that that excluded anything less than raw sewage
disposal, less than 50m3, which is a pretty big amount, and also I think it was anything less than
10 minutes; so in fact then the actual number of storm surges could very well be significantly
more.
In a completely different Committee to do with understanding how tidal flows work in
Douglas, it is certainly clear to me that the way the eddies flow could essentially capture the
storm surges from coming out from the river from Lake Road into the sea, and then the ones
emanating from the southern end of the Promenade could actually get captured in a swirl and
significantly increase the intensity of the sewage in that area – which brings me on to another
point which I think my colleague from Douglas East, Miss Bettison, has mentioned, which is the
importance of having more than one test point on the Promenade in the future.
So if he could perhaps explain to the Hon. Court how he intends to tackle these issues and is
he willing to keep more than one test site on Douglas Promenade?

2825

The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mr Crookall.

2830

2835

2840

2845

2850

Mr Crookall: Thank you, Mr President.
I am really happy and pleased to be here and second this motion today. As somebody who in
1991 on Peel Commissioners was asked to come into Douglas for a briefing on what was the
original plan down at Meary Veg, and then to be the Chairman of the Water and Sewerage
Authority in 2011 and come here for £40 million for Regional Sewage Treatment Strategy 1, I am
delighted to be able to second this motion here today.
I am not going to try and answer some of the questions on behalf of our Chairman, because
he will do that, and if I do that I will make a mess of what he has already got lined up, because I
see he has been writing profusely down there. Just to say I thank everybody for their support
here today.
The people of Peel, and not only the business people of Peel but the people of Peel and the
west, have been waiting for this for a long, long time. (A Member: Hear, hear.) It is absolutely
essential, not only for the people of Peel but for the people of the Isle of Man and the visitors to
the Isle of Man, that this happens – and for Laxey and Baldrine. It is way beyond time that this
happened. It is a good day today if we support this. It is good for Peel and it is good for the
environment. We have heard from Mr Baker about how good it has been for the north and we
have heard about Bill Dale and how he has supported it and how he thinks it is really good.
I would just ask all Members – including Mr Callister, who I have had numerous chats with
about the extension of the pipeline in Peel and how he has been promised it will be looked at in
the future; if it is needed it will be done, subject to Tynwald approval, of course, and for Laxey.
I would just ask all Members to support us today for the good of Peel, the West, the Isle of
Man and the visitors to the Isle of Man.
Thank you very much indeed, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Member for Peel and Glenfaba, Mr Boot.

2855

2860

Mr Boot: Thank you, Mr President.
I thought I would say a few words from two angles. First of all, I echo my colleague
Mr Harmer’s remarks from a constituency point of view. This is long overdue and at long last
there is progress. And from a DEFA point of view, these sewage treatment works are the last
pieces in the jigsaw that will enable us to revisit the 2006 EU bathing water standards in
November and I think we will be able to meet those going forward, (A Member: Hear, hear.)
which is something that I think will be a feather in our cap, a tick in the box for Biosphere and
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will enable me to hold my head up high when I go to BIC or Environment Ministers’ conferences.
We have complete tertiary treatment throughout the whole Island and I support the proposal.
The President: Hon. Member for Garff, Mr Perkins.
2865

2870

Mr Perkins: Thank you, Mr President.
The Minister for the Environment has actually stolen my thunder a little bit. I will not go into
what everybody else has said because I fully endorse what people have been saying, but what I
was going to say is having been to the recent British-Irish Council meeting on rubbish in the Irish
Sea and hearing what everybody else is discharging and the rubbish that comes from other
nations, we can be out there as leaders holding our head up high and we have fulfilled our
Biosphere criteria, so I thank the Chairman of the MUA for that.
The President: Hon. Member for Garff, Mrs Caine.

2875

2880

2885

2890

2895
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Mrs Caine: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to echo what other Members have said and congratulate the Chairman of the
Manx Utilities for bringing this before us today.
Peel has had a lot of mentions and I just wanted to give a little cheer for the fact that Laxey
and Baldrine will complete the picture and will result in stopping any discharge of raw sewage
into the Irish Sea and that will complete Garff as well being part of the cleaner beaches, cleaner
seas, for both locals and visitors.
But one word of caution, which the Chairman has been very good to engage with the
community on: the sewage treatment works proposed in Laxey are unlike the other areas, which
are at some distance from the centres of population or hidden from view. This would be
potentially in the conservation area of old Laxey and it is just a plea to say thank you for
engaging with the community and will he give an assurance that the best possible design will be
pursued to get the right design, the right sewage works, to meet the needs of visitors to the
village as much as doing the job of stopping raw sewage being discharged into the Irish Sea?
Overall, I cannot think that anybody would not want to support this improvement, and as
people have said, it truly enables the Isle of Man to stand tall and celebrate once again our
Biosphere Reserve status. (A Member: Hear, hear.)
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: I call on the Chair of the Manx Utilities Authority, Dr Allinson, to reply.
The Chairman: Thank you very much, Mr President.
First of all, I would like to thank all the people who have spoken with their congratulations for
this project. We still are at the early stages. This is basically giving your approval to spend the
money to move forward. These congratulations go to the staff of Manx Utilities, who have
worked tirelessly to keep our utilities going, and the board are very proud of what they can
achieve now and in the future.
If I can just go through some of the specific questions – and some of them are quite technical,
so I will try to address them as succinctly and as accurately as possible.
The Hon. Member, Mr Callister, asked a couple of questions, including the whole life cost of
the plant, and also made comment about the £5 million for the outfall pipe if that was needed.
The £5 million is reference to outfall pipes for Peel and Laxey if they were both needed, and that
is just an indicative price. We have not costed that yet, although we do constantly survey these
two outfall pipes and they are in good condition.
He asks whether the works at Peel will comply with the 2006 water bathing standards. The
EU water bathing standards are classified as excellent, good, sufficient or poor, and certainly in
terms of Peel it is predicted that we can get to the ‘excellent’ standard – it can be achieved by
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providing UV treatment to the final effluent without the need of a costly outfall pipe. The
question really is in terms of the number of storm spills from Peel pumping station, and if that
exceeds the number of spills required for the ‘excellent’ standard we may have to downgrade
that to ‘good’, but this is based on theoretical network modelling and dispersion modelling and
really what we need to do is get on, build this plant and then see what we can actually achieve.
There have been references to the 2006 water quality standards, and certainly Miss Bettison
makes reference to those as well and asks the very important questions about when, where and
how you do the testing. Again, in November DEFA will be coming back for approval to answer
those very questions. At the moment, we do test 19 locations around the Island and since 2010
have been doing that on the 2006 bathing water standards. But these 19 sites are not all
beaches, they are other areas where people might go out to use them for watersports, for
kayaking, for sailing and even for surfing, and I think it is a very good question to say, ‘Where are
you going to test and how are you going to test?’
One of the key determinants that this Hon. Court has to decide in November is what target
you want to reach and how much that might cost, because if you want to do excellent water
quality right the way round the Island it may be impossible. Sewage treatment works and
stopping the discharge of raw and unscreened sewage into the seas is only one component to
the pollution of our seas. DEFA have actually said that they will be looking into pollution coming
down our rivers, pollution from people’s septic tanks not being maintained properly, pollution
from agriculture; but also we have to be aware of pollution from other parts of our marine
environment, particularly passing ships. So it is not just the water quality in the sewage
treatment plants that we have to account for; it goes slightly wider than that. But if I can try to
satisfy Mr Callister that we will be aiming for ‘excellent’, we think we can get there, but there
are certain times whereby our system is flooded by heavy rains. We do get a mixture of sewage
and surface water and what we are trying to do in Peel, but also particularly in Douglas, is
eradicate those.
I would like to thank Mr Baker for his comments. We do actually have excellent water quality
in Ramsey Bay due to the situation of Balladoole and I can confirm that the board have agreed to
retrofit odour suppression at Balladoole. We did not think we would need to do it at the outset,
but because of the representations from both of the local MHKs of that area, the board have
agreed to retrofit odour suppression 24 hours a day, seven days a week, and we have sought
Treasury concurrence for that expenditure and will go ahead with that.
In terms of the other comment from Miss Bettison about Douglas Bay, obviously, being one
of the premier beaches of the Island there are some questions there in terms of where the
pollution is coming from and how to eradicate it completely: how much of it might be coming
from the harbour itself, because it is a working harbour, and how much of it is coming from the
sewage outflows, which can happen at certain times.
And perhaps to answer a question from Mr Robertshaw as well, I can confirm that we have
got planned alterations to optimise the use of the storage at Loch Prom and Queen’s Prom
pumping stations and forward additional flows to Meary Veg during the bathing season.
We are also, during the time that the prom is being developed, looking to remove some of
the foul water connections from the surface water network so that they do not run off into the
sewage system as well, to try to alleviate some of these storm outflows. So, in combination with
the work carried out by the DoI, we are trying to do as much as we can in that situation to
minimise pollution into Douglas Bay.
As I said, where you test, how you test and what actual standard you go for I think is possibly
for a different debate at another time in this Hon. Court, but just to remember that sewage
treatment works are one of the components but we need to be careful we do not go for – as
previous administrations perhaps could be blamed for – a Rolls-Royce, very expensive solution
that actually does not do the job that we want, which is to really look at bathing water quality
rather than just quality, full stop.
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I would like to thank Mr Hooper for his comments. There is no double counting and the full
capital spending was detailed in the Budget; however, it is one of Manx Utilities’ duties to come
before this Hon. Court and ask for permission to use that expenditure. Again, this is not the total
cost; this is the budget for the cost. The first phase of our STS came in quite under budget. We
are hoping we can do the same this time, but obviously we will be chasing some of these targets
and chasing some of the water quality.
I would like to thank Mr Harmer for his comments. Obviously, as Minister of our supporting
Department, our liaison with him is very important throughout this process.
Again, I would like to thank Mr Henderson for his comments.
I would like to thank Mr Crookall as Vice-Chair of Manx Utilities, and also Mr Boot for his
comments and the way he points out that improved water quality is not only for our own benefit
but also in terms of our international reputation and ties in with the Biosphere status.
And last but by no means least, I would like to thank the Hon. Members for Garff, Mr Perkins
and Mrs Caine, both for their support and their liaison during the public consultation process.
This is still ongoing. We are still trying to select the best site. We are still doing quite a lot of
work on Laxey and certainly we will be trying to present as much open and transparent
information during the planning process so that we can get all the local people on board with
the eventual scheme, and that scheme will be the best possible design we can come up with.
With that, Mr President, I would like to thank everyone for their contributions and beg to
move this motion.
The President: Hon. Members, I put the question at Item 6, that Tynwald approves the Manx
Utilities Authority incurring expenditure not exceeding £23.5 million in respect of the
construction of the Regional Sewage Treatment Strategy, Phase 2. 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 20, Noes 0
FOR
Dr Allinson
Mr Ashford
Mr Baker
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mrs Caine
Mr Callister
Mr Cannan
Mr Cregeen
Mr Harmer
Mr Hooper
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Perkins
Mr Quayle
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Deputy Speaker
Mr Thomas

AGAINST
None

The Deputy Speaker: Mr President, in the Keys 20 for and none against.
In the Council – Ayes 9, Noes 0
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FOR
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mr Henderson
The Lord Bishop
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Maska
Mrs Poole-Wilson
Mrs Sharpe

2990

AGAINST
None

The President: In the Council, 9 for and none against. The motion therefore carries.
As one who first made reference to the need for sewage treatment in Laxey in his maiden
speech to this Court, (Laughter) which was in 1995, I am very pleased that this has received
unanimous support today.

7. Currency Act 1992 –
Issue of £115 million in Manx notes and coins –
Motion carried
The Minister for the Treasury to move:
That Tynwald authorise the Treasury to issue Manx currency to a maximum aggregate face
value of £115 million, comprising £90 million in Government notes and £25 million in coins.
[MEMO]
The President: I turn to Item 7, Currency Act 1992. Minister for the Treasury to move.
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The Minister for the Treasury (Mr Cannan): Mr President, Hon. Members will be aware that
under the Currency Act 1992 the Treasury is authorised to issue a maximum aggregate face
value of £110 million, comprising £90 million in Government notes and £20 million in coins.
(Interjection) Every note and coin issued by Treasury is currently backed by reserves on a poundfor-pound basis and Treasury continues to believe that this remains the best way to manage the
Island’s currency.
Over the last 12 months the average value of notes has been £64.5 million, with a peak in
September 2018 of £68 million. The peak demand for Isle of Man notes is experienced during
the Christmas, TT and Festival of Motorcycling periods.
I anticipate that the current approved limit of £90 million for notes is adequate to meet our
needs for the time being. However, the face value of coins showing in the detailed Government
accounts has been approaching the current £20 million limit and in September 2018 the balance
was £19.3 million. I anticipate that the current limit is likely to be inadequate later in the current
financial year, therefore it is necessary to request an increase in the approved maximum value
of Manx currency to £115 million comprising a maximum approved face value of notes of
£90 million and an increase in the maximum value of coins in issue to £25 million.
In practice, the amount of currency in issue is driven by demand. Over the past few years
Treasury, in conjunction with the Isle of Man Bank and the Isle of Man Post Office, has taken
steps to encourage the use of Manx notes and coins. These measures included the promotion of
the use of £5 notes in cash machines, improving sorting arrangements to ensure more £10 notes
and £20 notes being available for immediate use and three repatriations of United Kingdom
coins over the last 15 months.
Due to the removal of the UK round £1 coin and its replacement by the UK 12-sided £1 coin,
more £1 Manx coins were minted and placed into circulation to allow a smooth transition

________________________________________________________________________

991 T136

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 19th MARCH 2019
3020

3025

process during the changeover without any noticeable disruption to retailers and the Manx
public. Manx coins now have a greater presence in the coins in circulation which will assist the
Manx economy.
It is by no means certain that Treasury will issue notes and coins up to the proposed limits.
However, given the current value of notes and coins in circulation and the likelihood of
continued increased demand over the TT and Christmas periods it is, I believe, appropriate to
revise the current limits.
I beg to move.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mr Henderson.

3030

Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
I beg to second and reserve my remarks.
The President: Dr Allinson.
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Dr Allinson: Thank you very much, Mr President.
I have on paper, so to speak, got no problems with this motion at all. I just have a point of
reference really for the Treasury Minister.
As we move increasingly towards a far more cashless society and I think recent studies show
that we probably use cards more than we do cash, is he looking constantly at the number of
notes that are in circulation and particularly coins as well? Whenever I go shopping I end up with
a pocket full of shrapnel – 1p and 2p pieces. Has there come a time when actually because of the
cost of manufacturing these (The Deputy Speaker: Yes, yes.) we think about getting rid of some
of these copper coins and relying on plastic and also on notes? (Interjections)
Thank you very much, Mr President.

3045

The Deputy Speaker: Hear, hear.
The President: Mr Henderson.
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Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
I am grateful for Dr Allinson’s observations there and as the Member of Treasury with
responsibility for banking, finance and coins I am quite happy to have a little input before the
Minister rounds up.
His points with looking towards a cashless society: yes, our section is keeping that under
constant review and monitoring what other EU countries are doing, especially with the likes of
the very progressive Sweden in how they are managing their operations there with regard to
their currency and economy.
I would say without a shadow of a doubt sometime in the future we will get to that point of a
cashless society. In the meantime, though, we can foresee the demand on notes over the years
probably going down as we are more used to using our cards and more and more retailers put
the machines into their own shops – the card receptacles and so on. And even on fairs – Tynwald
Fair being an obvious one – we have the mobile card machines there used on the phone apps
and so on, which is really great.
Coins are a slightly different matter for the immediate term, though, because of the way as
the Minister explained, the repatriation of English coins or, in particular, £1 coins; and indeed
the two big sorting machines that the Isle of Man Bank has put into its premises on Athol Street
whereby we can take our piggybanks in and throw them into those machines and they will do
the coin-sorting in rapid format – again causing coin repatriation as and when we need to.
So it puts the pressure on somewhat and we do need to keep an eye on the coinage that we
have and the demand from the economy, hence the Order here.
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With regard to his interesting comment in relation to looking at pennies, tuppences and 5ps,
or shillings as they were in my day, we are looking at that because it is fast approaching a point
that the Hon. Member is quite right, the actual value of those coins is costing more to mint
them. So I can say that we are assessing the situation currently, if I can put it like that – serious
consideration.
But I hope that is helpful, Eaghtyrane.
The President: I call on the mover to reply. Mr Cannan.

3080

3085

The Minister: Thank you, Mr President, and I could not have put it better myself (Laughter)
and I hope the Hon. Court will accept that explanation on behalf of the Treasury Minister.
I beg to move.
The President: I put the motion at Item 7, in the name of the Treasury Minister. Those in
favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

8. Public Sector Pensions –
Legacy Funding Update: A Second Cabinet Office Report –
Debate commenced
The Minister for Policy and Reform to move:
That Tynwald:
1. Receives the second Report of the Cabinet Office entitled Public Sector Pensions – Legacy
Funding Update: A Second Cabinet Office Report [GD No 2019/0014] [MEMO];
2. Notes that changes already made to public sector pension schemes are projected to reduce
long term costs and expenditure when considered in today’s terms;
3. Notes that a series of workshops and presentations with Members have now been
undertaken aimed at reaching conclusions on the options covered in the report;
4. Notes that most of the options considered in the workshops if implemented will not act to
address the legacy funding gap but will introduce considerable administration cost,
uncertainty and complexity to public sector pension schemes;
5. Approves the establishment of a voluntary Defined Contribution pension scheme by
31 December 2020 as an alternative to the current Defined Benefits schemes following an
assessment with Treasury of the possible cost implications on the current schemes, and that if
implemented, it will be offered to all future new public servants and also, (subject to cost
implications) to any current public servants who wish to move into that scheme;
6. Notes that the PSPA will seek approval from the Treasury at the appropriate time for a
suitable budget to research, establish and fully communicate the option of a new Defined
Contribution pension scheme to public servants with the assistance of suitably qualified
pension and communication specialists;
7. Notes that the PSPA along with the Office of Human Resources will monitor take-up rates
for any new Defined Contribution scheme over the following 3-5 years after establishment to
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ascertain if any significant cost issues are emerging and also to consider whether the Defined
Contribution scheme should become the default scheme for future new public servants;
8. Notes that the Treasury will review whether it should establish some level of short term
borrowing in order to meet future cashflow costs;
9. Notes that the Treasury will review the operation of its annual Pensions Increase Order to
ascertain whether it should be amended in order to better control the future level of pension
increases, and if any changes are determined, it will report back to Tynwald by 31 December
2019; and
10. Notes that the PSPA will continue to develop final Cost Sharing legislation with a view to
formally consulting on the legislation in order to have this in place for the first Cost Sharing
valuation in 2020.
The President: Item 8, Public Sector Pensions, Legacy Funding Update: A second Cabinet
Office Report.
I call on the Chair of the Public Sector Pensions Authority, Mr Thomas, to move.
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The Minister for Policy and Reform (Mr Thomas): Thank you, Mr President.
Hon. Members, in July 2018 Tynwald debated a report from the Cabinet Office which
outlined the background to the legacy funding gap, the difference between income and
expenditure, contributions and benefits, from our unfunded public sector pension schemes, and
it also debated some options for addressing the funding gap. Since then, as Hon. Members
know, our mutual task has been to consider whether any of these options would act to control
or reduce the legacy funding gap.
Public Sector Pensions Authority and Treasury officers have helped us, especially in the
workshops which were held between October and December last year. Specifically, we have had
detailed consideration of six options from the July 2018 motion: introduction of a voluntary
defined contribution (DC) scheme; capping of benefits for the higher paid; moving scheme
normal pension ages to be the same as state pension age; borrowing options; moving to career
average revalued earnings; and using a mirror defined contribution scheme or some alternative
option for future pension provision. As Hon. Members know, the workshops were, in the main,
independently facilitated to ensure a degree of impartiality in both the presentation of ideas and
in the ensuing discussions with Members. Reports of the materials and main themes of these
workshops are in the document before us today, Hon. Members.
Mr President, I believe Members realise that there is no miraculous fix to resolve the legacy
funding gap for public sector pensions, no silver bullet that can be fired to address the issue or
magic wand that can be waved to make the liability disappear. I think Members also appreciate
that whilst some of the options discussed are attractive for various reasons such as fairness,
none of these options in themselves will provide the single solution to this historic issue,
challenge even, and some will in fact provide very little, if any, viable solution. Moreover, the
current value of the gap in nominal terms is projected to increase, but very importantly in real
terms it is projected to reduce in the long term as the impact of lower benefits and higher
contributions takes effect. However, the very fact that our schemes are unfunded will mean that
there will be an ongoing cashflow requirement which has to be met in order to pay pensions and
associated benefits.
This expenditure gap has arisen firstly as a result of our schemes being unfunded and also by
virtue of having a maturing workforce with many public servants now close to or in retirement.
The position has been worsened due to the payment of historically higher benefits for
individuals in a public service which grew until a decade ago, where the level of contributions
over time was too low until recently and members are now living much longer in retirement.
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The extent of public sector pensions reform should not be underestimated. In February 2017
Tynwald approved further sustainability changes to the Isle of Man Government Unified
Scheme, which cut future benefits and at the same time increased contributions for all the
scheme members. Pay more but get less was a difficult message, accepted by this Hon. Court
and our public servants. This was on the back of significant changes for the majority of our public
workforce already made when the Unified Scheme came in from April 2012. Similar contribution
increases and benefit cuts have been introduced for the Police and teachers’ schemes.
Action has been taken and action is now being taken for the future. Public sector pensions
reform is underway and it needs to continue. For instance, the cost sharing: the cost envelope
principles now apply and members should broadly meet one third of the cost of their scheme
whilst the employer meets two thirds of the cost. Only a few years ago, remember, the
employer would have met the majority of the future cost of providing benefits under at least
some of our schemes. Now and in the last couple of years we are working to put in place a costsharing mechanism for all of our schemes, which will apply for the first time from 2020 after the
next three-yearly actuarial valuation. The cost envelope plus cost sharing plus three-yearly
actuarial valuations are the basis of a sustainable future for our schemes, and it is absolutely
critical that we get to those issues as soon as possible.
Actuarial projections show that, in both real and nominal terms, future expenditure will
reduce whilst contributions from scheme members will increase. Therefore, this administration
has already taken action to reduce the legacy funding gap and will continue to monitor the
position closely in the future, working with Members, with the scheme managers and scheme
governors to make sure that we can keep the schemes sustainable by doing what is necessary
using the principles that we have already agreed.
Turning now, more specifically, to the Report and recommendations before you today, firstly
I would reiterate that in real terms the cost of pensions is projected to reduce over both the
medium and the long term as a result of actions already taken. Various options for addressing
the legacy funding gap have been explored in this Report and via the members’ workshops. The
majority of these options, whilst they may have a fairness argument that we can revisit, do not
significantly reduce the legacy funding gap in either the short or the long term. For instance,
options such as introducing a care scheme, capping benefits or moving to a position where each
scheme’s nominal pension age is the same as the state pension age are all examples that fall into
this category. Moreover, whilst not improving the legacy funding gap, they would probably
involve considerable and costly design changes to schemes and uncertainty for scheme
members, and further discussions with trade unions and scheme members who have already
approved benefit cuts and contribution increases recently would need to be involved in
negotiations inside scheme arrangements for that.
What did emerge from the workshops is that many Members still see defined contribution
schemes as the inevitable way forward. However, the previous report, dated June 2018, makes
clear that closing the current schemes to new members would lead to an additional cash cost of
up to £2.6 billion in nominal cash terms over the next 40 years or so – this is the table in
appendix 13 of the June 2018 report – and this was noted by many in the workshops. Of course,
this figure of £2.6 billion can be reduced by discounting to present value or by changing the yet
to be agreed assumptions about contributions and various other membership factors, but it is a
large number and it is an increase, whatever assumptions you make and however you discount
it.
There is, however, an argument that some new public servants would see the portability and
flexibility of a defined contribution scheme as attractive, particularly if they felt their long-term
career was not in the public service and Government continued to pay a good level of
contributions into their schemes. Therefore, we should investigate the options around
introducing and communicating a new defined contribution scheme for those who want it. We
must be mindful of the potential extra cost that a successful defined contribution scheme could
give rise to, which is why the Treasury and the PSPA should try to quantify and consider such
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costs before any new scheme goes ahead, as in part 6 of the motion before you today,
Hon. Members, and 7 as well.
Turning now to borrowing options, item 8, these were considered in depth in the workshops.
Concern was expressed about the financial risks and costs associated with borrowing, along with
its future uncertainties and also how this might impact upon debt repayment plans and
Government’s overall borrowing ability aside from pensions funding. However, given that the
Pensions Reserve Fund is forecast to run out in 2022, there will be an immediate cash cost to
Government. Therefore, there may be a valid argument for some level of borrowing or a series
of borrowings which the Treasury is tasked in this motion before you today, Hon. Members, with
investigating further in the motion.
For the avoidance of doubt, it is important for this Court and everybody else outside this
Court to hear that the motion today does not constitute approval for Government borrowing as
per the Isle of Man Loans Act 1974. Also, the subject of the Treasury’s Annual Pension Increase
Order was raised at one of the workshops. It was considered that being able to adjust the annual
rate of increase applied to public sector pensions rather than linking them to annual September
UK CPI might be one way of introducing some element of intergenerational fairness and also a
way that current pensioners could contribute to cost sharing. However, it was noted that any
changes to pensions increases would be unlikely to make huge savings and would certainly be
unpopular with pensioners, I imagine. A table has been included in this Report at appendix A,
which shows that the average pension under most of our schemes is modest, around £8,500.
However, it was commented in this workshop that this was an area for further consideration by
Treasury, which is again requested to report back to Tynwald if any changes are determined as
appropriate as per the motion.
Finally, the possibility of using mirror defined contribution schemes for future pension
provisions were also considered in the workshop. Whilst in principle this appeared an option
worthy of further investigation, general feedback seemed to be that potentially this was novel
and complex and would certainly need careful review before any use. Whilst current
contributions would still be paid to support the benefit payments under current schemes, the
risks associated with the build-up of an alternative but still unfunded pension, albeit not
guaranteed, without the usual flexibilities and choice associated with traditional defined
contribution schemes, where Government determine the investment return and conversion to
pension and retirement, was viewed, I believe, by the majority of Members as a step too far,
certainly at this stage. Similarly, the possibility of using any surplus arising from such a scheme to
recreate individual member pots of funds at some point in the future was felt, after taking
advice, to be unlikely to work as the Government of the day would need to identify any historic
savings and then fund the creation of members’ pots from the current revenue funding or
reserves at the time.
Hon. Members, Mr President, you may be critical that the Report does not go further to
make wholesale changes to pension schemes just because others have done so, you may still call
for career average schemes and cutting benefits for the higher paid, but we have to all
remember at this stage that we are on a pathway. On this pathway, not too far away from the
path, are cliffs that have risks to us walking along this clear pathway and we have got to be
mindful of those risks as we take the next careful steps along the pathway, about which there is
a belief that it is going to lead to somewhere excellent for the future of all the generations in this
Island of ours.
We have already cut benefits for the majority of existing and future public servants and
raised contributions to levels in excess of other nations around us without fundamental
opposition from public servants. However, we do need to move with the times and introduce a
voluntary defined contribution scheme after careful consideration of the cost of issues. That is
absolutely an appropriate next step.

________________________________________________________________________

996 T136

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 19th MARCH 2019

3230

3235

3240

I would also mention that part (5) of the July 2018 motion still stands. That is the
requirement for a further review of both the legacy position and overall public sector pensions
costs once the first cost-sharing valuation results have been finalised after 2020.
And finally, there are also other areas for the Treasury to consider and to bring forward
proposals, if required, around borrowing and pension increases, things that any financially
responsible Government would review from time to time.
To conclude, Hon. Members, rock solid is what this needs to be. It needs to be
intergenerationally fair, it needs to be practical, it needs to be balanced. Everything needs to
happen at the right time. The ongoing management of future schemes and … contributions, the
introduction of cost sharing and further consideration of possible implementation of the options
around a voluntary defined contribution scheme, borrowing and pension increases. We are
clearly taking positive steps to manage the legacy funding position.
With that, Hon. Members, Mr President, I hope and beg that this Hon. Court today gives
favourable consideration to this Report and that Hon. Members approve the recommendations
that are before us today. With that, I beg to move.
The President: Hon. Member for Middle, the Chief Minister.
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The Chief Minister (Mr Quayle): Thank you very much, Mr President.
I beg to second and reserve my comments.
The President: Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins.
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Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
You will have heard previous Tynwalds debate this issue a few times, I suspect. The
amendment I am proposing today tackles this difficult problem. The liability on the public sector
pension scheme is the biggest financial risk the Island faces and as responsible politicians we
need to face up to this and take the necessary action.
Defined benefits (DB) pension funds are in deficit across the world. The tried-and-tested way
to deal with these risks is to close the fund to new members. This stops the problem getting ever
larger. If only we had closed this scheme years ago we would be in so much better shape. Whilst
this is frustrating, there is little to be gained in looking backwards on what might have been
done. The good news is that if we take decisive action now we can fix this problem. The
amendment proposes the closure of the defined benefits scheme and the setting up of a new
defined contribution scheme. This is the tried-and-tested way.
The Minister for Policy and Reform’s proposed solution is innovative. It is also untried and
untested. We know that pension deficits are a big issue across the developed world, nobody else
has introduced a voluntary defined contribution scheme whilst keeping their defined benefits
scheme open. Do we really think that no one else has considered the route that the Minister is
proposing? Of course they have, but they quickly ruled it out as a flawed concept which will not
address the problem.
I have asked many finance and pension professionals about the Cabinet Office proposals. The
100% consistent message back from the finance professionals is that this will not work as it
stands. They do not believe a voluntary defined contribution scheme will work – it is untried and
untested. The recommendation from the finance and pension professionals is to close the
defined benefits scheme – this is what works, this is the tried-and-tested way.
My amendment proposes this and also changes the wording in section 3 from ‘most’ to
‘some’. This is relatively subjective. It is unfortunate that some of the advantages these other
options provide were not explored in more detail. Some do have more merit than is portrayed in
the report which tended to focus on the disadvantages rather than explore the potential
advantages.
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I am most grateful to all the Hon. Members who have already engaged with me to discuss
this amendment. Based on this initial feedback I propose to explain how the amendment will
work in three important areas. Firstly, financial responsibility and sustainability; next,
recruitment and retention of employees; and thirdly, equality and fairness.
First of all, let’s look at financial responsibility and sustainability. Some have said we cannot
afford to close the defined benefits scheme. I say the opposite: we cannot afford not to. If we do
not take action there is a real danger that the ever-increasing liability becomes unsustainable. It
is the biggest financial risk that the Island faces. If we close the defined benefits scheme we take
control of the risk and manage it downwards and remove this liability. Closing the scheme does
create a cash flow challenge. I will explain how this is manageable, in some detail.
It is important to understand that cash flow is different from cost and liability. Cash flow is
the difference between income receipts and expenditure outgoings. I appreciate many Members
understand this but I am conscious that some may be less familiar with financial terms and I will
attempt to provide clarity. Whilst closing the scheme is the financially responsible thing to do it
will take many years to work through the large unfunded liability. A liability is a known
commitment in the future which needs to be honoured. There are of course multiple options to
address this but the first thing to do is close the scheme so that the liability does not increase
even further.
The existing defined benefits scheme creates a cash flow challenge, as the Minister for Policy
and Reform highlighted, even without closing the scheme. This has been met by a combination
of growing Government revenues and efficiency measures. This approach has been clearly
explained in the last three annual Budgets. Closing the scheme creates an incremental cash flow
challenge as the new employee pension contributions and the associated employer
contributions will go to the new defined contribution scheme. At the same time, the
Government still needs to pay the current pensioners in the defined benefits scheme, both
those who are retired and those who are due to retire in the future.
So how much is the additional cash flow required to meet the incremental cash flow
requirement after the defined benefits scheme is closed? It is smaller in the early years as the
amount of contributions relating to new employees is relatively low in the overall mix. These are
the contributions which would have been swallowed up to pay pensions for those who are now
retired. Initially it is less than £10 million. You can see this in appendix 13 on page 93 of the first
Cabinet Office report published last year, it is the difference between column G and column H.
You can also see that this cash flow requirement increases over time as more people join the
defined contribution scheme. This is illustrated in the funding gap graph on page 25 of the
February Cabinet Office paper. Due to the long-term nature of pensions, the incremental cash
flow requirement is in place until 2059-60. It averages £30 million each year over the 40-year
period.
If you look at the graph on page 25, the red line showing the impact of introducing a defined
contribution scheme for new entrants rises, but then it falls during this period until it is lower
than the blue line which is the defined benefits scheme. You can see that from 2059-60 the cash
flow turns positive. And in the 2080s and 2090s it frees up cash flow in excess of £30 million per
annum. Ideally we will grow the economy and Government income by this incremental amount
each year to meet this cash flow requirement. There are other ways of managing cash flow and
most organisations would use a combination of income growth, efficiency initiatives and
borrowing to manage cash flow challenges.
What happens if we cannot increase the income incrementally at all and if we cannot find
any efficiency savings by embracing new technology and delivery models? This would be a poor
outcome given all the opportunities we have and the strength of our economy. In these
circumstances we could borrow the incremental cash flow cost on a long-term basis either by
using capital markets or issuing debentures to local residents in annual tranches. The
Government would meet the interest on this borrowing each year during the term of the loan.
Then, when the incremental cash flow turns positive this would be used to repay the capital
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outstanding. In total, based on the cut Cabinet Office figures the debt would rise over the
40 years to £1.3 billion.
Whilst the amounts involved are large, the big advantage of this structure is that it minimises
the impact on day-to-day public services. For example, in five years the accumulated borrowing
would be £80 million. Based on an interest rate of 2.5%, this results in an annual interest charge
of £2 million. In 10 years, the accumulated borrowing is £242 million and the interest is
£6 million. In 20 years, the accumulated borrowing is £690 million and the annual cost is
£17 million. These figures are on the basis that there is no incremental income growth and no
efficiency gains through technology advances. If we see either of these likely factors materialise
then borrowing would be reduced or not required.
Hon. Members, these figures are manageable and absolutely do not equate to service cuts. I
would remind Hon. Members that the recent Pink Book of the Budget showed Government
income for last year in excess of £1 billion and this is forecast to grow to £1.1 billion by 2022.
Hon. Members, we should be confident in our ability to meet this cash flow challenge. The
economy is strong and growing and income receipts have significantly exceeded forecasts over
the last three years.
I have heard some people suggest we cannot afford to close the scheme, or that it will herald
austerity. As you can see, neither of these comments is true. We can afford to close the scheme
and we can do so in an orderly way. It is the responsible approach and it places the public sector
pension scheme on a sustainable basis. The liability is of course reducing throughout this time.
This is because all new employees’ pensions are now being properly funded in the defined
contribution scheme. The biggest financial risk to the Island reduces and is eventually resolved.
I have received feedback from Hon. Members over the last week on my proposal. Many
would like to close the defined benefits scheme but there is concern on the transition to the
defined contribution scheme. The Cabinet Office proposals do not explain how this will happen.
This is very unfortunate and it means for me that the recommendations are incomplete in the
paper. I do appreciate that there is a lot to take in on my proposals, but they are a viable option
for transition using that loan structure which I have described to you.
I have also received feedback from Hon. Members that they would have liked to have seen
the proposals fully explored and presented in the pensions paper with charts and tables like the
other options. I can understand that, it is disappointing that they are not in the paper.
I have added an additional section to the amendment requesting that the Cabinet Office and
the Treasury consider this transition option and the funding thereof with this type of loan
structure which is affordable on a cash flow basis, and revert to this Hon. Court in three months’
time to present this option so it can be fully explored by Hon. Members. This is a very important
issue and as such it is essential that all options are presented to Hon. Members in the correct
manner so that you can reach the most insightful decision. I hope you will agree that this is the
right course of action to tackle this problem.
A sustainable pension fund is good news for the employees and I would like to move on to
the second section: Retention and Recruitment of Employees. I understand that how we recruit
and retain employees if the defined benefits pension fund is closed is a real concern for some
Members. Specific fears over Emergency Services staff, healthcare professionals and teachers
have been raised with me. Is the provision of a defined benefits scheme really essential to
recruit new employees? Some say yes, but I have yet to meet someone who has said that the
reason they came to our Island was the pension scheme.
Over the last year I have met with various people to try and understand this. I visited the
Chief Constable to understand the Police Force recruitment activity. He advised that many police
officers coming from the UK were attracted to working here because it was more of a
community police force. They had heard it was a good place to bring up children and for some of
the officers they were really into motorbikes. We then talked about pensions and whether these
would be a barrier in terms of changes. It might be, was his thoughtful view; he said it would
depend on each individual’s priorities and these would differ from person to person. He did
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state that for some nearing retirement it could be a barrier, but the UK police schemes were
now much less attractive than they previously were. The Chief Constable also highlighted a
growing trend for officers only to stay with the Police for a few years, where previously they
would have done 25 to 30 years. This was creating some challenges. Most of the officers left to
work in finance or e-gaming.
I also went to meet the Chief Fire Officer and his senior team. They were not keen on
changes to pensions but they do understand that sustainability is a real problem. They were in
the midst of a recruitment round and, pleasingly, they advise that over 130 people on the Island
had applied for six vacancies. I thought that was great in such a tight employment market that so
many people wanted to work for our Fire Service. I then asked how important was the pension
for these applicants to become a fire officer? They were not very sure and what they said was
fire officers wanted to do the role because it was a great job and you helped lots of people.
Pension was not really a key driver for people to apply. The Fire Service was also seeing an
increasing trend of officers staying just for a few years and then moving on, which was creating a
training challenge. Again, they advised that most were moving to nice warm offices in the
private sector. Working for the Emergency Services is not an easy job: they work in shifts and
they are working outside in all weathers doing dangerous stuff.
I also spoke with the Chief Executive of the Department of Health and Social Care.
Recruitment of health professionals is a challenge for us, as it is across Europe. I wondered had
we asked those people who had come to work in our Health Service why had they come here –
because they have choices; they are in demand. Was it because they had a family connection?
Some, yes. Had they come on their holidays and liked the Island? Yes, some. Or was it the lower
tax rates, or pensions? I do not think so. But we do not know because we do not survey our new
recruits. That is not a criticism of the Health Service, let me stress – we do not survey new
recruits across Government, anywhere.
The Chief Executive suggested again that it would vary and depend on each person, but the
quality of life was an important factor, they find you have got a very short commute if you live in
the Isle of Man, and the affordability of housing, especially if you are living in London, Dublin or
Edinburgh or any other major city in the UK. Personal safety is a major attraction – ‘it is great for
kids’ was another thing that I heard. He did advise that one way we do differentiate is the
training that we can provide, so the junior doctors that train here get more support than in
other hospitals.
I have also visited a couple of nursing homes in the last few months. A number of the nurses
are from the Philippines. They are very friendly and when asked, ‘Why the Isle of Man?’ – it was
often because they knew someone here, someone who had recommended it to them. Pensions
did not seem to be a big issue to any of those people I spoke to in the nursing homes. Miss
Bettison has also advised me that a fair number of the new nurses have not joined our pension
fund, but we do not seem to know the reasons for that – we do not survey.
Lastly on the Health Service, I received an email this week from a respected senior consultant
at the Hospital. I have been deluged by supportive emails over the last week from people all
round the Island from different walks of life, but this one was especially interesting as it looked
at things from an international, a UK and an Isle of Man perspective. The writer highlighted the
changes made to the schemes over the years – the Minister mentioned those earlier – and that
existing employees have worked with Government to support changes due to the actuarial
calculations. The engagement included cost-sharing resulting in increased contributions and
reduced accrual rates. They stated that there is a limit to which existing employees can be asked
to address the legacy funding gap. They went on to say that we needed to think long term and
close the scheme whilst also opening a new entrants’ scheme, who will have a long time horizon
for their financial planning for their retirement. They said that this will give certainty to all
parties – Government, current and future employees. They emphasise that the lack of certainty
is a major negative for recruitment and retention in their opinion.
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Moving to Education: last year I attended an event at Ballakermeen High School, and I and
some other Members were shown round by a few new teachers who had recently arrived from
the United Kingdom. Some of you may recall the evening. I asked them, ‘Why have you come to
the Island?’ – how they had found things, and would they stay? Initially they had found out
about opportunities here in our education system at a recruitment fair and they were all
positive. One contrasted their experience very favourably with Guernsey where they had been
previously. They said Guernsey was very expensive and unfriendly in comparison to the Isle of
Man. All of them agreed that Ballakermeen High School had made the choice easier for them to
come to the Isle of Man than elsewhere. The school had arranged accommodation with a house
for them to share. This is all to help them settle in and hopefully stay, as they had made friends.
I know a good many teachers here and a fair few have left the profession in the last few
years. Their reasons for leaving are varied, and personal; but none of them were about pensions.
Many of these ex-teachers are now working in the private sector and of course those in the
private sector are now in defined contribution schemes.
So what does all this tell us, other than I like to ask questions and understand what motivates
people to come to work here in our Island? I suggest pensions are just one of many factors
which influence an individual’s decision whether to come and work for the Isle of Man Public
Service. The reasons are rich and varied and we score so highly in many areas. Pensions are part
of a financial package. We already benchmark strongly in many aspects of financial matters,
including taxation.
Some would say present arrangements in our public sector pensions, that lack of certainty
that the hospital consultant wrote to me about, is actually a problem for our recruitment and
retention – people would like more clarity. People are worried about the future. The
amendment that I am moving provides that certainty; it provides that clarity for people coming
here to work.
At the last Budget we also announced a National Insurance refund scheme to attract workers
and students to return to the Island. This is across the public and private sector and hopefully
this will have positive impact. It has already generated lots of publicity about the opportunities
that we have here on the Island.
In the absence of recruitment survey data it is very difficult to reach firm conclusions about
the recruitment impact of closing the defined benefits scheme. Acknowledging this, the
amendment contains a provision that new recruit employees could be admitted to the legacy
defined benefits scheme in exceptional circumstances. This would avoid disruption and undue
upheaval to our public service. If we had to do this to secure those essential people then there
would be an exception process. I would envisage that the Department Chief Executive and the
Minister would sign off these exceptions without delay.
The amendment also contains a review of these exceptions in three years’ time. This review
will provide the information that we really need to consider whether or not the exceptional
circumstances provision on new recruits to the defined benefits scheme should continue. I say it
again: this would avoid undue disruption to Public Service employee recruitment. Retention is
another matter. Some have suggested that the defined benefits scheme is a powerful retention
tool. I am unsure about this. I can find no evidence to this effect. The public services, including
the Emergency Services, as I highlighted, are seeing much less retention. Many people are
moving jobs; many are moving to the private sector for pensions that are provided via defined
contribution schemes. Closing the defined benefits scheme should only enhance retention for
existing employees because it puts the funding on a more sustainable footing.
The third area I want to reference on this amendment is equality and fairness. The private
sector closed their defined benefits schemes years ago. They knew they had to, to make this
then sustainable. Every single FTSE 100 company has closed its scheme – the last one closed to
new members in 2012. The major private sector employers on this Island have done the same. If
you work in retailing, manufacturing, financial services, e-gaming, hospitality … I think the
Minister for Enterprise said earlier today that we now have 23 sectors on the Island –
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(Interjection) 24 sectors. Isn’t that great? It does not matter which of those 24 private sectors
that you are in, you will not find a defined benefits pension scheme open to new members.
Defined contribution schemes are the norm – but some employers have no pension scheme
at all. This pensions apartheid on the Island creates tension and conflict. The private sector looks
askance with increasing frustration and incredulity at the reluctance to take the same action
which they took so many years ago. How can it be fair that the private sector takes action but
the public sector does not? The amendment provides a consistent approach and it will resolve
this running antagonism.
There is another area of fairness which I would like to bring to your attention. I am
uncomfortable that new entrants are being welcomed into the defined benefits scheme when
we know it is likely in the future that they will need to pay more, for less benefits. This does not
sit at all well with me. I ask Hon. Members: does it sit well with you? The justification seems to
be that we must keep people joining the scheme so that their contributions will pay for other
people’s pensions who are already retired or due to retire. Do you feel that is fair? Many of the
new entrants are financially inexperienced; many of them are young. And I worry that they are
unaware of the likely cost increases and benefit reductions. The amendment puts this right.
The fairness debate is ongoing and it is becoming increasingly intense. I bring Hon. Members’
attention to the December 2018 Court of Appeal judgment in the United Kingdom which found
that the transitional protection offered to some members in a UK public sector scheme as a
result of reforms there amounted to unlawful discrimination. Liz Truss, the UK Chief Secretary to
the Treasury issued a statement in the House of Commons on 30th January this year which I
have forwarded to all Members. She has paused matters awaiting the outcome of the
government legal appeal. Miss Truss highlights in her statement the substantial incremental cost
this matter will create in the UK.
There is no mention of this in the Cabinet Office pensions paper. This is an important
development on a critically important subject for our Island yet it has been omitted. The report
is incomplete and I am concerned Hon. Members are being asked to make critical decisions
without the full picture. This is another reason, I believe, to receive an updated complete paper
looking at all the options, all the viable options, and I believe this should be presented to
Members in June.
Let me try and give an example: by inviting a new employee, let’s call her Jane, to join the
same scheme as a long-standing worker, let’s call him Chris, who is about to retire – it is
problematic. They will receive different benefits. Jane is going to receive a poorer deal for her
funds are going to be used to pay Chris’s pension. Jane may also see further reduction in
benefits and have to contribute more, whereas Chris will not have to endure any of that pain.
Now, here’s the thing: because Jane and the other new entrants are likely to be younger than
Chris –
A Member: Everybody is!
The Deputy Speaker: Everybody is! (Laughter)
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Mr Shimmins: – there is a potential case of age discrimination. We have an Equality Act.
As I said before, it is highly unfortunate that this is not covered in the paper in any way
despite the High Court battle which is raging in the United Kingdom on public sector pension
reform. This could have enormous ramifications for our public sector pension proposals. Of
course, the position is much clearer if the defined benefits scheme is closed to new entrants and
then a new defined contribution scheme is set up, so the Jane and Chris situation simply does
not arise.
A defined contribution scheme is manifestly fairer. A defined contribution scheme is
transparent and each employee has real funds allocated to their pension. New employees are
advised of the details and join the Isle of Man Government on these terms. It is open and

________________________________________________________________________

1002 T136

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 19th MARCH 2019

3540

3545

3550

3555

professional; it is clear; it is future-proof. It is what happens in most employers. It is more
flexible and reflects modern day working life.
Lastly, intergenerational fairness is addressed by my proposals. We have a responsibility to
the young and future generations. The amendment ensures their future will not be tarnished by
the multi-billion public sector pensions liability. Hon. Members, I know this is a challenging
decision but it needs to be made. It has been suggested by some Hon. Members on social media
that this amendment from me is driven by some form of questionable ideology. That is
nonsense. This amendment is an honest and genuine attempt to deal with our biggest financial
risk. It does so in a financially responsible and sustainable way.
I have explained it does not hinder recruitment and it will help retention of our employees.
Critically, this amendment provides equality across the Island and enhances intergenerational
fairness.
Two months ago I met an Australian visitor to our Island who was a senior leader in their Civil
Service. She explained that Australia had closed their defined benefits schemes some years ago
at federal and state level. I asked how it had gone and she said, ‘Well, Bill, as you can imagine
there were a lot of people in the Public Service arguing for the retention of the status quo. But
the decision needed to be made’. She said that when the defined benefits scheme was closed
the whole country breathed a collective sigh of relief.
We can choose this pathway, the right pathway to deal with this issue in a fair way for all.
I beg to move the amendment standing in my name:
To leave out the word ‘most’ in paragraph 4 and to insert the word ‘some’; to leave out the
words in paragraph 5 after the words ‘Approves the establishment of a voluntary Defined
Contribution pension scheme by 31 December 2020 as an alternative to the current Defined
benefits schemes’ and to insert the words: ‘The Defined Contribution scheme will be offered to
all future new public servants. Tynwald is of the opinion that the Defined benefit Scheme
should be retained for existing members with new members only accepted in exceptional
circumstances’; in paragraph 6 to leave out the words ‘at the appropriate time’; in paragraph
7 to leave out the words ‘3-5 years’ and to insert the word 3 years’; and at the end to add the
words ‘11. Requires that the Cabinet Office and the Treasury present to Tynwald by June 2019
the options to transition to a Defined Contribution Scheme including borrowing to manage
cash flow in an orderly manner.’
The President: Hon. Member for Douglas North, Mr Peake.
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Mr Peake: Thank you very much, Mr President, and I beg to second the amendment by
Mr Shimmins.
I ask Members to stand back and look at the situation from a view of fairness. Firstly, we have
a funded state retirement scheme which is now on a sustainable footing with the National
Insurance Fund. Our young workers and children can be assured that they have a state-provided
pension to meet their minimum level of living; it is not intended to be enough to meet a lifestyle,
just a minimum level. Secondly, many workers have a second or private pension. And thirdly,
those who have worked and are working for the Government have a public sector pension. A
second pension added to the state pension should go a long way, providing enough income for a
planned retirement. The fourth section of our workforce, who currently do not have second
pension arrangements, the Government is presently looking at with private pension providers to
understand what option could be offered to them in a workplace pension.
But today we are debating what I refer to as the third section, the public sector pension, and
in particular the part funded by the taxpayer called the legacy funding gap. This is the gap
between the overall cost of running the pension on the one side – what is paid out to retired
Government workers – and on the other side, what has been agreed to be paid by employees’
and employers’ contributions.
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This year the funding gap is £35 million and paid out of general revenue. The funding gap is
set to double to £70 million by 2035, in 16 years’ time, and in that year the taxpayer will be
funding up to £157 million in total when you add together the funding gap and the employer’s
contribution.
Not everybody acknowledges that pension system is generous. Well, it is often too generous
and it is unsustainable. One thing which is acknowledged by financial and pension industries is
that the present scheme has to be closed to new members. This is the only action that will
definitely eliminate the funding gap in the future, something that the majority of people will be
grateful for.
This is a long-term solution and not an easy one. As the Minister for Policy and Reform has
stated, there is not a magic bullet or a magic wand to solve this, and I have to agree with him on
that. What there is ahead is a choice: a choice to either kick the can down the road again and
hope something comes along to solve the problem to reduce the liability and continue to get the
taxpayer to fund the pension funding gap; or to take a bold step and tackle this, as outlined by
the mover’s amendment, the Middle MHK, Bill Shimmins. This will require decisions, it will
require a lot of effort, then it will offer a fairness deserving of us all.
The first step to achieving this fairness is to realise and admit that what we have is not
sustainable. It is not about blame. What benefits have been accrued will be met and honoured.
That is the right thing to do. This is the funding gap which we need to work hard to pay for
through a mixture of growth, loans and efficiencies. These strategies and actions will come from
strong vision and policy, something that is easy to understand, closing the defined benefit
scheme to new members and providing a defined contribution scheme for new members. That
strong vision will provide the direction and belief needed to change the mindset and realise if
you want to continue this with the present scheme … It is about changing the mindset. We have
to realise that we have to embrace a change and we have to close the scheme to new members.
That will allow us to look at a number of proposals that are individually brushed aside by the
second Cabinet Office Report, often referred to as short term and not helping the long term.
That misses the point.
The Minister for Policy and Reform is correct, there is not just one proposal that will be a
silver bullet to solve the problem, but what he did not say is, taken together, they would help
address the problem in the long term – and this is a long-term problem that needs a long-term
solution.
The Treasury Minister, when a backbencher in the last administration, sent a letter to the Isle
of Man Newspapers before the 2006 public sector pension debate to look at closing the scheme
to new members and opening a DC scheme for new members. I signed that letter, along with
Minister Cregeen, and I have not changed my mind.
I urge Members and I urge the Council of Ministers to put aside the temptation to back
something which does little, and to support a long-term solution with the only clear and
definitive outcome, to support the amendment by Mr Shimmins.
Thank you, Mr President.

3615

The President: Hon. Member for Ramsey, Dr Allinson.
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Dr Allinson: Thank you, Mr President.
The last two years have seen significant changes to the Government’s Unified Pension
Scheme. Through negotiations with all those involved, employees are now contributing more to
their future pensions while accepting lower eventual benefits.
The acceptance of all of the importance of a cost envelope has made the current defined
benefit scheme fair and sustainable. Both current and new members have accepted a 6%
reduction in benefits and an increased contribution rate of 7.5%, rising to 13.5% for firefighters
in section 7 of the scheme.
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At this point I need to declare a pecuniary interest. I moved to this Island in 2001. I also
moved my NHS pension here and am now a member of the new scheme. I had no hesitation
about placing my future pension in the hands of our Government because I trusted them. I am
disappointed to have to stand here today and argue against an amendment laid before us,
because if it succeeds it both threatens and seriously questions this trust.
The fact that we have an issue with legacy funding is not due to those working in our public
sector, nor those who have retired; it is due to the previous inept politicians, misguided
accountants and ultra-cautious actuaries who failed to maintain the fund set up to specifically
deal with this issue.
The Chief Minister has previously described what we currently have as a Ponzi scheme.
Whilst he is correct that the current employees are largely funding the pensions of those who
came before them, there is a major difference: Charles Ponzi deliberately set out to defraud
investors with his scheme in 1919, as did Bernard Madoff with a similar pyramid scheme in
2008. Our current pension scheme was never devised to defraud or misappropriate individual
investments, and yet some would claim that they pose such a threat to our country’s finance
that drastic action must be taken.
The Second Cabinet Office Report laid before you today clearly explores all the available
solutions to the present legacy funding gap. It is pragmatic and realistic. It clearly states that
there is no silver bullet or magic wand. In real terms the funding gap will decrease in the long
term as the impact of lower benefits and higher contributions take effect. It is these long-term
views we must take into account rather than succumb to the illusion of short-term fixes, which
can only cause significant financial hardship for all the people on our Island and divide our
people.
Together we sit in this Hon. Court united in our determination to represent our constituents
and make the right political decisions for our country. Some of you come from Public Service
backgrounds, some from careers in the private sector. Our diverse previous experiences can only
enrich the debates we have, yet it is essential that we understand each other.
It is true that defined benefit pensions are now rare in the private sector. They became the
norm after the Second World War and peaked in 1967 with more than eight million active
members. And yet the Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins, is quite right that today not one
of the FTSE 100 companies offer final schemes to their new members and over 50% have started
clawing back benefits entitled to existing members. But the reason for this attempt to turn back
the pension clock by private companies is largely down to political decisions made by another
Parliament. Nigel Lawson’s decision in 1988 to tax pension fund surpluses led to a decrease in
contributions to reserves. A decade later, Gordon Brown abolished substantial tax relief to
dividends. New accountancy rules such as FRS102 in the 1990s required companies to recognise
pension fund deficits. Suddenly, financial black holes were artificially appearing on balance
sheets. This unsettled company boards and shareholders, who demanded action rather than
appreciate the fact that pension scheme deficits can significantly shrink and even disappear by
themselves through investment growth over decades.
Hon. Members, this is when we have to try and steer a course between making a decision
based on ideology and one based on evidence, because I would like to argue that the public
sector on this Island cannot be compared with private sector firms in the UK. A private company
could never run the NHS, a private security firm could never carry out the role of our Police
Force and a FTSE 100 company could never carry out the roles and responsibilities of our Fire
and Rescue Service. The private sector creates the employment and the wealth that drives our
country, but it is the public sector which reflects our values and provides the environment for
health, learning, safety and security, which makes the Isle of Man such a special place to live.
Unfortunately, there are those who would seek to divide us into private and public, those
who talk of gold-plated pensions and of a bloated Civil Service. The reality is that the average
public sector pension is only £8,500 a year, that Government employees are already paying
more in and expecting less back, that civil servants and support staff are the ones who keep this
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nation running – from weather reports to road repairs, from benefit advice to issuing passports.
Our public sector is comprised of nurses, doctors, vets, the Police, the Fire and Rescue Service,
teachers, chefs, social workers and the countless other professionals we take for granted until
we need them. And when we do need them we rely upon their competence and skill.
The amendment in the name of the Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins, seeks to close
the existing pension scheme and force new members onto a defined contribution scheme. It
aims to divide employees into those who will continue to be able to predict their eventual
pension and those who have to manage their own finances and futures. If new members stop
paying in, the Government will have to step in and fund an ever-increasing shortfall. The Cabinet
Office Report graphically shows the massive increase in Government funding required until 2061
just to pay for this poorly thought out policy. Borrowing money now to pay for the mistakes of
the past can never be a viable solution.
The Hon. Member has spoken about preserving the benefits of new employees and
intergenerational fairness. The Resolution Foundation’s final report concluded that the major
issue of intergenerational unfairness in our pension system will be the question of who bears the
risk. Increasingly, young people are forced to either not save for the future or they struggle with
stagnated wages, increasing costs and an inability to afford to purchase their own home. To add
to this burden now we want to compulsorily saddle them with a risk for their future pension.
We must remember that any move now to stop people accessing the current pension
scheme is irreversible. The damage will be done. What this country needs is stability and careful
consideration, not reckless rhetoric. We need to consider all future options, especially with the
evolution of collective defined contribution schemes which aim to share investment risks across
individuals and lower operating costs, yet what we are discussing now arose on a spreadsheet.
Whilst the Hon. Member who proposed this amendment may be familiar with these, he is
perhaps being seduced by the appeal of marginal change. What he has ignored, apparently, is
the human cost of his proposed changes.
Members will have already been contacted by a range of unions representing healthcare
workers, educators and frontline staff. I share their fear that closing the existing scheme would
exacerbate the legacy funding gap for decades to come. But the immediate effects would be to
place a major obstacle recruiting staff in the UK. We know the problems with recruiting
teachers, and the Public Accounts Committee report laid before us today documents the staff
vacancies affecting our Health Service. From my own perspective the existing pension
differences have put off several GPs from moving to our Island. These proposals would erect a
financial barrier only the very brave would seek to overcome.
I am glad that the amendment proposed by the Hon. Member for Douglas North, Mr Peake,
has been withdrawn. If we were to vote today to suddenly and unilaterally move the retirement
age for public sector workers, this would trigger a crisis of confidence.

3715

The President: Hon. Members, there has been no amendment tabled for Members to
consider.
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Dr Allinson: I completely agree, Mr President. I will scrap that bit of the speech, but that was
on evidence from a couple of hours ago, and I think that goes to show that making policies like
this on the hoof (Laughter) is dangerous for scriptwriters and proposers alike.
Mr President, I am sorry to appear so negative about this amendment but I am concerned
that it has not been properly modelled, consulted on, or the possible repercussions for the
effects considered. I am also concerned that it appears that we have a small cabal in the
Treasury Department which is unrepresentative of the views of this Hon. Court.
Action is needed to reform public sector pensions. The document laid before us today shows
this is already happening and lays the foundation for a gradual evolution to a fairer, more
flexible system: fairer today for those who want to come and work for our Government in the
future and to care for and serve our people in this Island.
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I fully support this Report and the motion moved by the Minister for Policy and Reform but
urge all of you to oppose this amendment. Together we can weather the present political
uncertainties around the world and unite to further the principles this nation was built upon, but
this radical amendment would only divide us and see discord and discontent at the very time
when we need understanding and solidarity.
Thank you, Mr President.
A Member: Hear, hear.
The President: Hon. Member for Middle, the Chief Minister, to speak on the amendment.
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The Chief Minister: To speak on the amendment, yes, Mr President.
Mr Ashford and two other Members: He reserved his remarks.
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The Chief Minister: I reserved my remarks, thank you.
I have been lobbying now, Mr President, for seven years on this topic, and if there is one
thing I have learned it is that – the Minister for Policy and Reform robbed me of all my
analogies – there is no magic wand to wave to solve the problem that is the affordability of
public sector pensions.
I did call them a Ponzi scheme in my first Budget in February 2012 and was chastised by the
Chief Minister at the time and the Treasury Minister at the time, though I did point out six
months later The Times led on a report calling them Ponzi schemes in the UK, so maybe I was
ahead of my time. But I was not insinuating at any time whatsoever that it was a fraud – as the
Hon. Member for Ramsey, Dr Allinson said, Charles Ponzi was a fraudster – but the basic
principle of the scheme was that you were reliant on new people coming in to fund those and
give them the fantastic return that the members had already, and hence the analogy of the
Ponzi scheme. So I am glad I have got the opportunity to clarify why I used the word ‘Ponzi’.
Also, I moved a motion for a full review of the public sector pension back in 2014. The
unsolved problem is the funding and payment of the already accrued liability going forward. I
had initially supported back then the views that my colleague for Middle is now proposing –
quite strongly; I was very passionate about it and I suppose I worked long and hard on very
similar lines to him, cashflow, borrowing, etc.
So why did I change? I did vote the way of the Government in the end, back in I think it was
2015. Why did I change my mind, Mr President? I suppose it was cashflow that caused me to
review my mind. When I speak to members of the Chamber of Commerce and other people,
who have all converted their pensions to a DC scheme … And why did they do it? How did they
do it? And my colleague for Middle has asked the pertinent questions too. I asked them and I
looked at Jersey, to look at their view, and I have spoken to Chief Ministers about what their
views are, but there is one big difference – again, it is pointless pointing the blame at previous
administrations; we are where we are – and what is that big difference? It is the fact that our
fund is not funded. Our scheme is not funded. There is a pittance there. Jersey have £1.2 billion
in reserves. They can close their scheme if they want to and the ripples, the consequences, will
not be felt by their generations going forward. We are not in that position.
I would like to analyse some of the comments, and I will just quickly analyse the unlawful
policy of Liz Truss and I am sure the Hon. Member … I do not want to steal his thunder, but we
have looked at that and the Hon. Minister for Policy and Reform will be giving that answer in
great detail.
It is true that the introduction of a defined contribution – DC is how I will refer to it going
forward – pension scheme could lead to a position where the very long-term cost to the
taxpayer is lower than that projected under the existing scheme. We are all in agreement. I think
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an awful lot of us are very close on this issue; it is just what is the best way forward for the
people of the Isle of Man. However, Hon. Members, this is after 2060-61.
Hon. Members must be very aware of what they are being asked to vote for and should have
their eyes wide open to the financial implications. The detailed analysis and modelling
undertaken by professional officers – and consultants including Hymans Robertson, First
Actuarial and Deloitte – project that the introduction of DC would lead to significant cashflow
pressures. Compulsory enrolment in a DC scheme for all future employees would result in a
requirement at today’s values, using a 3.5% discount rate, of an additional £1.3 billion of cash
over the next 40 years. This significantly increases the projected pension gap under the existing
scheme and there is a substantial spike in cost over the first three to 30 years, where on average
the additional cost is an average circa £37.5 million per annum in today’s values. To put this into
context, this is equivalent to the net expenditure budget in 2019-20 for the entire Department
of Home Affairs, covering the Police, Fire, Prison, Probation and all the other services provided
by the Department. This is a significant amount of money which could be used for other
purposes.
The removal of the defined benefit scheme or a scheme equivalent to those operating in the
UK for professions such as health and education will inevitably lead to recruitment difficulties,
meaning we would need to pay significantly more to attract the staff we need to provide our
vital services. This is a further additional cost. I was speaking to some of my Channel Island
colleagues and one of them has gone down that route and they are having to pay significant
additional money to fund this, so it is a further additional cost. In the short term, this move
could impact industrial relations, which could lead to some disruption, both of which will have
an additional financial impact.
On a similar note, it is likely that many current scheme members may panic when they see
their schemes closing to new entrants and will opt to retire now before there are any further
unforeseen changes to schemes. This will lead to a considerable worsening of the current
cashflow position and also to the potential loss of key staff. The presentation given by a senior
nurse, amongst others, to Hon. Members in October highlighted that scheme members are now
approaching their limit for pension changes and this could therefore be a change too far.
There is little doubt that the implementation of a DC scheme in the manner suggested in the
Hon. Member for Middle’s amendment will lead to enormous medium/long-term cost pressure.
Projections show that the introduction of a DC scheme for all employees will not produce a
break-even position for the taxpayer, compared to the management of the defined benefit
scheme inside a cost envelope with cost sharing, until after 2060 or thereabouts. And, to be fair,
my hon. colleague for Middle said that in his speech, so we are not differing in any way, shape or
form on that.
Agreeing to this amendment would place a huge financial burden on the next generation
rather than helping it. How is that fair intergenerationally? And not only would our younger
people have this burden, they would also have an even worse pension.
There is a possibility that funding could be found to meet the cashflow requirement, and one
mechanism that has been modelled is borrowing, but Treasury would need to explore options
and return to Tynwald for approval under the Isle of Man Loans Act 1974. However, it might be
expensive to raise enough debt to cover the projected cashflow deficit, and the interest rate
might well rise the more that is borrowed. Even if we could borrow sufficient sums, remember
that it was estimated at £3.2 billion at nominal value for the closure of the defined contribution
scheme to new entrants. The amount required would effectively remove our ability to borrow
for any other purpose for many years, perhaps even decades.
This calculation was undertaken on the assumption that we would borrow this large amount
and supplement the costs through investment returns. It would, of course, be possible to
borrow smaller amounts a number of times, as and when required. However, this would not
allow for the investment returns and would increase the overall level of borrowing required. We
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would also need to consider the impact on our credit rating such a level of borrowing might
have.
A strategy to raise the additional revenues required to fund this gap through generation or
even more revenues from economic growth could be possible. I too have confidence in the
economy; but, as the Treasury Minister said in his Budget Speech, we must not be complacent.
This is especially important at this time of uncertainty caused by Brexit, where there is potential
for the UK’s economy to be negatively impacted where 80% of the Island’s trade is with the
United Kingdom.
It is worth noting that the assumptions underlying the financial projections assume that to
keep the pension expenditure at a similar percentage of Government income, revenues for
economic growth will increase by the discount factor 3.5%, so 3.5% revenue growth from the
performance of the economy is built into the assumptions. So, relying on further, even more,
economic growth without an alternative strategy is incredibly risky, especially considering that
we have many other financial pressures that we must address, including the need to provide
sufficient funding for health and social care. The independent review underway is very likely to
report that we will require ongoing above-inflation increases and so require a greater proportion
of spending overall. It is vital that we invest in our infrastructure, ensuring that we can make
funds available for key priorities and projects – for example, the development of brownfield
sites and investing to ensure that we can meet our environmental responsibilities. We must
continue to invest in our public services and in particular ensure that Government meets the
increasing international expectations which, as Hon. Members will be aware, require substantial
investment.
The motion moved by my colleague, the Hon. Member for Douglas Central, provides a
sustainable approach to pensions built on the substantial public sector pension reform that was
started with my motion in 2014. Pension scheme members are contributing more during their
working lives and benefiting less at retirement and they have agreed the principles and the cost
envelope and sharing any future changes in pensions.
I would also like to make the point that the PSPA’s future proposals for cost sharing are only
viable on the basis that schemes remain open to new members and therefore costly older
members are replaced by cheaper younger members. If our schemes are closed to new
members, then the cost sharing is unlikely to work as the costs of our closed schemes will
naturally increase, which will place a significant extra burden on those remaining scheme
members, making the overall process unworkable.
Hon. Members, detailed knowledge and common sense is what we need now. I myself have
previously supported the Hon. Member’s view on a DC scheme; however, having now seen the
detailed cashflow projections, and in view of the lack of a reserve fund, that means that now is
not the right time to introduce such a measure. I know I bang on time and time again about
following the ripples, the consequences of your actions, and that is what I have done. This could
well be the biggest decision we all make in this Hon. Court. We have had high-profile decisions
but this is the big one, I suppose.
Closing schemes now ignores the significant reforms already made across the majority of our
DB schemes over the last seven years and the positive long-term impact that this will have on
costs and cashflow to make them sustainable. These changes include the new GUS standard
section for new members introduced in 2012, providing benefits which are broadly 20% cheaper
than the former schemes; the contribution increases across all schemes – for example, civil
servants have moved from a 1.5% contribution to a 10% contribution; a benefit cut for all
members of GUS of 6% for future service; a benefit cut for all members of the teachers’ scheme
or 4% for future service; a benefit cut for all new police recruits of 7% for all service; and so on.
The positive effects of these changes are evidenced in the cashflow projections provided by
professional actuaries, which in the long term, in today’s value, will mean a projected annual
fund cost of around £30 million from 2059-60, which is affordable.
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Finally, the Hon. Member also refers to new members in our current DB schemes only being
accepted in exceptional circumstances. I am just trying to find, I think it is, item 5 in the
amendments for Hon. Members: ‘new members only accepted in exceptional circumstances’.
This will be an invitation to all staff groups to make their case for being one of those protected
groups, and if exceptions are made, this would potentially leave our public service in disarray
with public servants and pension scheme members squabbling, even fighting amongst
themselves and with Government for recognition that they are still able to join a DB scheme in
the future.
The Hon. Member may well believe that the significant sacrifice that will be required to meet
the financial pressures is justifiable. He may well also point to private sector organisations that
have closed their DB schemes as examples of leading practice. However, the key distinction
which the Hon. Member does not acknowledge is, as I have mentioned earlier, that these
organisations have had some form of fund for their legacy schemes which will meet all or a large
proportion of the future liability and also ongoing cashflow requirements, and that has been one
of my key decisions on why I changed in circa 2015.
To suggest that we should initiate this action, which brings forward such a large financial
liability that lasts for 40 years that cannot be halted once started, needs a credible, thought-out
financial plan, but this amendment is not the right course for action.
We have a robust but challenging five-year financial plan that is designed to cope with the
depletion of the pension reserve. Once we achieve this objective, maybe we can review our
position. We are a financially responsible Government and now is not the time to be taking such
action.
I would urge Members to resist the amendment and support the motion as moved by my
colleague, the Minister for Policy and Reform.
Thank you.
The President: On a procedural note, in calling you, it was wrong of me to call you on the
basis that you should speak only to the amendment, because you did of course reserve your
remarks.
The Chief Minister: Thank you, Mr President.
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The President: So it is as well you disregarded my advice anyway! (Laughter)
Hon. Member, Mr Baker.
Mr Baker: Thank you very much, Mr President. I will do my best not to disregard your
remarks. (Laughter)
There has been a lot said and said very eloquently, and I was going to just talk about the
context of this motion in front of us being not an isolated motion but something which is part of
a journey that we have been on for a while. We need to recognise, and the public needs to
recognise, that there has been much reform and that tracks back over the last couple of years at
least and even to the end of the previous administration.
So we are not looking at this in isolation and there has been a lot of work done over the last
number of months since the last Tynwald report. A structured process has been followed with a
number of workshops and I think that has certainly been a very inclusive process and the
opportunity at least for all Tynwald Members to get involved and to understand the issues in
greater depth. So I think that is a very welcome approach and again it is one that the public
needs to be aware of that these things have not just come out of the ether.
My view on the motion is that the recommendations are sensible and we have got a package
of measures which will move us forward. I am not going to try and find another phrase – ‘magic
wand’, ‘magic bullet’, ‘silver bullet’ – whatever. There is not one. The legacy issue exists and it
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will still exist whatever we do to resolve it. We have a choice about how we move forward, as
Mr Shimmins has articulated, and I will come to that choice shortly.
The issue is there, but let’s contextualise it. We are talking of the cost of servicing that legacy
debt of around 3% to 4% of our annual expenditure. It is significant. Mr Shimmins quoted over a
billion pounds a year of income and expenditure rising to £1.2 billion, and that is correct. So,
contextualising, that is an amount of money which is significant and it needs serious thought,
but it is not an amount of money which will destroy our financial standing as an Island. Of course
we are in strong economic growth and we hope and expect that to continue, and again that is
part of Mr Shimmins’ support for his amendment and for his borrowing proposal. But equally,
that economic growth will exist whether we borrow or whether we do not; and that does give us
a means of increasing our expenditure to either repay the debt that Mr Shimmins advocates or
directly to service our pension obligations.
So in terms of looking at the programme and the motion that the Hon. Minister for Policy and
Reform has brought to us today, I do support the establishment of a defined contribution
scheme – that is part of what is being proposed and that is what Mr Shimmins advocates. We
are not talking vastly different things here. The substantive motion says we have put the scheme
in place and we will allow employees to choose which suits their needs the best. For some
employees a defined contribution scheme will absolutely be right – Mr Shimmins has talked
about mobile employees, perhaps people at the earlier stage of their careers who may dip in
and out of the public service, and may even dip in and out of the Isle of Man.
So it is important that we give people choices and in separate debates either in this
Hon. Court or elsewhere we have been talking about pension freedoms. That is all about giving
people choice about their retirement options. So I do support the establishment of a defined
contribution scheme on a voluntary basis.
We need to remember, as has been said, that we are not considering these issues in
isolation. Whatever we do has consequences, not just on our financial position but on our ability
to both recruit and retain employees to the Public Service and also to persuade people to locate
on the Isle of Man, as well as on the motivation and retention of existing public servants and
other scheme members.
I would like to at this point just provide a sense of the level of pensions that are being paid
out, because it is often talked about ‘gold-plated pensions’ and ‘huge payouts’. The figures that
were quoted in the Report brought to us by the Hon. Minister are far lower than many would
have you believe – a median annual pension of £5,850 for the Unified Scheme, of which there
are 5,421 members; £12,609 for teachers, of which there are 1,034 members; and the highest
median, interestingly, for our valued Police scheme members – £20,702, of which there are 277
members. These are amounts of money that are important to those people. But these are not
gold-plated amounts of money that are paying for a luxurious life lifestyle; these are allowing
people to live out the years of their life after they have finished working. So we need to just have
a sense of balance and perspective.
Again, comparisons to other jurisdictions and/or the private sector can be very helpful. It is
important that we learn from what others are doing but we must not be transfixed by it. We
must recognise where our circumstances differ and what the implications of those differences
are for the decisions that we need to make. It may be right in certain circumstances to follow
what others are doing; in other circumstances our situation is different and we should do
something different. I think particularly in this context the range of employee groups that are
covered by our public service pension scheme is pretty broad and it was mentioned earlier some
of the job roles of the people that fit within those schemes – they are individual people within
individual groupings and we cannot afford to take a one-size-fits-all view and ignore the
different considerations around that.
There are some options that I personally quite liked that have not come through in the
recommendations, but I understand the reasons why. I mean, the career-average version of the
scheme I thought was intuitively quite an attractive scheme, but I understand it does not give us
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a significant benefit and it adds complexity, so it has not been brought forward. And I did
intuitively at one stage support the idea that maybe we carved out the higher-paid employees
but again, when you start looking at the detail, it does not make a massive difference and
actually brings some other implications. So I think we have ended up with a series of
recommendations that are thought-through and are considered.
One thing that has not been touched on and I must bring this out: virtually every employee
group has really stepped up to the plate and taken a responsible attitude to paying in more and
working for longer or drawing out less. There is one group – the judiciary – who, according to
the Report, have not made any move in the right direction. That is untenable. (A Member: Hear,
hear.) For one of the most influential and well-rewarded and well-regarded groups on the Island
who have not stepped up to the mark is frankly untenable, and I hope that is actioned very, very
quickly. (A Member: Hear, hear.)
The defined contribution against defined benefit conversation is primarily about who bears
the risk. If it is a defined benefit scheme the employer bears the risk – in this case it is the
Government and in the private sector it would be the employer. On a defined contribution
scheme the employee bears the risk – they pay in and they get out whatever they get out at the
end. That is the fundamental difference. There is nothing intrinsically cheaper about a defined
contribution scheme and in fact it could well be more costly because the individual natures of
the pension pots that are within the scheme require more personal administration and
management separately. So actually it is probably cheaper, all things being equal, to deliver a
defined benefit scheme than it is a defined contribution scheme. And of course, as we have
heard, moving to a defined contribution scheme could have a significant funding requirement.
So that is the background. The cost-sharing mechanisms and the changes made to date
should ensure that our costs going forward are managed and we have got our arms collectively
around that; and we have accepted that the legacy issue is the legacy issue.
So I am content with the motion and the scheme and the recommendations that the
Hon. Minister for Policy and Reform has come forward with. But clearly we must be open to
consider amendments and I have listened to Mr Shimmins, both in this Hon. Court today and in a
private conversation we had yesterday. I welcome the fact that he is prepared to come forward
and put an alternative that he believes in. It is important that we have that debate and that
discussion.
Having said that, I am not going to be supporting his amendment; but I support his right to
bring that amendment. There are a number of reasons why I am not going to support it. He talks
about the voluntary defined contribution scheme, as per the substantive motion, saying it will
not work. But why not? I would have been far more convinced if we had had reasons why it
would not have worked. Maybe you could respond to that, Mr Shimmins, when you come back.
I mean, clearly –
The President: Hon. Member, he cannot respond, there is no right of reply.

4025

Mr Shimmins: If you will give way I am happy to respond.
Mr Baker: No, it is all right. (Laughter)
4030

Mr Shimmins: He does not want to know!
The Deputy Speaker: Give way!

4035

Mr Baker: No, no. I would have been more convinced – apologies for giving you a bit of false
hope there, Mr Shimmins.
We know it was advice from the finance sector, but there were no reasons given.
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Also his amendment to number 4 talks about changing ‘most’ to ‘some’ and what he is saying
is that some of the options will address the legacy gap. What Minister Thomas is saying is that
most of the options will not address the legacy gap and Mr Shimmins is saying some of the
options will not address the legacy gap. Again, it would have been good to know which ones he
thinks do address the legacy gap because that would have, again, been useful to seeing it
through.
Mr Shimmins’ solution removes the liability over a long period of time – effectively when the
last member dies, essentially. So he is bringing us in on a glide path to zero to eliminate that
legacy funding liability. Mr Shimmins indicated that in the early years the cash flow impact might
not be very big … But unfortunately if the impact is not very big, neither is the benefit because it
must mean that not many people are moving across. So it does not change the accumulated
position in the early years.
We have said already there is a voluntary scheme within the Minister’s proposals.
Mr Shimmins’ scheme – he does not use these words – but he moves the defined contribution
scheme to being the default and it is almost a compulsion … It is not quite, because there is an
exceptional circumstance override. But it is almost a compulsory, ‘This is where you will go’. So
that is one of the big differences – the compulsion versus the voluntary nature.
The second big difference is the requirement for a borrowing step. But yet in the proposal
from the Minister there are borrowing options. So again we are not that far away. But clearly,
under Mr Shimmins’ scheme I think the borrowing route would be pretty significant and core to
the solution.
He made some statements around the fact that the pension scheme may not attract
employees to the Island and I would agree with that. I think we do have a complete range of
different reasons why people find working on the Isle of Man attractive or not, as the case may
be. However, the fact that a pension scheme may not attract employees does not mean that the
absence of it is not a barrier. So we do need to be very considered about that. And I am sure the
Department for Enterprise Minister will be taking notes of Mr Shimmins’ thoughts in terms of
the Locate Strategy because there were some very valuable thoughts in there that we need to
be aware of about how we can best play our hand to attract people to the Island.
Mr Shimmins also talks about his solution providing certainty for new employees. In one
sense it does, it provides the certainty of their contribution, but it does not provide the certainty
of their benefit because their benefit will be determined by the investment return on the
defined contributions – very much like those of us who bought endowment mortgages. We had
a target of what we hoped to get at the end of that period but in reality you do not always get
what you expect. And with a defined contribution scheme you know what you are paying in but
what you get out at the end depends on the market return on your investment when you draw it
down. So it is not certainty; it is a different form of uncertainty.
Under a defined contribution scheme the individual bears the risk; on a defined benefit
scheme the collective bears the risk. We are the collective, as Government and as an Island. So
from a collective point of view we can push the risk on to the individual – that is collectively
better but worse, potentially, for the individual unless the risk turns out to be a positive
outcome rather than a negative outcome.
The exceptional circumstances provision: I understand why Mr Shimmins has advocated that.
To an extent, if I was being harsh, I would say he is hedging his bets because the logic was to
avoid undue disruption. Well, the voluntary aspect of the DC scheme proposed by the Minister
actually eliminates that disruption risk, because if the individual feels that a DC scheme is bad
for them they will not choose to take it up; but if they are happy with it then they will.
I was very entertained as well by the ‘Jane and Chris’ scenario which I thought injected a real
personal element into the debate. Interestingly, under Minister Thomas’s proposals, Jane can
actually choose to join the defined contribution scheme if she wishes. So again, the onus is on
Jane to exercise her choice and if she feels the DC scheme is right for her she can take it; and, if
she does not, she can stay alongside Chris and help him in his hour of need. (Laughter)
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So whilst I am very pleased that Mr Shimmins has brought the motion and I think it is really
important that we have the debate, I am not convinced there is anything that he advocates that
cannot be achieved by the substantive motion. If anybody, in terms of the future, is concerned
about the unfairness of the intergenerational aspects of it, they can choose to join the DC
scheme. And neither of the solutions will make the legacy issue disappear. What Mr Shimmins
will deliver is a very clear glide path towards a landing at that point in time and it will make the
legacy issue disappear, whereas the substantive motion leaves a rump of an issue running on.
So, in summary, the three things that I think we need to consider in formulating our response
to the amendment are: do we want to borrow, or do we not? Do we want the risks to be on the
individual, or on the collective? Do we want to take a compulsion route, or a voluntary route?
If you would prefer the former in all those three scenarios, then Mr Shimmins’ amendment
may well be for you. If you do not like the idea of trying to borrow our way out of it, which could
put ourselves at the mercy of the international financial market and could affect our credit risk,
then borrowing is not for you, the substantive motion is. If you believe that it is right to put
individuals at risk on one of the most significant parts of their life financial planning, then that is
fine, Mr Shimmins’ motion is okay for you. If you think that risk is better borne collectively, then
go with the substantive motion.
If you think compelling people to go down a certain route – okay, with an escape clause in
exceptional circumstances – then, Mr Shimmins’ scheme. If you prefer a voluntary road, which
potentially has less risk, it is Minister Thomas’s. The choice is yours.
Thank you.
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A Member: Hear, hear.
The President: Hon. Member for Ramsey, Mr Hooper.
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Mr Hooper: Thank you very much, Mr President.
Okay, so for me it seems that the two key aspects of this pension debate are quite interlinked
but are different aspects. First is the ongoing cost of the current scheme and, as the Minister for
Policy and Reform correctly identified, there has been some substantial progress towards
resolving this particular issue and making the pension scheme sustainable in the long term, and I
welcome the part of the motion that recognises the hard work that is already done.
The second issue – and this is the slightly more contentious one, I think – is the legacy
funding gap which, as the Chief Minister has highlighted, represents the issue that has arisen as
a result of the unfunded nature of the scheme surrounding existing accrued rights. This issue
clearly has not been addressed and unfortunately for me, the process we have gone through to
get to this stage with this Report does not really propose any new means of addressing it
either – it kind of wraps up the existing proposal and says, ‘Let’s carry on’ – and that might be
okay.
So the way that it seems we are going to be dealing with this funding gap is essentially we are
going to rebase our revenue budgets at the end of this five-year plan to address the shortfall
that results when the pension reserve runs out, and then the future cost of the scheme will be
kept within the cost envelope going forward. So the challenge we will have in order to continue
to meet this is to carry on growing the economy and growing revenue to keep this new rebased
position sustainable in the long term.
So I was a bit disappointed, I think, that the Report does not provide us with any alternative
approaches to this and that there has not been a proper investigation of what alternative
measures might be appropriate in the long term to try and address some of these longer-term
implications. So if the rebasing works and the economy continues to grow as anticipated then
everything is fine, but if not we will be back here in a few years having the same debate again
trying to find a new way of resolving this funding gap.
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So, for me, I think the only realistic way to stop this happening is eventually to transition
away from the current scheme into a defined contribution scheme of some sort – maybe a
CDC – I do not know the answer to that. So I do welcome this motion because I think it is the
first step in evaluating that journey and trying to decide if that is something we need to do.
Parts 5, 6 and 7 of the motion here are by far the most important parts, I think. They provide
that we should properly investigate what a new DC scheme might look like, whether it should
become the default and, as part of this, it will be absolutely fundamental that we investigate
how we transition from the current scheme to the new scheme without having any significant
negative impact on the cash flow position, or actually on the staff that are involved themselves.
The Minister’s proposal is to try and take this with a very small step which is a voluntary DC
scheme. So in respect of that I would be grateful if the Minister can confirm, or at least give us
some framework as to what measures he is talking about and he is proposing to take in respect
of this voluntary scheme, and how he is going to manage the flow of members into that scheme;
because if people move in too quickly it will cripple the existing defined benefit scheme and if
people move in too slowly it will have no noticeable impact on the costs, which makes it pretty
pointless. So what we need is a managed transition process.
When we have debated this particular issue in the past, I have talked extensively about the
possibility of using a type of transition scheme to get us through this change. It is referred to in
the Report as a ‘mirror scheme’ but I think this is perhaps not the most accurate name for it. It is
only called that because the idea would be that the scheme would mirror returns on an actual
fund. The scheme was always intended to be temporary, designed only as a transition and
during this period it would be unfunded as the Report identifies, but would still have returns
linked to the market and would still be a personal scheme, and would still be transferable and
repayable. So the only difference really is it is guaranteed by Government instead of guaranteed
by physical investment during the transition phase.
So the Report itself highlights that this approach might be viable. It might be a viable way of
going to get us through the decades-long transition period but, as with any proposal, it has a
level of risk attached. Unfortunately, when it was presented to Members it was not presented
accurately, I think, having been misinterpreted from the initial debate. I did meet with the Chief
Executive of the PSPA and we did discuss this to get some clarity and I really thank him for that,
it did change the picture a bit and as a result there is a small section included in the Report that
discusses what the actual proposal was and what should have been presented to Members the
first time round.
Unfortunately, there is not a great deal of detail behind it and there has not really been a
proper opportunity to engage with Members to talk about that actual proposal, so we have just
got a short section of the Report and the Report there is a little bit unbalanced in that respect;
and I think what was presented to Members had some rather fundamental incorrect
assumptions about the proposal. The Minister has helpfully restated some of those incorrect
assumptions in his opening remarks which clearly show the proposals are not properly
understood.
He has assumed that Government will be calculating any rate of return, but that is incorrect;
it was never proposed that Government would calculate anything. The rate of return will be tied
to the performance of the market, just as if it were a true investment. This sort of modelling is
quite regularly done by investment firms when they put together a prospectus, for example, or
with unit-linked investments – something which is very common in the real world and for which
there is plenty of experience.
The Report also seems to assume people would find it difficult to grasp the idea that there is
an unfunded pension pot that is guaranteed by Government. Hon. Members, that is exactly
where we are today and it seems to work absolutely fine for the 8,000 or so Public Service
workers that we have that are members of the scheme. So I am not sure that argument really
stands up to even the most basic level of scrutiny. Government guarantees the pension and we
have been told numerous times that Government cannot unilaterally make changes to accrued
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pension rights and that helps reinforce that the Government really is guaranteeing those
accrued rights.
There was also some concern raised that any scheme as proposed would not be transferable
and that members could not pay out early. Again, a completely erroneous assumption. I believe
that could be quite straightforward and built into the scheme, although I do accept the cash flow
implications of this.
The final and perhaps slightly overplayed concern is that the solution will be complex. It has
been said numerous times already that there is no simple solution and there is no magic bullet,
so any solution inevitably is going to come with some degree of complexity. One risk the Report
does correctly identify – and in fairness it is quite far the biggest risk with this proposal or with
any proposal to deal with pensions, and it is something we are dealing with right now and
something we are living through – is that it would have to be a long-term plan and Government
would have to stick to its guns for decades. That is the key risk with any sort of transition or any
sort of new scheme: that Government is going to have to stick with it for a very long time. We all
accept we cannot go from a defined benefit to a defined contribution scheme overnight, it has
to be a gradual change which is exactly what is proposed in the motion in front of us today – a
long-term, gradual change with a consistent approach by Government throughout the course of
that change.
So this risk is quite real but it exists with whatever proposal is taken forward, if we decide to
move into a DC scheme. So I think if Members are thinking about moving to a defined
contribution scheme of any sort they need to be fully aware of the sort of long-term political
commitment that there would absolutely need to be to get us there.
I would like to just get clarity from the Minister that he is going to bear this in mind as part of
the work that is going to be required in parts 6 and 7 of his motion because, without a viable
transition plan there can be no transition at all, which means there can be no defined
contribution scheme so there is no point looking at a new scheme with no transition.
Personally, I am not convinced that borrowing possibly in excess of a billion pounds to fund
this transition is the best solution, especially when there is another option on the table that with
some further investigation might prove to be a whole lot more affordable. So whilst I am
content to support the section in this motion that talks about the principle of exploring various
borrowing options, I think it has to be dealt with very carefully and as part of this we should be
looking at things a little bit outside the box – can we issue bonds with negative yields, for
example? It seems to be possible for other jurisdictions and organisations, so it might be
something we can think about here.
In respect of parts 5 and 6 of his original motion, I think if the Minister could provide some
clarity in respect of the order of events that is going to happen … Because it would seem like we
are approving a voluntary DC scheme and then approving that at some appropriate time in the
future some work would be undertaken to design that scheme that we just approved. I would
have thought that we would have to do the work and get the work done before we approve the
scheme – so just some clarity from the Minister on that.
The only part of the original motion I feel I cannot support is part 4, and that is because I do
not think it is an accurate statement: that most of the proposals will not introduce considerable
administration cost, uncertainty or complexity. Some of the proposals might do one or more of
these things, but it is certainly not true to say that most will do these things. And to help
Mr Baker, the Hon. Member for Ayre and Michael, it looks like items A to E could all potentially
have positive impacts on the legacy position but only in a small way; but most, as I say, will not
do that in a significant way. So the statement is not accurate and it does not add anything to the
motion. I would suggest that we drop it and just get rid of part 4 completely.
Mr President, I would like that we could vote on each item in that motion separately, if that
would be possible. (A Member: Hear, hear.)
That is the end of the remarks that I pre-prepared; the rest is a bit on the hoof. So I apologise
if I end up being a bit circular with this.
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Turning to the amendment by Mr Shimmins, I find it quite surreal that we are here talking
about this again because recently Tynwald approved this exact approach change for the Post
Office, transitioning from a defined benefit into a defined contribution, literally overnight with
no transition plan in place. We are now on exactly the other side of that fence and it would
seem it was a great idea a little while ago and now all of a sudden we really hate it. But I spoke
against that proposal then and I will speak against that proposal today.
As I said, right at the start of this, the best long-term solution to the long-term funding gap is
a transition to a defined contribution scheme. And I actually concur with a lot of the comments
that Mr Shimmins made around recruitment, the need for flexibility in the pension offer and the
need to consider the whole package that we offer to staff when they move to the Isle of Man. I
think some of those comments were quite valid. But the key word for me here is ‘transition’ –
we cannot just close the existing scheme without doing work to identify how we get from where
we are to where we all think we would like to be. So it is quite reassuring that Mr Shimmins had
recognised this in part 11 of his amendment.
There have been a lot of numbers thrown around and a lot of detail. Suffice to say the cashflow implications of Mr Shimmins’ proposals are significant and I really do not think they have
been worked out thoroughly enough. The risk here is the same risk that I have just talked about,
that in the long term Government makes some savings in 2060 and 2070 and decides at that
point not to pay off the debt but decides to do something else with the money – build a new
school or build some new harbours, build a marina or whatever it is it decides to do. All of that is
much more politically attractive than paying off debt. That is a real risk, I think, and that would
leave us with a debt sitting there on the books just never being properly repaid and I do not
think there is any way of really closing off that risk. So leaving us potentially with a billion
pounds worth of debt that we are going to saddle future generations with is quite a significant
risk.
We are currently struggling to find £15 million-worth of savings and yet the proposal is that
somehow we are going to find an additional – the Chief Minister said £37.5 million a year. So we
cannot find £15 million, but we are somehow being expected to find nearly £60 million. It is just
incredible to think that we can address that. I think simply relying on economic growth and
borrowing to meet that cost is a very, very risky strategy. And so whilst Mr Shimmins’ part 11, I
thought at least dealt with the transition, it is a real problem for me actually because of the way
it is worded: it talks about Treasury being involved in this process.
Now, Treasury has at least two Members bringing this particular amendment, we know the
Minister has a pre-stated position already. So how can Treasury be impartial in this process?
Treasury has already made up its mind as to what it thinks is the right way forward. So I would
be quite concerned at then handing the keys to Treasury and saying, ‘Crack on and have a look
at what you think’. So asking Treasury to do that piece of work, I think Mr Shimmins has shot
himself a little bit in the foot there.
The changes as well he is proposing to part 5, I cannot support those. Supporting a unilateral
change to the defined benefit scheme has not been worked up, has not been talked through
with staff and the unions or the Pensions Authority. What we are being asked to do is just decide
on this change, and the exceptional circumstances in there are also quite vague and they do not
offer any protections for the recruitment of key staff. I mean, from within Enterprise we already
hear that the work permit system can sometimes prove a deterrent simply because people are,
‘Oh, am I going to get a work permit?’ The reality that they get processed quickly and they are
not really a barrier does not filter around – it is that perception that is the issue.
So imagine now if you are told, ‘Oh, I’d love to offer you the job but I need to get the Minister
to sign off on whether you get a pension or not.’ The deterrent there could be significant.
So I cannot support Mr Shimmins amendment as it has been drafted but I do agree with the
sentiment that we should fully examine all the options that are in front of us. So I propose a very
small addition to point 7 in the original motion. What I am proposing is that as part of
determining whether or not we should move to a DC scheme, work is undertaken to evaluate
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whatever transition options are going to be necessary to actually do that change. For me, this is
fundamental: we need to do the work to make sure that if and when Tynwald decides to move
to a DC scheme it has been properly thought out and the work done is impartial and
independent. It is not politically driven; it is properly worked out after engagement with the
whole Public Service.
I think this gets us to where Mr Shimmins wants us to be. It will take longer than I think he
would like, but pensions are a very long-term issue. Mr Shimmins mentioned the private sector
has closed almost all of its defined benefit schemes but they have done that by buying people
out, by funding those moves. We do not have the money to fund that sort of buy-out.
So the original proposal, along with this very small amendment, will mean that we are
making meaningful progress towards fundamental reform. But also that this progress is
measured and is done within the right framework with all the relevant information in front of us
before we make any decisions that will have serious long-term implications for the whole Island.
I agree with Mr Shimmins that the Report in front of us is incomplete and, as I have already
said, it does not properly consider the transition provisions. But the solution to that is to
properly consider them, not to decide on the hoof off the back of a quite impassioned speech
that we need to make immediate and radical change.
Mr Shimmins has set out many of the arguments that are in favour of moving to a DC scheme
and I agree with a lot of what he said, but I think he is confusing the end result with the right
process. The motion that is already in front of us can and will get us to a defined contribution
scheme if that is what Tynwald decides – but it does it in the right way. The amendment that
Mr Shimmins has tabled unfortunately does not. If you want a defined contribution scheme, the
way to do it is after proper consideration of all the facts, not a decision made now without any
of this information in front of us. Unfortunately, Mr Shimmins’ proposed changes to part 5 force
us to make this decision today without all this information in front of us. As I set out right at the
start, there are two interlinked issues and unfortunately the amendment in front of us could
undo the progress that has already been made on the first issue and could end up making the
second issue a lot worse.
Mr President, I will be supporting the original motion today and I would urge Members not to
support Mr Shimmins’ very well-intentioned but slightly misguided approach at getting us
towards a defined contribution scheme. Instead, support my very small amendment to give
some focus towards the work and make sure that we properly consider all transition options so
that we can have a fully informed debate around moving to a new type of scheme.
Mr President, I beg to move the amendment.
Thank you.
To add at the end of paragraph 7 the words ‘as well as potential methods of transitioning to
such a scheme’.

4335

The President: Before I call another Hon. Member, just to clarify how I would intend taking
the voting. You made reference to and you asked about voting on each numbered paragraph. As
things stand at the moment there being two amendments, and assuming yours is seconded, I
would intend to take Mr Shimmins’ amendment in its entirety and whether or not that passes I
then intend to take your amendment to paragraph 7. Would you be content with that? It seems
to me little point in asking Members to vote separately on paragraph 3, which is a historic event,
noting that we have had workshops. There does not seem to be much point in voting for or
against that historic fact.
So are you content with that, Mr Hooper?

4340

Mr Hooper: Yes, Mr President.
It was specifically part 4 that I thought needed to be separated out because the rest of the
motion makes a lot of sense – actually the statement in part 4 is fundamentally flawed.
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The President: I am certainly content to take voting on part 4 separately if Members agree
that (Members: Agreed.) and we know where we stand.
Mr Robertshaw.
The Deputy Speaker: Thank you, Mr President. I am very happy to second the amendment in
the name of the Member for Ramsey, Mr Hooper.
Also, I have not prepared any words; I just want to add a little something to the debate. I
intended to listen very carefully this afternoon to all the contributions and I am sure I speak on
behalf of Jane – Chris and Jane are very pleased indeed with all the financial advice we have
received this afternoon, we are most grateful to everybody.
I want to support this amendment and the substantive motion by the Minister for Policy and
Reform, because I think it adds something sensible to the motion insofar as we are all furiously
trying to find our way around the problem that none of us are actually going to simply solve; and
that actually we are a lot closer together than we think. But the difficulty for me is, in the
circumstances that our finances find themselves in at the moment, I do have some real difficulty
in crystallising a long-term liability. We have not done it anywhere else. I am a pensioner now
and my state pension is not fully funded. It has a significant fund there, but if we stopped it now
it would not be very many years before effectively we ran out of funds. So we trust the
Government to pay the state pension. But effectively, because the public sector pension fund is
drying up, whichever way we go we are going to trust the Government to continue to pay Public
Service staff because the trust is there. The pound in your pocket is a piece of paper – it just
says, ‘I promise to pay’.
So fundamentally we have got to retain that trust and I do not think that, whichever way you
look at it, a lot will be achieved by crystallising a liability in the way that Mr Shimmins is
suggesting. However, I do have a lot of sympathy for what he is saying.
If I can just add a few more small comments to the debate: a lot has been said this afternoon
about the importance of the pension arrangements for encouraging Public Service staff to come
over to the Isle of Man. May I say something which I have said a number of times in the past,
that the biggest challenge is making sure that Public Service staff are paid properly and – I say it
again to Hon. Members, Mr President –that is going to be a bigger challenge than I think we all
realise and we need to take that very carefully into account.
Why I particularly think that this amendment is a good thing is because the Minister for
Policy and Reform has opened the door with the voluntary contribution scheme and he will not
be in control of where that goes because it could theoretically end up in a situation where
everybody says, ‘We are going to go for it’. And so we do then have a significant issue, as
described by Mr Shimmins. So that is why we need the flexibility to deal with this in a responsive
fashion.
So I firmly support the amendment in the name of Mr Hooper, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Members, we will now take a break for refreshment and return to the
Court at 10 minutes to six by the Court clock.
The Court adjourned at 5.25 p.m.
and resumed at 5.50 p.m.
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The President: Hon. Members, we resume the debate and I call the Hon. Member for Arbory,
Castletown and Malew, Mr Moorhouse.
Mr Moorhouse: Thank you, Mr President.
I rise to support Mr Shimmins’ amendment. In 2016 we knew there would be difficult and
challenging decisions to make. The pension liability certainly falls into such a category. Several
very interesting ideas have been proposed. There are risks and the debt worries me, but it is a
responsible approach to actually step back for a moment to ask for additional data and then we
can go forward with a clear idea of what the options are.
Mr Shimmins: Hear, hear.
The President: Hon. Member for Douglas North, Mr Ashford.

4400

4405

4410

4415

4420

4425

4430

Mr Ashford: Thank you, Mr President.
In my manifesto for the 2016 Election, I stated quite clearly my belief that public sector
pensions needed to change (A Member: Hear, hear.) and made clear that for the long term the
only way I believed, and in fact I still do believe, to provide certainty would be to move the
central schemes for civil servants and Hon. Members of this Court to a money purchase basis.
I set out at the Election three tests for what the central schemes needed to provide; the first
two of those tests being certainty and reliability. Certainty, in terms of providing long term
certainty about what is being paid in by both employees and employers; and reliability, in terms
of people knowing that they had an individual pension pot, not one reliant on the contributions
of the future.
On that basis, Mr President, I could, if I had wished to today, have declared a pre-declared
position and stood here before this Hon. Court saying this does not go far enough and does not
deliver the Holy Grail of pensions reform that will lead us on that glorious path to the Promised
Land of pensions utopia. However, Mr President, I have not done so and I will not be doing so. I
will be supporting the motion today and the reason being that for public sector pension reform I
also set a third test.
In fact, it was the heading of the section within my 2016 manifesto which read, ‘Public sector
pensions – creating sustainability’ – sustainability, Hon. Members; sustainability not just for
those within the scheme but also sustainability for the taxpayers. Some of the comments and
the amendment we have had so far in this debate, which I will comment on in more detail
shortly, Mr President, would not create sustainability but instead would create further liability.
At a time when we need to face up to the reality of the public sector pension reserve hitting
zero, we still have to meet the revenue-saving challenges set by the SAVE programme across
Departments necessary to provide long-term budgetary certainty, is today really the day when
we say we will actually increase the public sector pensions liability gap our successors will then
have to find? Is that the legacy we are going to leave? But, as I say, Mr President, more on that
shortly.
Turning to the proposals put forward by the Minister for Policy and Reform and looking at
them in detail, as I stated at the start, Mr President, does it deliver the Holy Grail? No, it does
not, but I firmly believe that it is a step in the right direction and if we are to get public sector
pension reform and for it to be lasting reform that sticks, I am afraid the uncomfortable truth is
that it needs to be done over time, step-by-step.
It establishes a voluntary defined contribution pension scheme. The Hon. Member for
Middle, Mr Shimmins, said he was not aware of any examples of voluntary defined contribution
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schemes. I will give him one. It is the State of New York. The State of New York has had a
voluntary defined contribution scheme for their public servants for the last six years.
But the very fact we are offering a voluntary defined contribution scheme under these
proposals should not be underestimated or played down, Mr President. That is an important
step and the first time that any administration has taken a step away from defined benefits. The
institution of a defined contribution scheme will then be monitored under these proposals for
the next three to five years and as part of that review it will then be considered if it should
become the default scheme for future new public servants.
Again, Mr President, that proposal should not be underestimated. While other
administrations over the years have buried their heads in the sand over the future public sector
pensions, the proposals before us today start to take us on a journey towards genuine reform.
(A Member: Hear, hear.) But crucially they do so in a measured, managed and costed way. I
hope that, should the motion pass today, the Minister for Policy and Reform will, in his closing
remarks, commit to update this Hon. Court at least annually on the progress of the monitoring
of the defined contribution scheme once it is created.
Turning now to the amendment in the name of the Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins.
Firstly, Mr President, I would like to say that I am exceptionally glad that he survived the
potential landslide of correspondence that he has had in support of what he is proposing. I am
glad no injuries were caused by any falling mail or anything like that.
I must say, Mr President, I can to a certain extent see where Mr Shimmins is coming from
with it and I do congratulate him on bringing this forward today. After all, his amendment does
deliver a defined contribution scheme for new public servants and leaves those current
members within the defined benefits scheme. So what is there not to like? Well, actually from
my point of view, Mr President, quite a bit.
The first bit I would like to comment on is Mr Shimmins, the Hon. Member, stated that
obviously the closure of defined contribution schemes is tried and tested in the private sector. It
is indeed, but as some Hon. Members have already stated, Mr President, the main reason being
that they have either bought out their members and had the funds to do so, or they have
actually already had a pot of money behind.
So for instance, one banking group over here that I have worked for in the private sector, at
the point it shut its defined benefits scheme it was 86% funded, so there was only that 14% gap
over a large number of years that they needed to find when closing the scheme. It was not the
case that there was no money there already to back it up.
Also the Hon. Member referred to Australia and held them up as a beacon as to what they
have done. Australia has indeed moved away from the defined benefits, but as a result in the
last three years they have seen their liability rise by Aus$35 billion and the estimate is that over
the next 30 years it is going to rise by a further Aus$100 billion. So the great sigh of relief that
Mr Shimmins mentioned about Australia having is actually being replaced by concern over how
this is going to be paid for. I can see the Hon. Member shaking his head but that is actually the
figures from the Australian government themselves.
In relation to the Hon. Member as well saying that he has spoken to lots of people in
different areas, I am glad he has engaged with public sector workers and said, ‘How much of an
issue is public sector pensions to you?’ I fully agree with the Hon. Member: it comes down to a
multitude of factors. No one is going to say, ‘I am turning down a job here because the pension
is rubbish,’ or, ‘I do not particularly like this aspect.’ It is a package, but one of the crucial
reasons, I would suggest, of why it is not high on people’s agendas is because at the moment it is
not a problem, because our pensions are either in line with what they would get in other
jurisdictions or in fact superior to what they would get in other jurisdictions. So at the moment it
is not a problem for people to consider, but if we make it a problem then I think it will come
down to people considering it, and that is what we could potentially be doing here today.
Also in relation to mentioning about efficiencies and technological advances, yes, efficiencies
and technological advances may in the long term bridge the funding gap, but equally they may
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not and I think it is a very big gamble we would be taking in relation to that, by relying on the
fact that technological development and also the growth in the economy is most definitely going
to bridge that gap.
Also re-reading the amendment, Mr President, it does not make complete sense to me
because what it does is it changes part 5 to say that the defined contribution scheme will be
offered to all new public servants and then goes on to say that new members to the defined
benefits scheme will only be accepted in ‘exceptional circumstances’. However, it leaves part 7
unchanged, which states that HR will monitor take-up of the defined contribution scheme and
consider over three years if the defined contribution scheme should become the default scheme
for future new public servants. But if new members to the defined benefits scheme will only be
accepted in exceptional circumstances then it is already becoming the default scheme, as the
new public servants, with the amendment to part 5, will only have that choice unless they can
meet the exceptional circumstances test. Exceptional circumstances, I assume, is exactly that –
exceptional. So in that sense it is a bit contradictory to me. But also in terms of sustainability it
will actually increase the amount of cost to the taxpayer; and again, to the Hon. Member for
Middle’s credit, he did acknowledge that during his remarks.
We know from previous actuarial figures supplied to this Hon. Court in July, Mr President,
that this is likely to mean us having to find more taxpayers’ money due to an increased funding
gap. This is of course because of the fact that contributions for those in the defined contribution
scheme will be going into individualised pots whereas the funding for those in the defined
benefits scheme will still be being paid out of contributions received by current members and
current employer contributions.
In the first year after the public sector pension reserve runs out, or the year, as I think it is
now predicted it will run out, 2021-22, it could change the potential funding gap. In other words,
what Hon. Members around at the time will need to find from general revenue, again, as the
Hon. Member for Middle stated, is £10 million.
But from there the projection only gets worse, Mr President. Five years on from that, in
2026-27, there is a bigger gap. For those who are thinking of maybe even being around at the
start of Tynwald in 2031-32, that gap goes even higher. Also the overall liability of the schemes
over the projected lifespan rises from £3.5 billion to £6.1 billion.
Also for anyone out there, Mr President, who simply thinks that we can borrow our way out
of it, I have this message: borrowing comes at a cost. Also, at some point you do have to pay it
back. (A Member: Hear, hear.) I know the United States of America is giving a pretty good
example of how trying to avoid that can work, but you are just moving the liability from
generation to generation.
By going down this route, we are not only passing that problem to the next generation, we
would also be exposing the Island to a new form of financial liability, compared to what we have
had in the past. So if borrowing is a route that is needed in the future, it is one that should be
minimised not maximised; it is not something that should simply be seen as the easy option in
order to deliver the Holy Grail of defined contribution.
The other issue I have with the amendment, Mr President, is it sweeps all the schemes up
into one. So this change will not just include the central Civil Service scheme but also doctors,
nurses, police officers, firefighters, teachers.
I was involved, before I became Minister for Health and Social Care, when I was in the
Cabinet Office, Mr President, and in fact led, thanks to the Minister for Policy and Reform, the
negotiations in relation to the teachers’ pension reforms. They were hard fought reforms and
there were passions on both sides, Mr President, but both sides came together and recognised
that we needed schemes that were more sustainable and the people who negotiated on behalf
of the teachers’ unions did so in good faith. They did so knowing that these were changes that
were going to affect, in some cases, themselves and their members, and believed that they were
doing what was right for the future of that scheme.
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What this amendment does is it removes that certainty from them, Mr President, and
suggests that instead the future is going to be very different. We must also remember that in
relation to teachers, we know from previous Answers to this Hon. Court and the other place
that, we have got an ageing population of teachers. There are many who may well decide that if
they feel they do not know what their pension provision is going to be that they will take
retirement when and where they can.
The other thing I would say, Mr President, in relation to this is we do have problems
recruiting in some areas and I do think that it will impact on our recruitment. I will give an
example from the Department I am currently heading up, Health and Social Care, Mr President.
We currently have an ageing general practitioner base and the Hon. Member for Ramsey,
Dr Allinson, has briefly touched on it in his remarks. In fact, I answered a Question on this very
topic not that long ago, and both here and in the UK there is a shortage of individuals to take on
those particular roles, and it is becoming an increasingly competitive marketplace, both in terms
of salary and conditions. Why on earth, I would ask, Mr President, would a GP favour us when
this amendment would put us completely out of line with the NHS pension scheme in the UK,
but also – because I take on board what Mr Shimmins has said, it is very different being a GP in
an Island nation than doing it in the centre of Birmingham – it puts us out of line with the other
similar jurisdictions such as Jersey. Why would they favour us?
As some have already said, Mr President, it is not just about pensions, it is a whole package of
measures that make people decide where to go and what jobs to take up. But equally, I think
Hon. Members should be reminded we are the same individuals saying that, who have also been
banging on, in some of our cases for many years, about the need for people to ensure they have
adequate pension pots for retirement so they are not reliant on the state.
Pensions are becoming a more important aspect of people’s decision-making when it comes
to jobs, Mr President. The irony is that is partly because we the politicians have been
emphasising and promoting how important it is for people to have adequate retirement
provision and to ensure they adequately plan for their future throughout their career.
So in relation to Mr Shimmins’ amendment, Mr President, we do need public sector pensions
reform; yes, we most certainly do. But again I emphasise for Hon. Members it has to be a change
that has certainty, reliability and sustainability at its core, and certainly not one delivered at any
cost to the taxpayer, be it short term or long term. So, while I welcome Mr Shimmins bringing
forward the amendments – in fact I think it would have been a much poorer debate if he had not
brought it forward, and I share quite a few of his views in relation to this, particularly in the long
term direction of travel – at the moment I therefore cannot support this amendment.
I think we also need to remember, Mr President, what the actual central issue is and not lose
sight of it. The elephant in the room is the legacy funding gap. That is the problem that needs to
be addressed. The amendment from Mr Shimmins, in my opinion, actually makes it worse. The
plain and simple fact is that this is an issue that should have been tackled by previous
administrations many years ago. (Several Members: Hear, hear.) But instead they did not build
up a fund to support the commitments that were made, they worked on a promise today, pay
tomorrow basis and it has left us where we are now.
We need to make sure in our decision-making, Mr President, that we do not make the same
mistake and land future generations with the unforeseen consequences of our decisions today;
that far from helping the situation, while trying to be helpful and meaningful we do not actually
exasperate it and make the costs for future generations that follow even higher.
Am I 100% happy with the proposal in front of us today? Well, myself and the Minister have
had chats about this and he knows the answer: in truth, of course I am not 100% happy. Would I
like to see things move faster? Yes, of course I would, but I have come to recognise that
sometimes eagerness to go further and faster needs to be tempered by the need to ensure that
process and decision-making is made in a rational manner and crucially – I come back to the
word again – a sustainable manner to avoid landing future generations with those unforeseen
consequences.
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The one thing I would say in closing, Mr President, is that the proposal in front of us today
from the Minister for Policy and Reform states that the defined contribution scheme that is
suggested will be reviewed over the next three to five years. I would say that if I do decide to
seek re-election at the next election, and if for some reason I was actually returned as part of
the next House, I would be looking for that review to be delivered on and serious consideration
being given using the evidence accumulated to it being the default scheme for general workers,
excluding key worker groups, as the funding gap figures within the July report laid before this
Hon. Court show that over time the funding gap between that option and the existing option
does come down and there is not a lot of difference into the future. For that reason as well,
Mr President, I actually look to the amendment from Mr Hooper and I think personally that it is
a very sensible amendment and I can support that.
So in conclusion, Mr President, I would urge Hon. Members to support the motion as is, but
with the amendment for Mr Hooper, dismiss Mr Shimmins’ amendment which I do not think at
this juncture well, to be quite frank, actually deliver anything other than potentially increased
cost to the taxpayer, with no real firm detailed suggestions as to how those costs will be met.
At the start of this speech, Mr President, I stated that this proposal does not deliver the Holy
Grail of pensions reform that will lead us on that glorious path to the Promised Land of pensions
utopia. But, like those legends of old, let’s not waste our time seeking out some mythical ideal of
perfection or indeed things in front of us that may pretend to be. Let us instead take a small but
decisive step forward which is what these proposals are, and ensure the three tests of certainty,
reliability and sustainability are met.
Thank you, Mr President.
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Several Members: Hear, hear.
The President: Hon. Member for Douglas East, Miss Bettison.
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Miss Bettison: Thank you, Mr President.
I rise to speak only briefly on this important subject, as many of my thoughts have already
been summed up succinctly by other Members.
The Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins, has almost answered his own question. The
increased engagement with new staff that would allow us to better understand what brought
them into public service employment has not yet been fully undertaken. Recommendation 7 of
the motion on the Order Paper allows this engagement to occur in a controlled manner and I
would seek reassurance from the mover that any decision around DC schemes in the future
would look at take-up rates and cost but would also have listened to those staff joining within
the three- to five-year period under review.
I would also be interested to understand the definition of ‘new public servants’. If people
move to a new role within Government, a move sideways or a promotion, could they be
considered a new public servant? If in any cases the answer to this is yes, the effect of the Hon.
Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins’ amendment is even more profound than at first sight. In the
Health Service many nursing colleagues, including myself, would not have considered the
pension when deciding to work on this beautiful Island. However, as a note of caution, for the
large number of our dedicated public servants nearing their eligible retirement date, any
significant change could lead to them opting for an early exit.
Thank you.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mr Henderson.
Mr Henderson: Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
This has been a long, convoluted and complicated debate thus far, and to have a sense of
déjà vu is an understatement really, because, as the mover of the critical and important motion
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of two or three years ago which altered the Manx State Pension and canvassed Tynwald support
for the changes and the bringing in of the new Manx State Pension, that was a monumental
debate, hugely important – of strategic importance – and recognised at that time that that
particular pension pot was shrinking and it was projected to dry up in the 2050s at that time. So I
moved the motion on behalf of Treasury at that time and indeed the Council of Ministers and
put the case to Tynwald, and in the end it was supported and a way through was found for a
sustainable Manx State Pension and indeed what we see emerging as a new Manx State Pension
now.
Previous to that we had another monumental debate in this place, our Hon. Court, with
regard to public service pension reforms – somewhere around December 2014, in fact – and it
was on fairly similar grounds to what we are hearing now. Again, I moved an amendment at that
debate which caused – and it was successfully supported and I am certainly grateful to Hon.
Members for that support – Government to go back and re-evaluate the figures that we were
being given on the day, because we were being told that the Public Service Pension Reserve
Fund was due to dry up within three, four or five years, which is similar to the timespan that is
being put forward today. What I wanted to achieve was for the figures at that time to be
validated and for a report to come back – an independent report, which was part of my
amendment – so that we could have a firm foundation to work from going forward that people
could have confidence in and, importantly, the staff sides.
I have to declare an interest from many angles, Eaghtyrane, because I am a member of Unite
and have supported my union throughout the years here – it is well on record – and having put
that particular amendment through in 2014, it does give me quite a substantial pre-declared
position on all of this. The point of my amendment, though, was in fact to engender a strong
platform for Government to work from and to effect a negotiating machinery with the staff sides
to move us into a sustainable way forward.
Mr Shimmins, Hon. Member for Middle, talked about the weight of his mailbag when the
public found out about this amendment. I can assure you the weight of my mailbag and emails
at the time when we were proposing imminent – and that was the reason for my amendment –
reforms that would come in straight after the Tynwald debate on the pension reforms was huge
to the point where I had people wanting appointments. They were ringing me up, e-mails; staff
were crying – they were completely hysterical with what was going to happen. The light at the
end of their tunnel – all they could see was that it was going to be switched off.
So, with all that background I think what we have got to keep sight of here is the fact that we
need to keep the negotiating machinery that was built from my amendment, where we have a
technical advisory group built up working with the Pensions Authority on this, input of all staff
sides and from a Government perspective. Thus far what has happened is that it has engendered
a joint response to the Public Service Pension Reserve deficit and a good working response, in
some ways, so that we see the reforms to the public service pension currently, whereby if you
follow the curve through in the reports, we will come to a sustainable position, according to the
reports, where we reduce the level of the deficit to a point where we can afford the defined
benefit scheme going forward. This is going to take some considerable time; we know that and
there is no easy fix. Whatever model we apply to this situation, there is no easy fix and it is all
going to take time anyway.
Having declared my multiple conflicts of interest, at the heart of which, though, I am
absolutely 200% certain and support anything that will give us a sustainable way forward to
resolving the issue … I have got no problem with that, and as we have heard, there is no easy fix
to this. It is going to have to be managed very carefully.
I am very pleased with the Members who have contributed recognising this position,
Mr Hooper especially with the transitionary periods matter in point because that is something
that we are going to have to take on board moving this forward, and whatever we do it needs to
be done via the joint negotiating machinery – because if we want any chance of a positive
success, that is the route to use.
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The issue with the defined benefit scheme … Positives for it: it gives a really good pension
return for current members and if we decide to keep it going forward we have something that
helps them and assists them in planning their retirement; it is attractive for recruitment, and I
know people who have joined as a result of that; and it gives you a much better pension than a
defined contribution scheme in lots of ways.
There may come a point, and I accept that, where there may have to be other adjustments to
the DB scheme, if we decide to keep it, to ensure that going forward it is sustainable, and there
may possibly be a time where adjustments are made where it actually brings it into parallel with
a defined contributions scheme – a bit unsure of that, but that is where we could get with it.
However, the defined contribution scheme, on the other hand, to me, yes, it delivers. If you
could do it, you would get a more sustainable scheme in one way, although you would have a
likelihood of lesser benefits and so on. And then you have to balance up. If you are on a defined
benefits scheme you are less likely to be reliant on the Social Security mechanism we have; if
you are on a DC scheme there could be more reliance on the Social Security mechanism later on
as the benefits may not be as great as a DB scheme. So there are pluses and minuses with it all.
The Pensions Authority with their figures and reports and through the Cabinet Office they
show us that, actually, the curve on the legacy fund is coming down. It will plateau out, there
will always be something to pay; I absolutely acknowledge that. It is figuring out which is the
best for the Isle of Man, which is the most sustainable, best route, and that is where we are
today.
What I am angry about, though, is the complications that have been thrown into this. Only
last week I wrote to three senior officials, with regard to this debate, a decent letter listing a
range of questions applying to DC/DB schemes, costs, blah, blah. No answer. I am not happy
with that. It is not the best when we are trying to resolve one of the biggest national issues,
strategic points, budgetary points that we have got to face. And I am not happy with the
overcomplications that have been thrown in, either, but having said …
And I can reassure Dr Allinson, by the way, that as far as I know and for the years spent in
Treasury, I have never come across a cabal. I am not a member of one, unless it is unwittingly so,
(Laughter) and I know that the other Hon. Members in Treasury are not members of any cabal,
as far as I am aware. And I can further reassure Dr Allinson, the Hon. Member for Ramsey, and
other Hon. Members, that as far as I am aware, I am not under any Treasury whip as far as this
debate goes, as are the other Members. The other Members have their views and I have got
mine, and my strong view is that we need to find a sustainable way through this, and it may well
be that we are looking towards the Hon. Member for Ramsey, Mr Hooper and his amendment
where we are looking at transitionary periods and we need things staged in, slowly negotiated.
That is a proven way to make something work.
However, I am also conscious that the Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins, has spent an
inordinate amount of time working up his amendment and putting the background information
to it. I am conscious that the wording in his amendment is that we accept the principle of what
he is trying to achieve vis-à-vis a DC scheme plus possibly some borrowing, but that it goes to
the Cabinet Office for consideration and then it comes back for voting upon at another time. So
we are not actually, as far as I get it, putting Mr Shimmins’ amendment in place today; what we
are doing is saying we just want to find out a bit more about it, and because of the way he has
now reworked the amendment I am quite happy to support that to see what the facts and
figures are when they come back.
I have struggled immensely with trying to draw up my own graphs and workings out as to
which would be the most beneficial for the Island – DB scheme, DC scheme, DC scheme
supported with a proportion of borrowing that we only pay the interest back on, etc. I still have
no clear chart in my hand that I can refer to at a glance to give me a steer on what the best way
forward is. I have asked for that repeatedly and we are at this debate today and there has been
no new information, as I requested, put out for Members to look at to make this whole thing a
little more clear to understand and just look at an overview so you can compare the ideas
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rapidly and make your own minds up. And I am sorry that did not happen. But, as I say, I am
quite happy with the wording of Mr Shimmins’ amendment and I am quite happy with the Hon.
Member for Ramsey, Mr Hooper’s amendment because that certainly puts a little bit more
clarity on it, and I think we have got to be aware of all these things.
Incidentally, there has been an argument put forward, and I think it is valid, that we need to
put certainty on members’ pensions. A DC scheme would do that more; a DB scheme we might
be adjusting down the line – it might need other adjustments, and that gives pension members
uncertainty and so on. Well, the thing is we have had a letter from all the staff sides, including
the Isle of Man Trade Union Council, which they all have membership of, to show that there is a
lot of negotiation gone on and the staff sides know full well that there may well be adjustments
having to be made, and they have made their members well aware of it that going forward, to
make a DB scheme sustainable, there may have to be adjustments to that cost envelope; the
cost sharing mechanism might have to be altered. Every member – every member of the public
sector service, anyway – knows that. The staff sides know it. They negotiated that agreement
thus far and I am sure that if any adjustments in the future have to be made we have a
mechanism now where we sit down and negotiate it, and I do not think it would come as such a
shock to members as some Hon. Members in here think it might. So there is that backstop there,
but the best part of it is the technical advisory group that is in operation at the minute, the joint
negotiating technical body that advises the Pensions Authority itself, made up of management
and staff sides.
So that is the position, Eaghtyrane, and I would urge Hon. Members to think carefully on
what is going on here. I will be supportive of Mr Shimmins and I will be supportive of Mr Hooper
as well; I certainly hope that gets some traction.
Gura mie eu, Eaghtyrane.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Poole-Wilson.
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Mrs Poole-Wilson: Thank you, Mr President.
Many people have spoken and in great detail. I would like to thank the Hon. Member for
Middle, Mr Shimmins, for bringing his amendment today because I think it is important and it
has meant that we have had a much fuller debate on this issue than we might otherwise have
done. I would also like to thank him in particular for recognising the position of Jane, (Laughter)
and so I would like to share with this Hon. Court some of the insights of Jane.
I think in common with the rest of this Hon. Court Jane recognises that there are no bullets,
wands, magic spells or other things that we could refer to that will magic away the legacy
funding gap. I think it is also important to acknowledge that there have been significant changes
in recent years – cuts in benefits for current scheme members, lower benefits for new joiners to
the scheme, higher contributions and the proposed introduction of cost sharing – all designed to
manage the future cashflow position proactively.
The Hon. Member for Middle talked about fairness, though, in the context of Jane and Chris’s
position. I think that is a problem that we all wrestle with in this Hon. Court; not only the
financial implications of our legacy funding gap on our public sector pension provision, but the
issue of fairness and perceptions of fairness. I would just like to reflect on that for a moment
because I think it is important not only in the context of this debate but in other issues that we
might look at in this Hon. Court.
What if Jane, for example, like the majority of our working population, works in the private
sector, where for a number of years individuals in the main have been expected to either make
their own pension provision or certainly their pension has been dependent on their
contributions, sometimes as matched by those of their employer, if they are lucky? Whilst
historically there may have been quite a gap between the pay of both sectors, with those
working in the public service often earning a lower rate of pay than many in the private sector,
that no longer seems to be the case. The latest available earnings information from the Isle of

________________________________________________________________________

1027 T136

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 19th MARCH 2019

4800

4805

4810

4815

4820

4825

4830

4835

Man 2017 Earnings Survey finds that median weekly earnings for full-time staff across manual
and non-manual work is £540 in the private sector and £612 in the public sector. Mr Baker, the
Hon. Member for Ayre and Michael, talked about the collective responsibility, but what if Jane,
as someone working in the private sector, sees that collective responsibility as something she
has to contribute to as a taxpayer but does not actually receive any direct financial benefit from?
(Two Members: Hear, hear.)
Jane might have another sense of unfairness arising from the belief that public sector pension
benefits are typically highly generous. In fact, Jane’s sense is misplaced on this one. The Report
makes clear, as others have indicated, that for the majority of our public service pensioners –
almost five and a half thousand of them – the average pension is £8,500 per annum. So, whilst
some of our most highly paid public servants do receive generous pensions, the vast majority do
not. However, Jane might also say that many in the private sector who earn at or below median
earnings would be glad to have the public sector average level of guaranteed annual pension
income.
I suppose the final area of perceived unfairness is the intergenerational issue, which Jane and
Chris embody. The intergenerational challenge is one that bites you wherever you work; and so,
thinking more broadly, I feel it is time for us to have an honest conversation for people of both
Jane’s and Chris’s generation to acknowledge that those who are not even born yet, let alone
those like our children and grandchildren, who do not have a say in all of this are the
generations who will have to bear the consequences of our failing to make sensible reform.
So, we have no quick fix to the legacy funding problem, but we should be proactive as
regards the future, and the question has to be: what action should we take today to improve the
position for the future for all of our population, no matter where they work? What we cannot do
is have a situation where the people sitting not only in this Hon. Court but also outside in
40 years’ time are accusing us of not doing enough. However, whatever we do, we must do
responsibly and in a managed way, which is something I think that both Jane and Chris would
agree with.
Turning to the motion before us and the amendments, I do not propose to comment on them
in any great detail, as others have done already extensively.
I am supportive of the recommendation that we move to provision of a defined contribution
scheme. As many have said, this is positive for Jane: it gives her choice and flexibility.
In terms of the funding gap, however, introducing a defined contribution scheme does not
change the historic liability position. What it does do, though, is ultimately move us towards a
position of funded pension benefits.
And so, as others have said today, it seems that we in this Hon. Court are not that far apart.
We might all subscribe to the notion that we should be moving to a funded position and the real
question is how we get there. I think this is where the Hon. Member for Ramsey Mr Hooper’s
amendment is helpful, because I understand completely why the Hon. Member for Middle
Mr Shimmins has advocated a move immediately, but others have articulated the risks with that
approach, in particular the borrowing risks that go with that approach. And so my instinct is that
rather than move immediately in the way envisaged by Mr Shimmins’ motion, we would be
better to move with the original motion as amended by Mr Hooper’s helpful amendment to
have a responsible, managed, well-planned and thought out transition to the future.
Thank you, Mr President.

4840

The President: Hon. Member, Mr Cregeen.

4845

Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Mr President.
I think, like many Members when they stood for election, for me back in 2006 one of the
concerns was that Government spending was out of control, that it looked like the good times
would never end, that there were large amounts of spending across most sectors of
Government.
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And then we had the banking crisis: bankers’ bonuses; people were losing their houses;
businesses were going to the wall because of overextended … It then affects the whole of
Government. Everybody since then has been reeling from the excesses of what happened with
the banks irresponsibly lending. Investments that people thought were secure are not any more.
The returns our pensioners now are getting on any investments – they are lucky if they are
getting 2%, so a lot of them are relying on their pensions.
One of the things that was a concern to me was Government expenditure, were we living
within our means, and it has been proven that we were living beyond our means for many years
and hoping that one day … that we would continue to have all this money coming in.
One of my concerns was public sector pensions, an unfunded scheme: how were we going to
meet this funding model? But over the years there has been a slow creep to try and sort out the
pensions. There has been an acknowledgement that there has to be that move to a sustainable
system. What the Hon. Member for Douglas Central is moving today is another step. We have to
bring our staff and the public along with us on this journey. The last thing that we need is a
shock tactic, where we suddenly find that people are deciding that they are going to leave their
jobs and try and get something somewhere else to secure their future.
When I was made aware that the Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins, was going to bring
his amendment, I asked officers to reach out to the teaching unions to see what their views
were, and if I can just say to Hon. Members these are some of the responses that we had:
We would expect the Isle of Man Government to defend its position robustly, that policies and procedures have
been put in place to ensure the long-term sustainability of the teachers’ pension scheme. Aside from the fact that
such a knee-jerk reaction could undermine the sustainability of the scheme, it would also mean that the pensions
offered to new teachers would be vastly inferior to those that are offered in the United Kingdom, Guernsey and
Jersey and would therefore result in an acute impediment to recruitment of high-quality teachers.

Another comment was:
This would act as an additional disincentive to teachers considering the move from the adjacent jurisdictions
where defined benefit schemes still operate.
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The Hon. Member for Middle said that he had spoken to some teachers and they had said it
was not one of the things that they have been concerned about – because they were already in
that scheme. Because they were in the scheme, it would not have been an issue. If you talk to
people, if they were going to come over here it is yet another one of those things that people
would say, ‘Do you know what, I could be better off staying where I am.’
We already have a situation with the teachers’ pension schemes, in that after they have been
working on the Isle of Man for a number of years they cannot transfer that back into the pension
scheme that they have in England. Since that was brought in, that has been an issue for some
teachers coming over to the Isle of Man and we must be aware that … Are we going to group all
the teachers into that group that the Hon. Member is saying is under exceptional circumstances,
that they would get into the scheme that we have got now?
We are moving to a more sustainable model, and as the Member for Douglas North,
Mr Ashford, said, let’s see what happens in a few years’ time. Let’s have that review.
I would urge Hon. Members to support the motion put forward by Mr Thomas and the
amendment by Mr Hooper. Let’s start making those positive moves to ensure that the staff that
we have now have some security. The last thing we want to see is an exodus of the staff who are
currently, with the thought of these changes, possibly thinking of moving.

4885

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

4890

Mr Cannan: Thank you, Mr President.
I have now been party to a number of these debates over the last seven or so years, and Hon.
Members will not need to be rocket scientists to know that I have very strong pre-declared
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views about public sector pensions. My last stated set of views on this matter was on 14th June
2016, just 12 weeks before the last election, when I wrote for the Isle of Man newspapers,
published an article online on Facebook and did a series of radio interviews.
I just want to recap, because it is right that I should recap, as to why I have had a set of prestated views, and in order to do that it is quite simple for me to read what happened … and
published 12 weeks before the last election. I wrote then, in the newspaper and to my
constituents effectively:
Over recent weeks, members of Tynwald have received a consistent stream of emails and letters from public
sector workers and union representatives urging us to accept and vote through the latest reform proposals from
the Public Sector Pensions Authority. Many of these letters and emails have used, at their heart, the leverage of
recruitment and retention of staff as the critical factor for a ‘yes’ vote, but almost none have ever mentioned
what the cost to the public purse will be or the implications for their very own jobs or services. Ironically, in
pushing for Tynwald acceptance of these reforms, those very same people may well end up having to face the
consequences of severe cuts to public services or alternatively unsustainable rises in public taxes and charges.
In April, Government withdrew its proposals facing almost certain defeat in the House of Keys at least. Now they
are back on the agenda in June, this time slightly amended so that the proposals around the cost envelope
(altering employee terms to pay more and receive less) are accepted and the dealing with proposals for managing
the liabilities after the General Election.
It changes nothing. If anything it now makes the situation even more complicated.
Let me be clear. The next Government is already facing a budget deficit of circa £75m. The current pension
proposals potentially add another £60m to this problem (over the period to 2022), which in effect gives the
Government an estimated £135m to find in savings over the course of the next Parliament. This is compounded by
the fact that the available cash reserves are running out and will be depleted within the next four years if no
action is taken to address the deficit.
Looking at the Public Sector Pensions Bill in isolation, the liabilities have soared from £1bn in 2007 to £3bn in
2016. The revenue cost to the taxpayer has risen year on year and will rise, as outlined in these proposals, from
£40m to £100m (by 2022), due to the depletion of the Public Sector Pensions Reserve.
The net impact of finding £135m of savings will be significant, although ameliorated a little by potential economic
growth, but the problem is not one that ceases as the pension liabilities continue to grow after 2022. To put
£135m into context, it is just shy of half the annual salary bill for the IOM Government workforce of 7,000 people
or a net cost to the Island of circa £3,000 per household.
No one has any explanation as to how this can be afforded except some vague assertions that economic growth
will be a major contributor to paying for this huge bill. I would argue that economic growth alone cannot be relied
upon to solve our problems and quite frankly it’s bonkers to place the fate of public finances and public services
on this one outcome. Plus, it could be interpreted that the message is the private sector should do all the work to
grow the economy and the public sector should get all the rewards to pay pensions. I don’t think so – we need the
money from economic growth to pay for our healthcare, our education, our infrastructure and to protect jobs.
In summary, I am deeply concerned that the scale of the problem will mean that the Isle of Man will not be able to
afford to run viable health and educational services, let alone deliver the spectrum of other essential services that
we currently have available without raising taxes or making unsustainable cuts to jobs and services.

It goes on, Mr President:
We also do not yet have the final details of the new ‘cost envelope’ proposals, but in outline we are informed that
the pension scheme is reviewed every three years and that terms for employees will be adjusted accordingly as
liabilities change. Although the taxpayer appears somewhat protected […] I am a little surprised that new and
younger members of the workforce have agreed to such uncertainties around contribution rates and retirement
ages going forward. Over time this may lead to unaffordable contribution rates and reducing benefits for public
sector workers, which will also become unsustainable. It may not be so applicable for older workers and senior
union officials, but there is a significant danger that pension contribution rates and retirement age being subject
to change every three years will ultimately lead to increased workforce uncertainty and possible industrial unrest.
This smacks of desperation and quite frankly we are potentially making the situation worse for everybody.
Younger members of the workforce are being sold down the river.

Just to skip on a little bit, Mr President:
Therefore, the only solution that I can support must involve closing the schemes to new members. We should also
implement alongside a series of further measures including career average pay calculations, increased
contribution rates, capping of lump sums and capping salary level calculations (with the possible exception of
defined frontline services). We must manage the whole problem, not try and dilute it into a series of allegedly
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‘affordable’ parts that solve nothing. We are kidding ourselves and leading the taxpayer and the workforce down
the garden path.
For new entrants we should open a new properly funded defined contribution scheme. There is absolutely no
reason why a well-constructed defined contribution scheme would not be just as appealing to new workers. It
would offer certainty of contributions which, along with a properly managed fund, would surely be more
beneficial than carrying forward the continued uncertainty of the unfunded public sector schemes. A generous
scheme of this nature would also restore some parity with the private sector and end the schism that currently
exists in that respect.
In addition we must also consider that the tax rates and quality of life on the Isle of Man are substantially better
than those of other neighbouring jurisdictions. So, I believe we can in fact continue to make the Island an
attractive place to live and work in the future for essential public sector workers, protect our valued frontline
services and utilise careful funding to meet liabilities.
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Mr President, I think it is right that I absolutely remind Hon. Members of my pre-declared
position, but I am also an amenable man and I do recognise that in this motion there has been
some progress and that there is some progress that may get to some form of conciliatory
position, but it is difficult.
The way we have set out – the Treasury – the Budget is to reduce the impact of public sector
pensions. What was happening before – there are a lot of new Members in this Hon. Court,
Mr President – was the cost of public sector pensions was dripping through the system because
the Treasury were raising the cost with every single Budget. In other words, they were making
Departments pay more money every single Budget and not increasing at all their budget and
their top line. In other words, the Departments’ pension contributions were increasing 1% per
year. That is a lot of money, and what was happening was that 1% increase was dripping through
to people on this Island in the form of charges, increased rates in some specific areas and, more
importantly, charges for public sector housing and of course increases in day to day expenditure.
What this drip, drip, drip effect was doing was creating significant social unrest because there
really was not much in the way of economic growth coming through. There was very little room
for the previous Treasury Minister to work with and there was – as the Hon. Member sitting in
the Speaker’s Chair today, Mr Robertshaw, will know – a lot of very impassioned, difficult
arguments, simply because there was very little economic growth, there was a significant
liability and most of that liability was in fact around the public sector pension scheme.
So, let me be under no illusions with Hon. Members here today, who we perhaps may have
lulled into a false sense of security by using the public sector pensions fund in the way that I and
Treasury and Tynwald have chosen to do, because we have set and capped the employer
contribution at 15%, being what I have envisaged and others have envisaged as reasonable and
fair, arguably – I am sure some people may disagree that 15% compared to probably 10% in the
private sector is too much, but nevertheless 15%, and we have taken the rest from the reserves
to give us a chance to try and find a solution and to try and ensure that we have a relatively
small landing in 2022. But that landing, as I pointed out in the Budget, is full of potential threats,
not only from the broader threats of Brexit and other broader global economics, but also the
threat that we do not meet the savings targets that I had outlined. The Hon. Member for
Ramsey, Mr Hooper, is very good at reminding me of that and I have to be honest that it is a
substantial risk, because when you are talking about the future and you are talking about
carrying on meeting these liabilities in the revenue budget, you will have difficult choices to
make because it is not going to be as smooth as it is in these last three years. It will get
incredibly …. We could barely find the £15 million that we were wanting from SAVE, because
what happens – and this happened in the last House as well – is every time somebody comes up
with a proposal that means reform of public services, or somebody is going to lose out or some
bus services are going to get cut, or the Police are going to be reduced in numbers or something
is going to drop off the Health Service, there is absolute uproar and nothing will get achieved
without a considered plan. But the problem that you are potentially lining up for … Although we
talk a little bit about borrowing, I am not sure the public are going to buy borrowing for defined
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benefits – because that is potentially one of the solutions that people are talking about, and of
course that will put my position and the Court’s position into a very difficult place.
The other point I wanted to talk about in terms of my overall position on this is I have always
set out, actually, above the Budgets and above the costs, although they have been incredibly
important … The top line for me has been, ultimately, fairness: fairness to the taxpayers of this
Island, fairness to the workers of this Island – and by that I mean the whole of the workers, not
just the public sector workers but the private sector workers as well, and when the unions write
to me, plead and say they are representing 10,000 or 11,000 people, I always have to remember
that we are representing 70,000 people on this Island, nearly 80,000 people and probably more
than 80,000 people on this Island. They bring up one valuable percentage, and the other
percentage significant considerable who are our constituents do not have access to these
schemes, will not get a defined benefit scheme and will continue to believe that they are being
treated unfairly when it comes to life’s packages and salary and the difference looked at when
working between the private and public sector. I congratulate the Hon. Member of the
Legislative Council in her speech today because I think she really summed up a lot of that very
eloquently.
The other fairness issue is not just to the people of the Island, not just to the taxpayer – and
part of that fairness obviously has to be a solution that is affordable as well – but the other
element of fairness within all this that I have a very clear focus on is the fairness to the current
generation of younger workers. When I first became Chairman of the Public Sector Pensions
Authority – in fact, I was, I think … sorry, not Chairman, the first Vice-Chairman of the Public
Sector Pensions Authority – I was actually quite shocked when I heard that the unions had
signed up to this scheme of in 2020 of looking at cost envelopes and thereafter having it
reviewed every three years, and if the cost envelope shifted their members would start to have
their pension terms reduced or have their contributions increased. I am worried. If we get to a
stage where absolutely we are confident that the unions and the workers are completely
adamantly clear that they are happy to have their pensions touched every three years or so,
then I am going to give my full support to this cost envelope scheme. As yet, we have not quite
thrashed out the final details of it. But if I was a young worker effectively paying for older
workers and part of that payment deal was that I had to have my pension rights changed every
three or five years, my fears of broad industrial unrest I believe may well come to fruition. So we
need to be very careful about what we are actually doing and what the cost is of that to the
workers.
The other stage that we have not got to yet and I am keen to get to after this debate is to
work out exactly how this is actually going to impact more broadly and a longer-term financial
plan on our finances, because that is not really being done in any detail yet and nor has there
been any credible recognition of where the money is coming from. I have been very good and I
will hold my hands up, in saying we must find £15 million – and I have initiated the SAVE
programme and that is still in progress and there may well be some benefits from that but the
bottom line is, Hon. Members, finding that that £15 million has been difficult. If we do not get
that figure in, if we do not get economic growth or it slows down, then I challenge you to tell me
where you are going to find that money – are you going to raise taxes, or are you going to cut
services, or are you going to reduce services, or are you going to somehow pour more money
into the Department for Enterprise to encourage economic growth? – because the challenges
are significant.
So really, today I just wanted to stand up here and warn you that this is not easy. None of the
options are easy; none of them are easy. But I have to stand up here as responsible, to warn
you – there are a lot of new Members in this Court – of what was going on before and what may
happen again with public sector pensions in terms of their manageability once that reserve fund
runs out, because it is not pretty, it is very difficult, and Hon. Members will then need to be clear
with their constituents what they are going to do and support in terms of managing those costs.
And let’s be frank – or Alf, in this case (Laughter) – and be honest with each other, and we
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should be honest, that actuarial projections, cost envelopes, defined benefit schemes, even DC
schemes possibly but less so … You can never be entirely accurate, so do not think for a minute
that you are signing up knowing that everything is completely under control, because that is
absolutely never the case in a lot of circumstances.
Just as a final note, I did want to make mention of the other costs, of course. We have talked
about the savings etc., but in this Hon. Court today we have at least mentioned two significant
funding issues: the Health Department, which we are almost certain is going to require
significant funding: and the Hon. Minister for the Environment talked about why he would be
coming for more funding in terms of supporting environmental change – I do not know exactly
how realistic his expectations are, (Laughter) but that is another request. There is clear evidence
that we may need to … We are looking at university fees. We may need to look at them again in
terms of pressures. And of course there is constant pressure on funding schemes with the
Department for Enterprise to keep and support workers and growth in our economy. So there
are a lot of pressures coming down the road. I hope that I will not have lulled you into a false
sense of security by taking out the pensions reserve to buy us enough time to work out what to
do.
Mr Cretney: Hear, hear.
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The President: Hon. Member for Peel and Glenfaba, Mr Harmer.
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Mr Harmer: Thank you, Mr President.
I think the first thing I just want to highlight, because I think it needs to be highlighted, is the
fact that providing pensions for our public services is of critical importance. The first thing to
highlight is the great work that our nurses, doctors, police, teachers, prison officers and civil
servants do in our Departments and across the board, and I do think we have actually got to
highlight that, and then particularly in Infrastructure there are a lot of people who work really
very hard. There has been talk, as was said before, of gold-plated pensions and things like that,
but in actual fact the pensions are really much more modest.
There are just two points because lots of points have been covered really well in the debate
and have been made excellently. The first thing is a lot of work has already happened. We have
talked about pyramid schemes and Ponzi schemes and so forth, but the massive difference …
When I came from the private sector my initial thought was, ‘Well, it’s terrible that it is not
funded, it says nothing about the actual civil servants, it’s just the scheme isn’t funded,’ and I felt
that that was terrible when I first saw it, coming from the private sector, and it needed to be
closed forthwith. But the first thing that struck me, the first change, was that in the past all the
money was much less than the benefits that were attributed. Fundamental change has been the
cost envelope. It reflects exactly what is paid in to what is paid out. So, actually, the substantial
difference between private and public sector is not as massive as once said. And also we must
remember that any changes, any future contributions are not past ones. So we have a number
of options.
When we talk about the legacy funding gap we are not really talking about going forward; we
are talking about the past. I was struck by the graphs in the Report. I thought the Report was
excellent. The fundamental issue here is that if we were to close to new members, we would
peak that funding gap from £30 million or £40 million to £80 million and we would not improve
the situation until 2061. I know that has been mentioned before, but I think there is a massive
difference between finance and economics, and whilst you could have the right answer from a
finance point of view, economically it is completely the wrong thing to do. If you take £1.3 billion
out of the economy, there is a multiplier effect. That multiplier effect actually will do more
damage than the benefit you are trying to achieve, and I do not think that has been highlighted,
and by closing the scheme to new members you are not achieving anything for 50 or 60 years.
So there is an ideological issue which is very different to an evidence-based issue. I congratulate
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some of the comments that were made by the Hon. Dr Allinson, who I thought made them very
well. So the danger is that actually we create an economic problem that breaks the economy
and we achieve nothing in doing so.
I have said it before and I will say it again that one of the issues is that we have concentrated
so much on the public sector pension, we have done nothing about the private sector pension.
One Member mentioned about the fact that it is 10% in the private sector. In my view, that is far
too low and that is why we are getting such particular issues. In actual fact, if you take the cost
envelope, it is for most people about 15% from the employer and 7½% from the employee,
which is 22½%, which is about the right amount to sustain a pension. Many people still do not
have a workplace pension. Many people in work only contribute maybe up to 10%. That is not
enough. That is the message that we are not getting out there. That is the message that we need
to be doing and work we need to be doing, because quite frankly, when those people retire I do
think there will be particular unrest of one nature and we are not dealing with it. In actual fact,
we have started to get to a position with public pensions where at least we are funding them in
a cost-envelope concept in the right way, but we are doing nothing with the private pension and
we must do something.
So, in essence, I think we are a lot closer – and I get it through comments across this Court –
than it might first appear. There is a journey. My caution to everyone would be not to put scare
stories, to actually take the public service with us, because the danger is if we knee-jerk from
one thing to another we could do an awful lot of damage without those negotiations, without
that sense.
So I would commend the motion, I would commend Mr Hooper’s amendment as well, but I
would urge Members to support it.
Thank you.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Lord- Brennan.
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Mrs Lord-Brennan: Thank you, Mr President.
I think that the Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins, has done a really good job in actually
drawing our attention again – and particularly as newer, younger Members – to the long-term
issues that we are dealing with and also going into the detail of explaining the financing of the
cashflow problems that will inevitably come, and those will come whether we are dealing with
an issue in order to resolve it or whether we are trying to continue to fund defined benefit
pension schemes. I think that, actually, it is preferable to have thought-out, planned funding and
borrowing to solve a problem, rather than to have it on an ongoing basis and I think that it is
much better to go into that knowingly and to have some of the control.
I think that there has been lots of talk around landing future generations with funding
difficulties around the proposal put forward by Mr Shimmins, but we know that actually the
future generations are landed with funding difficulty anyway; that is happening anyway. There
will be increased costs for them anyway and there will also be reduced pensions for them
anyway, so I have not actually been persuaded by any of the arguments that I have heard
against Mr Shimmins’ amendment. Instead, I have actually taken comfort from the information
given to do with the cashflow and also I think we need to keep our eye drawn back to the point
that this is something that we propose for all future new public servants and I think we need to
remember that there is a distinction there.
Something that has also been raised is the risk on the collective versus the risk on the
individual and I think that it is a fair assessment that with defined benefit schemes the risk is on
the collective; with defined contribution schemes it is sensible to think the risk is on the
individual. There are trends in every aspect of pensions around individuals making other and
additional provisions to take care of their future needs. This will be no more pressing than for
younger people in future generations, so I think it is absolutely right to think about what the
situation will be 70 or 80 years down the line, and also to think about what our duty is in this. Is
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it our duty to think about what the risk is on the collective, as in the taxpayer; or is it our duty to
continue to protect the situations of people who have already been able to secure good
schemes for now at the expense of future generations? I think absolutely that action is needed
and we need to take a long-term view; so, as uncomfortable as it might seem, I think this is
really important.
I do not feel comfortable, if we were going to be looked at in future years, for other
generations and other Houses to say ‘Why didn’t they do anything?’ We should not really be
looking to join the ranks of the previous inept politicians that have been mentioned, so I think it
is absolutely right that we take a bold stance. I think the benefits are that it is clear, it is
something that we could have control in, it is clean cut; but also, most all, it is responsible. We
need to be able to be bold and take comfort in the fact that this is something that could be
explained to new public servants. I do not buy into the fact that people are joining the Health
Service or teaching for the pensions; if they are, then actually we have got a bit of a problem
there, anyway, I think.
So, yes, I am very happy to support the amendment from Mr Shimmins and I thank him for
taking a long-term view and putting forward something that would actually solve this, albeit in
the long term. Many of us will not even be around by then, but I thank him for that, and yes, I
think we should absolutely consider supporting it and making a bold move and making a good
change.
Thank you.
A Member: Hear, hear.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Miss August-Hanson.
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Miss August-Hanson: Thank you, Mr President.
I would like to thank the mover of the motion, the Minister for Policy and Reform, and
Mr Shimmins as well, the Member for Middle, and the Hon. Member for Ramsey, Mr Hooper, for
their contributions because it has created a space for this debate.
I believe in the principle of what the Hon. Member Mr Shimmins is proposing, that it might
have a future down the line, but I do fear quick moves causing unintended consequences,
particularly after speaking with a number of GPs on the matter yesterday making very similar
points to those made by the Hon. Member for Douglas East, Miss Bettison. We may see some
level of retirements and other movements in various elements of the public sector as a result
without resource to back it up, should the amendment go through, because of a lack of
communication in that particular area.
I do support the Hon. Member for Ramsey’s amendment because it is a compromise across
this Court. Everybody has had a very similar thing to say to a sense. There are comparisons that
can be made across the board. However, I will say that, contrary to the Member for Ramsey
Mr Hooper’s comment, there is quite the difference in funding between the Post Office and
Government – I have to make that point as the Vice-Chair, I am afraid; I apologise for that –
being that the Post Office is fully funded, but that is surely the way forward to a sustainable and
workable system. There is a long, long way to go.
I support the substantive motion with his amendment because I believe that we need to
make a move organically and with a good quality in communication with public sector workers. I
do believe that we need more data on recruitment needs as well and priorities for those looking
at the prospect of entering our public sector, because we have been doing an awful lot of
guesswork on that and that is not helpful. It cannot be said that there are not concerns for
pensions provision if there is no actual evidence to back that up. There is no evidence based on
that.
I would also like to see some clarity in the Minister’s proposed order of events, and linking to
my colleague on Legislative Council’s comments on fairness I seek to confirm what level of
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benefit is being targeted for the new entrants to the Government pension schemes, DB or DC. Is
it to target the same level of benefit as the current DB scheme, as appears to be suggested in the
paper; or to target a desirable target income in retirement that also allows for the state pension
contributions? If it is the former, can the Minister for Policy and Reform reassure me that it is
affordable and fair, given that these benefits are not available in the private sector?
I would also like to agree with my colleague on Council, Mrs Lord-Brennan: one way or the
other, future generations are going to be negatively affected by this, so 100% we need to be
sure of the moves that we make and we do need to make bold moves.
Thank you, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Maska.
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Mrs Maska: Thank you, Mr President.
First of all, I would like to thank the hon. mover and his team for the workshops that he held
because it assisted me in my understanding of all the options that might be considered and
actually helped me dismiss some of the things that I thought might have worked.
I also think the proposal that is set out today in the motion is not perfect, and as others have
said, we have not got a box of magic tricks, but it is going in the right direction and it is in a
measured and a balanced way and does offer a degree of choice to new entrants and new
recruits who may be bringing historic similar schemes with them. It does not debilitate them by
not being able to bring those options with them.
I would support the amendment offered by Mr Hooper, the Hon. Member for Ramsey. I think
the capability of scrutinising the transition from one scheme to another and to monitor the
progress of that is a very sensible way forward.
I also think as part of that transition scrutiny, it has been mentioned but a survey of new
recruits to the Isle of Man would give us evidence-based statistics and numerical evidence that
we really need. We lack the gathering of evidence sometimes when we try and build new
policies, and so I think that could take part of the transition.
Finally, I think this would have to be part of the holistic package that we offer when we are
attracting new recruits coming to this Island. It is not just the pension, it is the whole package. It
is education, healthcare, the quality of where we live, security. It is part of that whole package.
I will be supporting the proposal and Mr Hooper’s amendment today. Thank you.
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The President: I call on the mover to reply, Mr Thomas.
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The Minister for Policy and Reform: Thank you very much, Mr President.
Thank you to my seconder, the Chief Minister, who made a very powerful speech quite some
time ago which was transformational in the debate. I would also like to thank many, many of the
other speakers but with their indulgence I will not actually comment on every speech
(Interjections) because I think the debate has been very rich. I will come to some specific
comments and I will name some people despite that, but I just wanted to try and draw out some
general themes. The main theme that I think we are going to need to conclude with at the end
of today, is that we will have taken an important step because we will have gone from anger
about the legacy, to denying we had an issue about the legacy, to accepting we have got the
legacy, and to actually moving forward to manage, professionally, the legacy.
Now, there was something that Mr President said quite some time ago which is that he had
campaigned for the Laxey beach process from 1995 to 2019. And I think that might be an
inspiration that we should have in our minds as we prepare for the public sector pensions
regime. We are not starting today, we started 10 years ago or so, thereabouts, but certainly I
think everybody in this Hon. Court can be proud because something somebody said to me, the
Chair of our organisation, is that the actual fact is I think the debate today has been much richer
than any previous debate in Tynwald Court.
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I think we are a long way further forward in reforming public sector pensions that are
sustainable in the future, and now in dealing with the legacy from the past. I think that is
something which we can take the credit for collectively inside this Court. Since our elections in
September 2016 and subsequent to that, up on the top shelf, we have made substantial
progress in all sorts of ways that will be going on for many years if not decades. But I definitely
think that we have made a huge step forward at this time.
I want to start my remarks on a couple of the contributions from Treasury Members –
Mr Henderson and the Treasury Minister himself. I will start with Mr Henderson. What
Mr Henderson mentioned was a couple of important bodies and institutions and processes and
all this, and I want to affirm that these are important processes. The first of those is the
Technical Advisory Group that has been meeting recently and wants to get on with helping us
move to the next stage of dealing with cost sharing and the future of the scheme in the light of
our eventual decision today in the debate.
The other process and organisation is the actual joint negotiating machinery itself, because
one of the things that have changed since 2016 is that there is goodwill from members in our
schemes. There is actually a trust and a confidence that we will sort this out in a fair way across
the piece for everybody. I will come back to that in a moment. But the Treasury Minister
expressed his scepticism in 2016 that that was there. The members really understood that every
three years they might have to contribute more or they might have to contribute less; they
might get more or they might get less. That is the whole point of a review, that you actually
review where you are inside the cost envelope and then share out costs and benefits. But I
genuinely believe, given this debate today and given the institutions and the people who were in
place around this debate today, that we can now move to the next step and continue the
professional management process.
So when Mr Henderson was talking I thought it would be very appropriate for us, me, now at
this stage to talk about the next steps to encourage people to carry on with that momentum
that we have developed in this debate. So the next steps will be that by October we need to
have the cost-sharing agreement inside new regulations. It is there since 2012 in terms of
principles and the basics of the regulations and now we need to operationalise it, because we
have started the first of the three-yearly actuarial valuations already and we need to see how
cost sharing works in our situation in 2020. Then, again to address one of the worries the
Treasury Minister had in 2016, we need to see how it plays out for 2022-23 when we come to
the next three-yearly review, where we are.
I am actually one of the most confident and positive people about the way we will go
because I genuinely believe we can take people with us. We can mitigate the risks that are
definitely around this journey that we are on and this pathway that we are on, and actually
begin to demonstrate to everybody that there is a future inside the Defined Benefit Scheme and
the Voluntary Defined Contribution Scheme that is alongside it.
So I think the Hon. Member for Ramsey’s amendment is very helpful. We do need to monitor
everything that is going on; we do need to collect all the data about people’s actual behaviour;
we do need to have surveys. PSPA and the Office of Human Resources through PSC are exactly
the right people to do that. It is a very intelligent and sensible amendment and I want to put on
the record as early as I can that I am fully supportive of Mr Hooper’s amendment and the
motion as I moved it.
Cost sharing: we will also be coming back with an Amendment Bill for the Public Sector
Pensions Act for which I hope we can get the support of both Branches of this Hon. Court in
short time. Picking up on Mr Baker’s assertion, we do need to make sure that everybody is
involved in cost sharing and involved in public sector pensions reform, including the judiciary. So
I thank the Hon. Member for mentioning that. I also think that when we get further forward in
our review of defined contributions on a voluntary basis we will need to come back to this Court
with a motion about the design of the voluntary defined contribution scheme – the contribution
rates, the provider, and information that we have learned. I think that is something else that this

________________________________________________________________________

1037 T136

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 19th MARCH 2019

5255

5260

5265

5270

5275

5280

5285

5290

5295

5300

Hon. Court can look forward to in terms of a decision point in the next steps in our process that
is going to only accelerate in the next few months.
The other point to say on that is at some point – I think it was … Who called for the annual
statement? Was that you, David? (Mr Ashford: Yes.) I think that is a good idea and I think in
October each year it will be the right time for us to make an annual statement in this Hon. Court
with a document for debate about how we are doing in this process of public sector pension
reform, because it is one of the challenges to which this Tynwald has risen. There are several
others – Healthcare, making sure the local economy works and so on and so on – and this is
enormous, but they are also very, very substantial and significant and I think it is only right that
we have the chance to actually hear how we are doing, learn how we are doing, discuss how we
are doing, and then revisit timetables, priorities and resources.
Moving now to the Treasury Minister’s comments and it is very helpful that he has gone back
and revisited his speech in 2016. I just want to remind people of some of the things he said and
how he was right then to be sceptical, but I hope now the Treasury Minister can join with me
about being more positive about where we are. What the Treasury Minister said in 2016 was
that we were facing a £60 million gap because of actions to reform public sector pensions – we
have got that down by a quarter to £45 million and that is not bad in two or three years.
He was worried at the time about a mushrooming actuarial liability. That depends on
assumptions and the interest rates and various other factors, but we can control the liability.
And in any case that is not what matters: what matters is the cash flow, and we are dealing with
the cash flow and the consequent HR issues and all of those sorts of things around that.
There are three other points I want to make. The first one is, as I have said, I am more
positive about the support that we have from scheme members to actually continue to make
the reform and the transition and to manage it more freely than the Treasury Minister was at
the time.
The second point is, as Minister Harmer says, the economy is very important in all of this. We
do need to constantly think through what the impact on the economy will be of changes. I just
think the decision that I hope we make today will be much more positive for the economy
because it is about creating confidence and certainty in the sense that we are on a pathway that
will get us to the right place with the choices inside it, as has been mentioned by a number of
people. So the economy is actually at the heart of my thinking.
The third point – and this is a compliment to the Treasury team that has been in place for two
or three years now – which is that the crucial difference between where we are now and where
we were in 2013-16 when I stood beside my friend, the Hon. Member for Ayre and Michael …
was that now we have a medium-term financial plan in which we all believe, we can believe, we
should believe because it is a realistic financial plan. In 2013-16, as we knew, a lot of it was about
guesswork and aspirations and hopes, and now we have a rock-solid programme that we need
to stick with to actually make sure that we remain on track to fund both the pension situation
and also all the other issues that we have.
Mrs Poole-Wilson’s contribution, as always, was incredibly helpful. I am just going to pick up
on the fairness aspects. (Interjection) Private versus public. It is a point that Minister Harmer
again made very clearly. But if I offer a criticism of the implementation of the Programme for
Government, it is that we have not done enough to actually look at the private sector workplace
pensions and other collective schemes outside Government and we need to do more about that
now. That is certainly something that we need to do inside the Programme for Government to
make sure we escalate attention and focus attention on helping people outside the public
service to actually put provisions in place.
Another point that came through very clearly is that we do need to think about different pay
grades in terms of society and that is very clearly a fairness issue. The intergenerational issue: I
have kept back a paper on intergenerational fairness in part because we do not know and we
have not decided exactly what we are going to do in terms of pensions, in terms of
intergenerational issues. But it is completely strange to me that you think by making things
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worse for people in the future you have actually helped them intergenerationally; and actually
being in a worse position for the next two generations, but we might be better in three
generations is better rather than join together … I think it was, as Mr Baker said at one point, the
way to actually tackle intergenerational fairness is to join together the generations and work out
a consensus about what is fair and that is what we now need to do. We do not need to make
assertions and take the side of young people or old people, we actually need to come forward
with a suggestion to do it in terms of what it will mean for you and then you plan around it.
But there are also many other aspects of fairness that were not even covered by Jane’s
excellent contribution. One is about the level of contributions, because there are all sorts of
different types and amounts of contributions that people make, which might be perceived as
unfair. And there are all sorts of people in Manx society who cannot get the benefit of the extra
pensions – the disabled, carers, long-term unemployed. So there are issues between state
pensions and collective pensions of whatever type – public pensions and private pensions that
we need to address in terms of fairness.
So that leaves a whole bunch of pages, but I said I would not go through them beyond
complimenting people on their excellent contributions and thanking very much people along the
way who made some excellent contributions. Thanking Mr Hooper for working with me at the
crucial point early on to come up with an amendment that would seem to make it work for
everybody. I really do hope that we have a massive majority for the amended motion in terms of
Mr Hooper’s motion. I do think I can join with people to say if we had not had Mr Shimmins’
amendment there the debate would not have been quite as rich. But I do hope I can go out and
tell the PSPA board and we can say to members of our schemes – all the schemes, from
teachers’ schemes through to every other scheme around there – that we are taking this
seriously, we understand your issues, you have got to understand our issues, and that we can go
together in consensus and harmony, so that sooner than Mr President managed to solve the
Laxey beach issue … we have actually got a completely sustainable, agreed, consensual pension
scheme in the public sector and a better one in the private sector.
‘Collective’ is actually at the heart of all of this and again I want to compliment Mr Hooper. At
one point he just dropped in ‘collective defined contribution schemes’. I am passionate about
those and I am absolutely sure that we can be innovative and novel to actually deal with that
scheme. It is a shame that Mr Hooper called his scheme a ‘mirror-defined contribution scheme’
because for people my age that took me back to Robert Maxwell and the Mirror Group
Newspapers and I kept thinking that perhaps Mr Hooper would fall off a boat one day.
(Laughter) But no, I appreciate some sort of a complex scheme made simple.
And finally, in closing, I just want to apologise to Mr Henderson because he made an
absolutely crucial point when he asked two or three officers a long list of questions – I had also
asked them loads of questions, and loads of other people had asked them loads of questions and
they just had to prioritise what they could do. Humblest of apologies, and you will get all of your
information supplied to you. But the most important point in what you said which I heard and
which I remember – and I hope everybody remembers – is that now the future begins today
because we do have a massive issue communicating where we are and what we have done. I
feel for every single one of you because there will be people who say, ‘You just dodged it. You
just put it off again. You just pushed it down the can’. But that is not the reality.
This is the Tynwald that faced up to the situation, that is managing the public sector reform
and the public sector future well, and now we have tackled the legacy finance funding gap and
annually we will be reporting on that progress.
I beg to move.

5355

The President: Hon. Members, the motion is at Item 8, Public Sector Pensions Legacy Funding
Update in the name of Mr Thomas. To that we have two amendments. I take firstly the
amendment moved by Mr Shimmins. Those in favour of the amendment, say aye; against, no.
The noes have it.
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A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
In the Keys – Ayes 4, Noes 16
FOR
Mr Cannan
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Shimmins

AGAINST
Dr Allinson
Mr Ashford
Mr Baker
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mrs Caine
Mr Callister
Mr Cregeen
Mr Harmer
Mr Hooper
Mr Malarkey
Mr Perkins
Mr Quayle
Mr Skelly
Mr Deputy Speaker
Mr Thomas

The Deputy Speaker: Mr President, in the Keys, 4 for, and 16 against.
In the Council – Ayes 3, Noes 6
FOR
Mr Henderson
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Sharpe

AGAINST
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
The Lord Bishop
Mrs Maska
Mrs Poole-Wilson

The President: And in Council 3 votes for, and 6 against, the amendment fails to carry.
I put now the amendment to paragraph 7 moved by Mr Hooper. 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 20, Noes 0
FOR
Dr Allinson
Mr Ashford
Mr Baker
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mrs Caine
Mr Callister
Mr Cannan
Mr Cregeen
Mr Harmer
Mr Hooper
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Perkins
Mr Quayle
Mr Shimmins

AGAINST
None
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Mr Skelly
Mr Deputy Speaker
Mr Thomas
5360

The Deputy Speaker: Mr President, in the Keys, 20 for, and none against.
In the Council – Ayes 9, Noes 0
FOR
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mr Henderson
The Lord Bishop
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Maska
Mrs Poole-Wilson
Mrs Sharpe

AGAINST
None

The President: In the Council 9 for, and none against. The amendment carries unanimously.
I put, in accordance with the Court’s wish, paragraph 4 as a separate vote at this stage. Those
in favour of paragraph 4, say aye; against, no.
A division was called for and electronic voting resulted as follows:
In the Keys – Ayes 10, Noes 10
FOR
Dr Allinson
Mr Ashford
Mr Boot
Mr Cregeen
Mr Harmer
Mr Malarkey
Mr Perkins
Mr Quayle
Mr Skelly
Mr Thomas

AGAINST
Mr Baker
Miss Bettison
Mrs Caine
Mr Callister
Mr Cannan
Mr Hooper
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Shimmins
Mr Deputy Speaker

The Deputy Speaker: Mr President, in the Keys, 10 for, and 10 against.
5365

The Clerk: So it does not carry.
The Deputy Speaker: I beg your pardon; it does not carry.
5370

The Clerk: So it does not carry. It is lost.
The President: Pardon?
The Clerk: So it does not carry.
In the Council – Ayes 5, Noes 4
FOR
Mr Crookall
Mr Henderson
The Lord Bishop

AGAINST
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Cretney
Mrs Poole-Wilson
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Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Maska
5375

Mrs Sharpe

The President: And in the Council 5 votes for and 4 against.
Mr Thomas: It does carry, it is not an amendment. It is a substantive motion.

5380

The President: The Branches are in disagreement. It does not carry in the Keys; it carried in
Council but the Branches are in disagreement, so paragraph 4 fails to carry.
I put the motion as amended. Those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes
have it.
A division was called for.
The Deputy Speaker: Nineteen for and one against. (Laughter and Interjections)

5385

A Member: I think that is an error.
Mr Malarkey: Mr President, I –
The President: Yes, we know what has happened. (Laughter)

5390

Mr Malarkey: Somebody woke me up, Mr President!
The President: Shall we vote again?
5395

Members: Yes!
The President: It is not as straightforward as one would think!
Electronic voting resulted as follows:
In the Keys – Ayes 20, Noes 0
FOR
Dr Allinson
Mr Ashford
Mr Baker
Miss Bettison
Mr Boot
Mrs Caine
Mr Callister
Mr Cannan
Mr Cregeen
Mr Harmer
Mr Hooper
Mr Malarkey
Mr Moorhouse
Mr Peake
Mr Perkins
Mr Quayle
Mr Shimmins
Mr Skelly
Mr Deputy Speaker
Mr Thomas

AGAINST
None
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The Deputy Speaker: Mr President, in the Keys, 20 for, and none against.
In the Council – Ayes 9, Noes 0
FOR
Miss August-Hanson
Mr Cretney
Mr Crookall
Mr Henderson
The Lord Bishop
Mrs Lord-Brennan
Mrs Maska
Mrs Poole-Wilson
Mrs Sharpe

5400

AGAINST
None

The President: And in the Council 9 votes for, and none against. The motion, as amended,
carries unanimously.
Yes, for procedural clarity, Hon. Members, I refer to Standing Order 3.18(10):
Where there is an equality of votes in the Keys the motion shall be lost in that Branch.

5405

If there is an equality of votes in the Keys, the motion shall be lost in that Branch – there is no
Speaker’s casting vote in Tynwald; I thank the Deputy Clerk.
Hon. Members, some of you made the observation about the quality of the debate. May I
agree with that and say I thought the reasoned arguments were excellent and the subject was
done justice.

9. Home Generation Feed-In Tariffs, Electric Vehicles and Electric Heating for Buildings –
Report received and approved
The Chairman of the Manx Utilities Authority (Dr Allinson) to move:
That Tynwald receives and approves the report Home generation feed-in tariffs, electric
vehicles and electric heating for buildings [GD No 2019/0003].
The President: Hon. Members, we turn now to Item 9, Home Generation Feed-In Tariffs,
Electric Vehicles and Electric Heating for Buildings. I call on the Chair of the Manx Utilities
Authority, Dr Allinson, to move.
5410

5415

5420

The Chairman of the Manx Utilities Authority (Dr Allinson): Thank you, Mr President.
It was during last October’s Tynwald that I stood here and explained how the £95 million
debt reduction approved by the Treasury Minister would help stabilise the long-term financial
plan of Manx Utilities and allowed us to present a five-year pricing strategy which was fair,
understandable and provided fiscal certainty for both domestic and commercial customers.
The Manx Utilities board is committed to support our staff deliver excellent service to the
Island, dependable and resilient utilities and to strive for efficiencies and innovation to stabilise
prices and encourage economic development.
Our long-term financial plan approved by this Hon. Court will deliver on the promise of
repaying the £260 million bonds by 2034 and the remaining debt as it falls due, but at October
Tynwald there was a wish for more: for a vision that transcended mere economics, a clear
statement of how Manx Utilities would maintain energy security, price stability and debt
repayment whilst planning for the transition towards a decarbonised economy.
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In June 2016 Tynwald supported the Climate Challenge Mitigation Strategy. This clearly set
out a target which was to be supported by all subsequent administrations to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions by 80% of 1990 levels by 2050. Almost three years later the world has changed:
uptake of more energy-efficient devices, LED lighting, electric vehicles and air source heat
pumps are no longer fringe but are mainstream and the new normal.
The IPCC report has given a new sense of urgency to our people to tackle the growing
problems we face together and mandate us, as their elected representatives, to do the right
thing. Three years on, we no longer talk about climate challenge but climate change. Our vision
must be to respond to this rapidly developing threat whilst promoting sustainable development
and eradicating fuel poverty. Through our use of fossil fuels to generate electricity, Manx
Utilities does add to the Island’s emissions but we are also uniquely placed to be a key part of
the future solution for climate change. As part of the Energy Future Group led by DEFA, we have
been working on how to transition to a low-carbon economy and meet emission targets. DEFA
have shown how this can be achieved: achieved by action across Government Departments and
by providing choices to everyone on our Island.
Manx Utilities was asked to return today with proposals and a progress report, which now
lies before you to be received and approved. Whilst Government encourages active travel, we
must facilitate the growth of electric vehicles by 30% per year through to 2030. We will work
with Government to help the existing 43,000 domestic properties improve their energyefficiency rating whilst increasing the number of properties utilising electric heating. We will use
advanced metering systems and time of use tariffs to balance demand, create a smart grid and
provide customer choice to maintain energy security.
We are in the process of revising our present feed-in tariffs to simplify them. To encourage
renewable generation we will consult on a green tariff for domestic customers. We will also
investigate how to reduce the installation costs of low-carbon technology whilst combining
forces with Government to help tackle fuel poverty and examining ways of encouraging
community projects to generate their own power.
People used to buy electric cars because they were electric. Now they buy them because they
are just great cars. As range anxiety dissipates, we must make owning and charging an electric
vehicle (EV) easier. (Mr Cretney: Hear, hear.) We will review our current EV tariffs and remove
any obstacles to have charging points installed at home, at work or on our streets. We will install
up to 30 new public charging points per year for the next five years, aiming to maintain a ratio of
one point per 10 EVs. We are already looking at models for how people pay for this power,
through smart apps or online billing for residents and our visitors. The board will be finalising
this approach later in the year.
One of the biggest increases in emissions is through home heating. To meet the targets all of
us have agreed to, Manx Utilities must provide a viable alternative to oil and gas heating. This
year we will be supplying 50 state-of-the-art air source heat pumps to customers with the initial
costs spread over 10 years. But this is just the start. Once we have perfected the scheme, supply
chain, installation and support, we will be encouraging the wholesale switch to electric heating
for domestic and commercial customers across our Island.
The electrification of transport and heating will allow us to grow demand, increase efficiency
and reduce emissions overall to support our Island’s unique environment, but at the same time
we must have a vision to deal with how we generate the electricity in the first place. As we
gradually decommission our older oil-powered generators they will be replaced by renewables.
We have already started consulting with companies experienced in onshore and offshore wind
generation, solar power and other technologies. We will work to provide the key components of
the DEFA strategy by commissioning solutions to policy promises. We will work with our
sponsoring Department, the DoI, to provide the necessary infrastructure this Island needs. By
Government working together we can create a new green economy which will bring new jobs,
require new skills and a different way of thinking to tackle the problems we face.
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Mr President, last October this Hon. Court set Manx Utilities a challenge. This Report accepts
that challenge and sets the first steps towards tackling climate change for this generation and
those who come after us. I move that Tynwald receives and approves the Report laid before it.
Thank you.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mr Crookall.
Mr Crookall: I beg to second and reserve my remarks, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Member for Middle, Mr Shimmins.

5485

5490

5495

5500

5505

5510

5515

Mr Shimmins: Thank you, Mr President.
As the Member who moved the amendment and set the challenge, I guess, to the MUA, I
absolutely want to commend the Authority for the way that they have responded to that
challenge.
I think this is a really excellent paper and if I look at the way that this paper is constructed, I
would encourage perhaps other Departments to have a look at it because the way it is laid out is
very professional. It puts in place the background, it identifies each of the three different topics
here and the options that are available, and then critically what it goes on to do is explain what
the MUA is going to do about it in the short term and in the long term because some of these
things are going to take a while to work through. I think the way that this is presented is really
super and other aspects which I like very much are that it benchmarks us, as in the Isle of Man,
against other jurisdictions – I saw in there the Channel Islands, I saw the UK, I saw Ireland and I
saw Scotland. I think that is something I would like to see in lots of papers because I think that
provides a degree of rigour and it is very interesting to see. I think also it perhaps dispels some
myths in terms of some of the tariff structures that we have, which some people might view are
very expensive in comparison to other places. It is all out there in black and white and I think
that is really great; that transparency is commendable.
I also very much appreciate that the Authority has committed to annual targets in this
parliament. I think they are relatively low numbers but I think what that shows to the general
public is that you are taking this seriously, you are taking action. They know that things take time
but when people can see things being installed in their street, in their town, they know that you
are on the case, so I think that really is a fantastic best practice and something I think I would
commend to others.
One question which I have, which is a relatively minor question, is the free electricity that is
effectively coming from the … ‘dumb’ I believe is the term that we use for charging points which
do not have meters attached. How long will that continue? That has been going for quite a long
time now. The Chairman talked about effectively this becoming mainstream, and it is not
mainstream that you get free electricity when you plug in, so when will that be taken care of?
And when will we have one system? Is that the desired outcome? Will it be an app-based
system? There is some confusion when you go elsewhere – there are competing different
systems.
But overall I really would like to say well done. In a relatively short period of time I think you
have come forward with some excellent proposals.
Thank you.

5520

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

5525

Mr Hooper: Thank you very much, Mr President.
Just some brief comments from me. I really do welcome this paper. I think it is a great piece
of work; it is a great step in the right direction. The only query I have got for the Hon. Chairman
is actually in respect of the electric vehicles section in the Report, because in his opening
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remarks he said we must facilitate growth of electric vehicles but unfortunately there is not a
grant scheme or a support scheme in the paper and that is off the back of the financial appraisal
that has been done, which shows that there would be quite a long payback period. My question
for the Chairman is … You have actually shown in the Report that people could be up to £1,000
better off. If you split that 50/50 with the customer, the MUA could get payback of any grants or
loans or support within six years, seven years, which seems eminently feasible when you are
targeting a 10-year payback period for home heating. That is the only thing I think needs a bit
more work, a bit more focus, and if we are going to be targeting … I think the next Item talks
about 10,000 electric vehicles on our roads by 2030, so if we are targeting these really big
numbers, the step change really in public transport and in the way we get around, I think grants
and supporting people buying these kind of vehicles, which are more expensive than traditional
alternatives, need to be seriously considered. So I would just be grateful if the Chairman could
take that back to his board and reconsider that position.
Thank you.
The President: Deputy Speaker, Mr Robertshaw.

5545

5550
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The Deputy Speaker: Thanks, Mr President.
I concur with the comments made thus far. Could I ask the Chairman: do air source heat
pumps, as pictured here, incur any planning issues on installation? I would be grateful if he could
answer that one.
Thank you.
The President: I call on the mover to reply. Dr Allinson.
The Chairman: Thank you very much, Mr President.
I would like to thank all three Members for their contributions, particularly Mr Shimmins. As
he commented and I did not want to necessarily flag him up during my speech but he was
responsible for the motion that we came back here, and some people saw that as a challenge.
Actually, I see it as a great opportunity in the same way as I see a lot of the initiatives that both
the DoI and Manx Utilities are doing to feed into the DEFA policy as opportunities for our Island
because we are looking at attracting new, younger people here with special skills. Coming on to
one of the comments from Mr Hooper, I have a slight concern that once we start getting lots of
electric vehicles here we are going to need skilled mechanics to service them, to deal with them,
but that is an opportunity for those car manufacturers who want to have a base here to actually
seize that market. (A Member: Hear, hear.) So I would like to thank him for his comments.
I take no credit for the Report because that is down to the fantastic staff at Manx Utilities and
our workers, but I will feed on these comments to them because I completely agree with you.
One of the things that we tried to do at the back was to give some scenarios about the real-time
benefits of adopting technology, which again I think is really quite useful to break down some
myths. We have got some targets and we will endeavour to report on those and actually look at
those significantly.
One of the comments he brings up is the way that we do not charge for electricity at the
moment from the public charging stations that are around the Island. That will stop this year.
What we are looking at is the best way of charging for that electricity and what we will be doing
this year is looking at various options, whether we do that in house or whether we go into
partnership with one of the firms that are doing this in the United Kingdom – because there are
pros and cons for both, but obviously what we need is one system across the Island, where
people have familiarity with it, which is simple but also which our visitor economy can use as
well. So I thank him very much for his comments.
Mr Hooper, we did have long conversations about grant schemes for electric vehicles and
obviously in the United Kingdom up until recently there has been a £5,000 grant from central
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government for electric vehicles. The issue with that is it is now being withdrawn gradually,
partly because those people who can afford the current electric vehicles can afford an expensive
car and so using that money to subsidise people who can spend £30,000 or £40,000 on a new
car did not seem to us to be realistic. However, using a charging structure to allow people to get
an air source heat pump into their home did seem to be a much better option.
What we do have on the Isle of Man, obviously, is free electricity, which we are going to
withdraw, but we also, through the DoI, have been looking at the taxation system, the road tax
for electric vehicles, and again as they become more mainstream we need to keep on looking at
that. These incentives are to get people to uptake EVs, but as I have said, what we have seen is
that people are now buying them because they are good cars; and so many of the major
manufacturers over the next five years will be purely making electric cars that I do not think we
need to seriously consider putting in Government money or for Manx Utilities getting into more
debt just to try to subsidise that. But we will look at that and obviously one of the things we will
be really keen on doing is charting whether we can actually facilitate that growth of electric
vehicles on the Isle of Man.
Mr Robertshaw poses a very interesting question about air source heat pumps and he is
correct to question this. One of the things that we have been looking at with our colleagues and
DoI and DEFA is: we want this sort of infrastructure but what are the barriers to it? And he is
right that sometimes you may need planning permission to put in one of these, particularly if it is
outside a flat, in the same way as if we are going to provide street charging how do we do that
so it does not block up the pavement? And so, particularly on the Douglas prom, we are looking
at whether we can have charging points in the street furniture that is there – the lampposts,
those sort of figures – so that we can get round some of these. But certainly air source heat
pumps, in the same way as solar panels, we need to get round these planning restrictions to
open them up for far more people and we will be looking quite seriously at any barriers to this in
the same way as with the Department of Infrastructure we have been looking at if you park your
car outside a charging point, how long can you leave it there: can you leave it there all day; can
you leave it there all weekend? Is that fair? No. With this new technology and new ways of doing
things we need to have a new way of approaching it.
I would like to thank all the Members for their very helpful comments and again just point
out that this is the first step, the start of a road travelled, and what we will try to do is feed back
to this Hon. Court each year to make sure that we are on track, and if we are not, ask for your
suggestions to make sure we are back on it.
Thank you very much, Mr President.
The President: Hon. Members, the motion is set out at Item 9 in the name of the Chair of the
Manx Utilities Authority. Those in favour, say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

10. Moving Towards Low Emission Travel –
A Policy for Surface Transport and Electric Vehicles –
Debate commenced
The Minister for Infrastructure to move:
That Tynwald receives and approves the policy document Moving Towards Low Emission
Travel – A Policy for Surface Transport and Electric Vehicles [GD No 2019/0010].
The President: Item 10, Moving Towards Low Emission Travel. Minister for Infrastructure to
move.
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The Minister for Infrastructure (Mr Harmer): Thank you, Mr President.
I am pleased to be able to present to you today, ‘Moving Towards Low Emission Travel – a
Policy for Surface Transport’.
This policy paper follows on and supports the ongoing work being led by the Department of
Environment, Food and Agriculture in determining how best the Island can reduce overall
emissions of carbon dioxide. Previously approved overarching strategies on this issue have
stated that by 2050 the overall levels of carbon dioxide emissions would be at 80% of the
recorded 1990 levels.
We all have a part to play in achieving this and one way we can make a difference is making
informed decisions about how we move around the Island. By far the greenest way to travel is
by active means – walking and cycling – and, as this Court is aware, my Department is making
progress on ensuring that this is a viable option for as many people as possible. Realistically,
there will always be a significant number of journeys on the Island that are undertaken by
private cars. In order to meet the commitments made to reduce emissions the more of these
cars which are low or no-emitting vehicles then the more chance we have of reaching the
targets.
For the first time, the Department has determined a target for the number of electric cars to
be registered here on the Island. This is an interim step towards to the overall goal and an
important milestone on the way. The target set is for 10,000 electric vehicles to be registered
here by 2030. In order to achieve this it is recognised that there is a need for information and
support for those looking to invest in such vehicles, and this is a role which will be taken forward
by the Department of Environment, Food and Agriculture as part of a wider education and
communication exercise on the changes that we can all make. There is a requirement for a
comprehensive network of charging points to be in place across the Island and I am looking
forward to working further with Manx Utilities in achieving this.
Finally, there is a need for leadership. If we really believe that this is the way that the Island
should move then we need to lead by example. For that reason, work is already being
undertaken to ensure that a growing proportion of the Government fleet is electrically powered.
As you will have noted in the policy document, the Department is not yet in a position to give
clear direction as to the future of the larger vehicles, including our own bus fleet. However, a
commitment has been given to keep this area under review and to provide guidance when there
is more certainty regarding this sector. The Department will, however, commence looking at
different technologies which can be used to power the Island’s buses with a view to ensuring
that these too move towards low or no emissions in the future.
Hon. Members, I beg to move the motion standing in my name.
The President: Hon. Member of Council, Mrs Lord-Brennan.

5655

Mrs Lord-Brennan: I beg to second and reserve my remarks.
The President: Hon. Member, Mr Peake.
5660

5665

Mr Peake: Thank you very much, Mr President; and I would like to thank the Minister for his
contribution in the Subcommittee.
I would like to thank him for toughening up and putting some targets in there that really do
make a difference, trying to reflect the need for 10,000 electric vehicles by 2030 and his
commitment to have 300 office cars by 2050 in DOI; although I do think it will probably be more
than that because as manufacturers build more electric vehicles people will then get on board
and realise that at four pence a mile it is just 20% of the cost of running a petrol or diesel car.
So I would like to thank him and his Department for seeing this through to the end.
Thank you, Mr President.

________________________________________________________________________

1048 T136

TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 19th MARCH 2019
5670

5675

5680

5685

5690

The President: Hon. Member for Garff, Mr Perkins.
Mr Perkins: Thank you, Mr President.
The debate that we have just had, and in this debate, I am really heartened to hear that the
Government Departments are all working together, including the MUA Board. It gives a good,
strong message out to the public that we are concerned about the carbon footprint of the Isle of
Man. And I congratulate all the people who have been involved in this. Without doubt, we are
starting to grasp the nettle and encouraging motorists into purchasing electric vehicles, as we
said, and also using other means of travel.
Now, technology is rapidly progressing in particular number plate recognition and vehicle
tracking. I would have hoped to have seen some of this in the future plan – something regarding
charging vehicles by the mile – because I believe it is important that those who pollute must pay.
Although the policy mentions electric buses, nothing was said about how the Government
should go about encouraging people to use them. If we are serious about reducing carbon
emissions I believe the time has come to review the free provision of Island travel and how we
can get car drivers to change a habit of a lifetime and use a low-emission bus and actually walk.
The Treasury Minister is smiling there behind his glasses! I certainly believe that and to get a
step change that we are looking for, Minister, I think we should somehow go down that route. It
is going to be a hard graft but we should tackle it.
The DOI has invested in cycle lanes and the Treasury has invested money to assist cycle
purchasing. It is a good start, but if we are going to look for a step change we have to examine
bold alternatives and I hope the various future action plans will start to address this.
Thank you, Mr President.

Standing Orders suspended to complete Item 10

5695

The President: Now, I can see other Members wish to speak. I am obliged to take a decision
from you as to whether we proceed beyond eight o’clock.
Mr Cregeen.
Mr Cregeen: Thank you, Mr President.
I beg to move that we carry on to the end of this Item.

5700

The President: The end of this cycle? (Several Members: Item.) Item! (Laughter and
interjections)
Mr Perkins: On your bike!
5705

The President: I am glad it is not a long cycle home!
A Member: It is to Laxey!
5710

The President: Beg to second.
Is that agreed, Hon. Members? (Members: Agreed.) Thank you.
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5715

5720

5725

Mr Baker: Thank you very much, Mr President.
I will be very brief, but Mr Perkins’ point there has clearly illustrated the point I was trying to
make earlier when I questioned the Minister because obviously it was not a debate, it was a
Statement by the Minister for DEFA about some of the lifestyle choices and the compromises
and adaptations that we are going to have to make as we grapple with this climate mitigation
strategy. And the point about how we travel around the Island, whether we need to actually
become less reliant on cars and make more use of public transport.
We of course have to have the public transport system in the first place to be able to do that
and it is really important. We have got an excellent public transport service; we have now got
demand-responsive transport. We have got the pieces that we need and we are in a very good
position to actually modify how we go forward, as we have to do if we are going to seriously
adapt this Island to the challenges that we face. And I just wanted to endorse Mr Perkins’
comments there.
The President: I call on the mover to reply.

5730

5735

5740

5745

5750

5755

The Minister: Thank you, Hon. Members, and thank you for all your support.
I thank Mr Peake for his comments. He is absolutely right, I think; and I thank him for his
involvement and help on the Subcommittee and Treasury. This has been a real example of all
the Departments – DEFA, DOI, Treasury, MUA – all working together on a common goal and a
common aim. And, yes, absolutely, we were challenged to make firm commitments and these
are firm challenging commitments that we are making.
It is very much a step change. What you can see from the graphs in terms of the climate
change that is happening all around us, is that we actually have to make changes now to affect
2030, let alone 2021. This is absolutely critical. And fundamental change to our infrastructure,
not just in terms of charging points and the infrastructure around electricity but also where
those charging points are and how we deal with electricity. How do we deal with parking and
things like that? These are all important issues and we are starting that conversation now.
I would like to thank the Hon. Member from Garff, Mr Perkins. Yes, it is about working
together. I have said before, the technology is incredibly important and I believe there is a move
that we will need to get smarter – smarter networks, smarter highways and so forth.
But his key point there was actually about buses and, yes, our aim or certainly intention is to
trial electric buses, but buses are by far one of the best ways – other than active travel, and
walking and cycling – to reduce carbon emissions. We often kick ourselves but actually with the
buses we have been doing fantastically well. We are getting record numbers, increases year on
year of many percent. We must not kill that goose, we must support it and we must embrace it.
It has to be on time and it has to be reliable. Absolutely, buses are an absolute key part of the
future in terms of demand-responsive transport. That is another factor.
And in doing this I thank Mr Baker for his comments because, as well, it is about being bold
and it is about lifestyle choices, and we need to give people the pathways to make those lifestyle
choices.
Finally, I would like to thank my seconder as well in this. But again, I think that there are a
number of initiatives that have happened across Government – that are cross-Government, and
that are working together, and that are solving problems. And with that I would like to beg to
move.
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The President: The motion is set out at Item 10, that Tynwald receives and approves the
policy document, ‘Moving Towards Low Emission Travel’. Those in favour, say aye; against, no.
The ayes have it. The ayes have it.
Thank you, Hon. Members, the Court will now stand adjourned until 10.30 a.m. tomorrow
morning.
The Court adjourned at 8.05 p.m.
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